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September  30,  2013 


In  Reply  Refer  To: 

1610/2800  (P) 

CACA-048669 

(CAD090.00) 

Dear  Reader: 

Attached  for  your  review  and  comment  is  the  Final  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan 
Amendment,  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  and  Draft  Environmental  impact  Report 
(Final  CDCA  Plan  Amendment/FFEIS/EIR)  for  the  State! ine  Solar  Farm  Project.  The  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  (BLM)  with  the  County  of  San  Bernardino  prepared  the  CDCA  Plan 
Amendment/FFEIS/FEIR  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  taking  into  account  public 
comments  received  during  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  process.  The  decision  on  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
will  be  to  approve,  approve  with  modification,  or  deny  issuance  of  the  right-of-way  grant  applied 
for  by  Desert  Stateline,  LLC. 

The  CDCA  Plan,  as  amended,  requires  that  newly  proposed  power  generation  sites  that  are  not 
already  identified  in  the  Plan  be  considered  through  the  plan  amendment  process.  The 
application  area  is  not  identified  within  the  Plan  and,  therefore,  a plan  amendment  is  required  to 
include  the  area  as  a recognized  element  within  the  Plan  and  to  determine  the  suitability  of  the 
application  area  for  solar  development.  The  BLM  also  proposes  to  modify  the  boundaries  of  the 
currently-existing  Ivanpah  DWMA.  This  action  also  requires  an  amendment  to  the  CDCA  Plan. 
This  EIS  acts  as  the  mechanism  for  complying  with  NEPA,  and  with  CDCA  requirements,  for 
both  proposed  plan  amendments. 

This  CDCA  Plan  Amendment/FEIS/FEIR  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  has  been 
developed  in  accordance  with  NEPA  and  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976. 
The  CDCA  Plan  Amendment/FEIS/FEIR  contains  the  proposed  plan  amendment,  an  analysis  of 
the  impacts  of  the  proposed  decisions,  and  a summary  of  the  written  and  oral  comments  received 
during  the  public  review  periods  for  the  FEIS/FEIR  and  responses  to  comments. 

Pursuant  to  BLM’s  planning  regulations  at  43  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  (CFR)  1610.5-2,  any 
person  who  participated  in  the  planning  process  for  the  CDCA  Plan  Amendment/FEIS/FEIR  and 
has  an  interest  that  is  or  may  be  adversely  affected  by  that  planning  decision  may  protest 
approval  of  that  planning  decision  within  30  days  from  the  date  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  (EPA)  publishes  its  Notice  of  Availability  for  the  FEIS  in  the  Federal  Register.  For 


further  information  on  filing  a protest,  please  see  the  accompanying  protest  regulations  in  the 
pages  that  follow  (Attachment  1 ).  The  regulations  specify  the  required  elements  in  a protest. 
Protesting  parties  should  take  care  to  document  all  relevant  facts  and,  as  much  as  possible, 
reference  or  cite  the  planning  documents  or  available  planning  records  (e.g.,  meeting  minutes  or 
summaries,  correspondence,  etc.).  To  aid  in  ensuring  the  completeness  of  the  protest,  a protest 
checklist  is  attached  to  this  letter  (labeled  as  Attachment  2). 


All  protests  must  be  in  writing  and 
Regular  Mail: 

Director  (210) 

Attn:  Brenda  Hudgens- Williams 
P.O.Box  71383 
Washington,  D.C.  20024-1383 


to  one  of  the  following  addresses: 
Overnight  Mail  or  Other  Delivery 
Director  (2 1 0) 

Attn:  Brenda  Hudgens-Williams 
20  M Street  SE,  Room  2134LM 
Washington,  D.C.  20003 


mailed 


Before  including  your  address,  phone  number,  e-mail  address,  or  other  personal  identifying 
information  in  your  comment,  you  should  be  aware  that  your  entire  comment-including  your 
personal  identifying  information-may  be  made  publicly  available  at  any  time.  While  you  can  ask 
us  in  your  comment  to  withhold  your  personal  identifying  information  from  public  review,  we 
cannot  guarantee  that  we  will  be  able  to  do  so. 

Emailed  and  faxed  protests  will  not  be  accepted  as  valid  protests  unless  the  protesting  party  also 
provides  the  original  letter  by  either  regular  or  overnight  mail  postmarked  by  the  close  of  the 
protest  period.  Under  these  conditions,  the  BLM  will  consider  the  emailed  or  faxed  protest  as  an 
advance  copy  and  will  afford  it  full  consideration.  If  you  wish  to  provide  the  BLM  with  such 
advance  notification,  please  direct  faxed  protests  to  the  attention  of  Brenda  Hudgens-Williams- 
BLM  Protest  Expeditor  at  202-912-7129,  and  emailed  protests  to  Brenda  Hudgens- 
Williams@blm.gov. 

The  BLM  Director  will  make  every  attempt  to  promptly  render  a decision  on  each  valid  protest. 
The  decision  will  be  in  writing  and  will  be  sent  to  the  protesting  party  by  certified  mail,  return 
receipt  requested.  The  decision  of  the  BLM  Director  shall  be  the  final  decision  of  the 
Department  of  the  Interior.  Responses  to  protest  issues  will  be  compiled  in  a Director's  Protest 
Resolution  Report  that  will  be  made  available  to  the  public  following  issuance  of  the  decisions. 

Upon  resolution  of  all  protests,  the  BLM  may  issue  a Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  adopting  the 
Approved  CDCA  Plan  Amendment/FEIS/FEIR  and  making  a decision  regarding  issuance  of  the 
right-of-way  grant  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  Copies  of  the  ROD  will  be  mailed  or 
made  available  electronically  to  all  who  participated  in  this  NEPA  process  and  will  be  available 
to  all  parties  through  the  ’'Planning”  page  of  the  BLM  national  website 
(http://www.blm.gov/plaiming),  or  by  mail  upon  request. 
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Unlike  the  CDCA  Plan  Amendment  decision,  issuance  of  the  proposed  right-of-way  grant 
decision  is  an  implementation  decision  that  is  not  subject  to  protest  under  the  BLM  planning 
regulations.  Rather,  once  the  BLM  resolves  the  protests  to  the  Land  use  plan  decision  and  issues 
the  ROD,  the  right-of-way  decision(s)  may  be  appealed  to  the  Intenor  Board  of  Land  Appeals 
pursuant  to  43  CFR  Part  4,  Subpart  E,  or  challenged  in  federal  district  court. 


Sincerely, 


Field  Manager 
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Attachment  1 


Protest  Regulations 
[CITE:  43CFR16I0.5-2] 


TITLE  43-PUBLIC  LANDS:  INTERIOR 

CHAPTER  II— BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT,  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
PART  1600-PLANNING,  PROGRAMMING,  B UDGETING-T able  of  Contents 
Subpart  1610-Resource  Management  Planning 
Sec.  1610. 5-2  Protest  procedures. 

(a)  Any  person  who  participated  in  the  planning  process  and  has  an  interest  which  is  or  may  be 
adversely  affected  by  the  approval  or  amendment  of  a resource  management  plan  may 
protest  such  approval  or  amendment.  A protest  may  raise  only  those  issues  which  were 
submitted  for  the  record  during  the  planning  process. 

(1)  The  protest  shall  be  in  writing  and  shall  be  filed  with  the  Director.  The  protest  shall  be 
filed  within  30  days  of  the  date  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  published  the 
notice  of  receipt  of  the  final  environmental  impact  statement  containing  the  plan  or 
amendment  in  the  Federal  Register.  For  an  amendment  not  requiring  the  preparation  of  an 
environmental  impact  statement,  the  protest  shall  be  filed  within  30  days  of  the 
publication  of  the  notice  of  its  effective  date. 

(2)  The  protest  shall  contain: 

(i)  The  name,  mailing  address,  telephone  number  and  interest  of  the  person  filing  the 
protest; 

(ii)  A statement  of  the  issue  or  issues  being  protested; 

(iii) A  statement  of  the  part  or  parts  of  the  plan  or  amendment  being  protested; 

(tv)  A copy  of  all  documents  addressing  the  issue  or  issues  that  were 

submitted  during  the  planning  process  by  the  protesting  party  or  an  indication  of  the 
date  the  issue  or  issues  were  discussed  for  the  record;  and 
(v)  A concise  statement  explaining  why  the  State  Director's  decision  is  believed  to  be 
wrong. 

(3)  The  Director  shall  promptly  render  a decision  on  the  protest, 

(b)  The  decision  shall  be  in  writing  and  shall  set  forth  the  reasons  for  the  decision.  The  decision 
shall  be  sent  to  the  protesting  party  by  certified  mail,  return  receipt  requested.  The  decision 
of  the  Director  shall  be  the  final  decision  of  the  Department  of  the  interior. 


Attachment  2 


Resource  Management  Plan  Protest 
Critical  Item  Checklist 

The  following  items  must  be  included  to  constitute  a valid  protest 
whether  using  this  optional  format,  or  a narrative  letter. 

(43  CFR  1610.5-2) 

BLM's  practice  is  to  make  comments,  including  names  and  home  addresses  of  respondents,  available  For  public  review 
Before  including  your  address,  phone  number,  e-mail  address,  or  other  personal  identifying  information  in  your 
comment,  be  advised  that  your  entire  comment-including  your  personal  identifying  information— may  be  made  publicly 
available  at  any  time.  While  you  can  ask  us  in  your  comment  to  withhold  from  public  review  your  personal  identifying 
information,  wc  cannot  guarantee  that  we  will  be  able  to  do  so  All  submissions  from  organizations  and  businesses,  and 
from  individuals  identifying  themselves  as  representatives  or  officials  of  organizations  and  businesses,  vs  ill  be  available 
for  pub l ic  inspection  in  their  entirety,  

Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  or  Amendment  (RMPA)  being  protested: 


Name: 

Address: 

Phone  Number:  { ) 

Your  interest  in  filing  this  protest  (how  will  you  be  adversely  affected  by  the  approval 
or  amendment  of  this  plan?): 


Issue  or  issues  being  protested: 


Statement  of  the  part  or  parts  of  the  plan  being  protested: 


Attach  copies  of  all  documents  addressing  the  issue(s)  that  were  submitted  during  the 
planning  process  by  the  protesting  party,  OR  an  indication  of  the  date  the  issueCs) 
were  discussed  for  the  record. 

T)ate(s): 

A concise  statement  explaining  why  the  State  Director’s  decision  is  believed  to  be 
wrong: 


Abstract 


This  Final  Plan  Amendment  (PA)  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Environmental 
Impact  Report  (EIS/EIR)  analyzes  the  impacts  of  Desert  Stateline,  LLC’s  (Applicant’s)  proposed 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  The  applicant,  a wholly-owned  subsidiary  of  First  Solar 
Development,  Inc.  (First  Solar),  has  filed  Application  CACA  #48669  for  a Right-of-Way  (ROW) 
authorization  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  to  construct,  operate,  maintain,  and 
decommission  an  approximately  2,143  acre,  300-megawatt  (MW)  alternating  current  (AC)  solar 
photovoltaic  (PV)  energy  generation  facility  (Proposed  Action  or  Project).  All  of  the  proposed 
facilities  would  be  located  on  public  lands  managed  by  the  BLM  Needles  Field  Office.  The 
proposed  facility  would  be  located  in  Ivanpah  Valley  near  the  California-Nevada  border.  The 
proposed  location  is  approximately  2 miles  southwest  of  the  community  of  Primm,  Nevada,  and 
approximately  0.5  miles  to  the  west  of  Interstate  15  (1-15). 

The  Final  PA  and  Final  EIS/EIR  analyzes  the  impacts  of  BLM  approving  a ROW  grant  for  the 
construction,  operations  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning  of  the  Project  and  associated 
amendment  to  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan  1980  (CDCA  Plan).  It  also 
analyzes  the  impacts  of  three  alternative  configurations  of  the  Project,  and  three  additional 
alternative  land  use  plan  amendments.  The  EIS/EIR  also  analyzes  the  impacts  of  the  approval 
of  well  permits  by  the  County.  This  Final  EIS/EIR  also  discusses  mitigation  measures  that,  if 
adopted,  would  avoid,  minimize,  or  mitigate  the  adverse  environmental  impacts  identified. 


f 

Point  of  Contact: 

Mr.  Jeffrey  Childers 
BLM  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  California  92553-9046 

(951)697-5308 
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Executive  Summary 

ES.1  Background  and  Project  Overview 

This  Proposed  Plan  Amendment  (PA)  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Environmental 
Impact  Report  (EIS/EIR)  analyzes  the  impacts  of  Desert  Stateline,  LLC’s  (Applicant’s)  proposed 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  The  applicant,  a wholly-owned  subsidiary  of  First  Solar 
Development,  Inc.  (First  Solar),  has  filed  Application  CACA  #48669  for  a Right-of-Way  (ROW) 
authorization  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  to  construct,  operate,  maintain,  and 
decommission  an  approximately  2,143  acre,  300-megawatt  (MW)  alternating  current  (AC)  solar 
photovoltaic  (PV)  energy  generation  facility  (Proposed  Action  or  Project).  The  location  of  the 
proposed  facility  within  its  regional  context  is  shown  in  Figure  1-1  (See  Appendix  A for  all  figures 
referenced  in  the  PA  and  Final  EIS/EIR). 

The  PA  and  EIS/EIR  analyzes  the  impacts  of  BLM  approving  a ROW  grant  for  the  construction, 
operations  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning  of  the  Project  and  associated  amendment 
to  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan  1980  (CDCA  Plan;  BLM  1980).  It  also  analyzes 
the  impacts  of  three  alternative  configurations  of  the  Project,  and  three  additional  alternative 
land  use  plan  amendments.  The  EIS/EIR  also  analyzes  the  impacts  of  the  approval  of  well 
permits  by  San  Bernardino  County  (the  County).  In  addition  to  these  decisions,  the  PA  and 
EIS/EIR  evaluates  the  proposed  modification  by  BLM  of  the  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah 
Desert  Wildlife  Management  Area  (DWMA)  by  adding  the  Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  Unit  to  the 
existing  DWMA.  The  alternatives  evaluated  in  the  PA  and  EIS/EIR  include: 

• Alternative  1:  The  Proposed  Action  - 300  MW  generated  on  2,143  acres; 

• Alternative  2:  2,385  Acre  Alternative  - 300  MW  generated  on  2,385  acres; 

• Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Acre  Alternative  - 300  MW  generated  on  1,685  acres; 

• Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative  - 232  MW  generated  on  1 ,766  acres; 

• Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative  - No  issuance  of  a ROW  Grant,  No  County 
Approval,  No  Land  Use  Plan  (LUP)  Amendment; 

• Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  on  Site  Alternative  - No  issuance  of  a ROW 
Grant,  No  County  Approval,  Approval  of  a LUP  Amendment  to  identify  site  of  the 
Proposed  Action  as  unsuitable  for  solar  energy  development;  and 

• Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  on  Site  Alternative  - No  issuance  of  a ROW 
Grant,  No  County  Approval,  Approval  of  a LUP  Amendment  to  identify  site  of  the 
Proposed  Action  as  suitable  for  future  solar  energy  development. 

This  Final  EIS/EIR  is  also  being  used  as  the  mechanism  to  evaluate  modifications  to  the  CDCA 
Plan  that  would  potentially  modify  the  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA. 

The  Applicant  proposed  to  construct,  operate,  maintain,  and  decommission  the  proposed 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  facility,  a 300  MW  solar  photovoltaic  energy  facility,  on  2,143  acres  in  San 
Bernardino  County,  California,  near  the  California-Nevada  border  at  Primm,  Nevada.  The 
project  would  be  located  entirely  on  public  lands  managed  by  the  BLM  Needles  Field  Office. 


Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1) 

The  Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1)  consists  of  the  construction,  operation,  maintenance,  and 
decommissioning  of  photovoltaic  solar  arrays  and  associated  facilities  necessary  to  generate 
300  MW  of  electrical  energy.  Under  this  alternative,  the  BLM  and  County  would  take  the 
following  actions: 
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• BLM  would  approve  the  proposed  ROW  grant  for  the  Alternative  1 site  configuration, 
which  totals  2,143  acres; 

• BLM  would  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  to  identify  the  Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  facility  site 
acreage  as  an  area  suitable  for  solar  development  within  the  Plan; 

• BLM  would  modify  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA,  as  described  above  in 
Section  2. 1.3. 6; 

• BLM  would  modify  the  designations  of  open  routes;  and 

• The  County  would  issue  well  permits. 


ES.2  Purpose  and  Need 

The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  guidance  published  by  the  Council  on 
Environmental  Guality  (CEO)  states  that  the  Purpose  and  Need  section  of  an  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  “shall  briefly  specify  the  underlying  purpose  and  need  to  which  the  agency  is 
responding  in  proposing  the  alternatives  including  the  proposed  action”  (Title  40  of  the  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  [CFR]  §1502.13).  The  following  discussion  sets  forth  the  purpose  of  and 
need  for  the  project  as  required  under  NEPA. 


ES.2.1  BLM  Purpose  and  Need 

In  accordance  with  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA  Sections  102(a)(7) , 
302(a) , and  601),  public  lands  are  to  be  managed  for  multiple  uses  that  take  into  account  the 
long-term  needs  of  future  generations  for  renewable  and  non-renewable  resources.  The 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to  grant  ROWs  on  public  lands  for  systems  of  generation, 
transmission,  and  distribution  of  electric  energy  (Section  501(a)(4)).  Taking  into  account  the 
BLM’s  multiple  use  mandate,  the  purpose  and  need  for  the  Proposed  Action  is  to  respond  to  a 
FLPMA  ROW  application  submitted  by  the  Applicant  to  construct,  operate,  maintain,  and 
decommission  a solar  energy-generating  facility  and  associated  infrastructure  on  public  lands 
administered  by  the  BLM  in  accordance  with  FLPMA,  BLM  ROW  regulations,  and  other 
applicable  Federal  laws  and  policies. 

In  conjunction  with  FLPMA,  the  Proposed  Action  would,  if  approved,  assist  the  BLM  in 
addressing  the  following  management  objectives: 

• Executive  Order  13212,  dated  May  18,  2001,  which  mandates  that  agencies  act 
expediently  and  in  a manner  consistent  with  applicable  laws  to  increase  the  production 
and  transmission  of  energy  in  a safe  and  environmentally  sound  manner.” 

• Secretarial  Order  3285,  dated  March  11,  2009,  and  amended  as  3285A1  on  February 
22,  2010,  which  “establishes  the  development  of  renewable  energy  as  a priority  of  the 
Department  of  the  Interior.” 

• The  President’s  Climate  Action  Plan,  announced  on  June  25,  2013,  to  reduce  carbon 
pollution,  prepare  the  U.S.  for  the  impacts  of  climate  change , and  lead  international 
efforts  to  address  global  climate  change.  To  ensure  America's  continued  leadership  in 
clean  energy,  the  Climate  Action  Plan  set  a new  goal  for  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
to  permit  enough  renewable  electricity  generation  from  public  lands  to  power  more  than 
6 million  homes  by  2020.  This  goal  will  reguire  the  approval  of  20,000  MWs  of 
renewable  energy  projects  on  the  public  lands  by  2020. 

The  BLM  will  decide  whether  to  deny  the  proposed  ROW,  grant  the  ROW,  or  grant  the  ROW 
with  modifications.  The  BLM  may  include  any  terms,  conditions,  and  stipulations  it  determines 
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to  be  in  the  public  interest,  and  may  include  modifying  the  proposed  use  or  changing  the  route 
or  location  of  the  proposed  facilities  (43  CFR  2805.10(a)(1)). 

In  connection  with  its  decision  on  the  Proposed  Action,  the  BLM  will  also  consider  potential 
amendments  to  the  CDCA  Plan.  The  CDCA  plan,  while  recognizing  the  potential  compatibility 
of  solar  energy  facilities  on  public  lands,  requires  that  all  sites  associated  with  power  generation 
or  transmission  not  identified  in  the  plan  be  considered  through  the  land  use  plan  amendment 
process.  BLM  policy  encourages  the  avoidance  of  development  on  lands  with  high  conflict  or 
sensitive  resource  values  (Instruction  Memorandum  [IM]  2011-061).  While  the  BLM  is  not 
required  to  formally  determine  whether  certain  high  conflict  lands  are  or  are  not  available  for 
solar  energy  development,  if  BLM  decides  to  make  that  decision,  it  must  amend  the  CDCA  plan. 
Here,  the  BLM  is  potentially  deciding  whether  to  amend  the  CDCA  plan  to  identify  the  Project 
site  as  suitable  or  unsuitable  for  solar  energy  development.  At  the  same  time,  the  BLM  will  also 
decide  whether  to  amend  the  CDCA  plan  to  make  high  conflict  or  sensitive  resource  value  areas 
within  the  project  application  area  unavailable  for  solar  development. 


ES.2.2  San  Bernardino  County  Purpose  and  Need 

As  part  of  the  Proposed  Action,  the  Applicant  has  submitted  well  construction  permits  to  the 
County  for  up  to  two  groundwater  production  wells  and  three  groundwater  monitoring  wells. 
The  wells  would  be  used  to  produce  groundwater  for  dust  suppression,  fire  response  during 
construction,  and  for  fire  response  and  sanitary  purposes  during  operations.  Issuing  the  well 
permits  is  a discretionary  action  on  the  part  of  the  County,  and  therefore  warrants  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  review. 


ES.2.3  Applicant’s  Objectives 

The  purpose  and  need  describes  BLM  and  the  County’s  purpose  and  need  for  the  Proposed 
Action,  not  the  Applicant’s  interests  and  objectives.  However,  the  Applicant’s  interests  and 
objectives,  including  any  constraints  or  flexibility  with  respect  to  their  proposal,  help  to  inform  the 
BLM’s  and  County’s  decisions  and  cannot  be  ignored  in  the  NEPA  and  CEQA  process.  This 
information  helps  the  BLM  and  County  to  determine  which  alternatives  should  be  analyzed  in 
detail  through  the  NEPA  and  CEQA  processes  and  can  provide  the  basis  for  the  determination 
that  certain  alternatives  are  unreasonable  and  thus  eliminated  from  detailed  analysis.  (BLM  IM 
2011-059). 

The  Applicant’s  stated  purpose  for  the  project  is  to  create  a clean,  renewable  source  of 
electricity  that  helps  meet  California’s  growing  demand  for  power  and  helps  fulfill  national  and 
state  renewable  energy  goals  and  greenhouse  gas  (GHG)  emissions  reduction  requirements. 
The  state’s  Renewable  Portfolio  Standard  (RPS)  and  GHG  emissions  reduction  requirements 
include  the  requirements  set  forth  in  Senate  Bills  (SB)  1078  and  XI -2  (California  RPS  Program), 
Assembly  Bill  (AB)  32  (California  Global  Warming  Solutions  Act  of  2006),  and  the  Governor’s 
Executive  Order  S-14-08  to  increase  the  state’s  Renewable  Energy  Standard  to  33  percent 
renewable  power  by  2020.  In  particular: 

• California’s  RPS  mandate  requires  the  state’s  Investor-Owned  Utilities  (lOUs)  to  supply 
33  percent  of  California’s  total  electricity  through  renewable  energy  generation  by  2020, 
as  set  forth  in  SB  1078  (establishing  the  California  RPS  Program)  and  SB  XI -2 
(accelerating  the  requirement  to  33  percent  requirement  to  2020). 

• California’s  GHG  emission  reduction  goals  set  forth  in  AB  32  require  the  state’s  GHG 
emissions  to  be  reduced  to  1990  levels  by  2020. 
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The  Applicant’s  specific  objectives  for  the  project,  as  stated  in  their  Plan  of  Development  (First 
Solar  2011)  are: 

• Deploy  a technology  that  has  been  commercially  proven  and  that  is  safe,  readily 
available,  environmentally  responsible,  and  acceptable  to  the  public  utilities; 

• Establish  300  MW  of  generating  capacity  for  emission-free  PV  solar  electricity  in  an  area 
of  high  solar  insolation  and  in  proximity  to  existing  transmission  infrastructure,  while 
avoiding,  minimizing,  and  mitigating  the  impacts  to  environmentally  sensitive  areas; 

• Develop  a project  that  is  feasible  to  construct  and  operate  while  providing  utility 
customers  with  a cost-competitive,  cleaner  alternative  to  conventionally  generated 
electricity; 

• Provide  community  benefits  through  new  jobs,  spending  in  local  businesses,  and 
additional  sales  tax  revenues; 

• Employ  an  average  of  approximately  400  on-site  workers  during  the  2 to  4 year 
construction  period; 

• Interconnect  to  the  newly  upgraded  El  Dorado-lvanpah  transmission  line,  which  is 
located  in  a federally-designated  transmission  corridor  near  the  project  site;  and 

• Generate  electricity  in  an  arid  environment  with  minimal  water  use. 


ES.3  Decisions  to  be  Made 

As  defined  by  the  purpose  and  need,  the  BLM  is  responding  to  the  Applicant’s  application  for  a 
ROW  grant  to  construct,  operate,  maintain,  and  decommission  a solar  energy  facility  on  public 
lands.  In  doing  so,  the  BLM  will  adopt  one  of  the  alternatives  described  below  (see  Section 
ES.3.1 ). 

Alternatives  considered  in  this  PA  and  Final  EIS/EIR  are  developed  based  on  issues  identified 
by  the  BLM  and  the  County  of  San  Bernardino,  California  (County),  as  well  as  comments 
received  during  the  public  scoping  process.  In  addition,  the  agencies  refined  the  alternatives 
evaluated  in  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  based  on  public  comments  on  that  document,  and  those 
refinements  are  incorporated  into  this  Final  EIS/EIR.  NEPA  and  CEQA  (Section  15126.6) 
require  consideration,  in  detail,  of  a range  of  alternatives  that  are  considered  reasonable. 
Section  6.6.3  of  the  BLM  NEPA  Handbook  (BLM  2008)  allows  the  evaluator  to  eliminate 
alternatives  from  detailed  analysis  if  they  would  be  ineffective  (would  not  respond  to  the  purpose 
and  need),  would  be  technologically  and  economically  infeasible,  are  inconsistent  with  basic 
policy  objectives  for  the  management  of  the  area,  or  if  their  implementation  is  remote  or 
speculative.  In  addition  to  these  NEPA  requirements,  CEQA  requires  consideration  of 
alternatives  that  would  avoid  or  reduce  significant  adverse  impacts. 

This  document  provides  information  to  the  BLM  authorized  officer  to  make  the  following 
decisions: 

• Should  the  proposed  ROW  grant  be  issued  as  applied  for,  issued  for  a modified  project, 
or  denied?  If  the  BLM  decides  to  approve  the  issuance  of  a ROW  grant,  the  BLM  will 
also  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  as  required. 

• Should  the  boundaries  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  be  modified?  Similarly,  if  the  BLM  decides 
to  modify  the  boundaries  of  the  DWMA,  the  BLM  will  also  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  as 
required. 

• Should  the  CDCA  Plan  be  amended  to  identify  the  project  site  or  portions  of  the  project 
site  suitable  or  unsuitable  for  solar  development? 
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The  document  also  provides  information  for  the  County  to  facilitate  their  decision  whether  or  not 
to  approve  permits  for  up  to  two  groundwater  production  wells  and  three  groundwater 
monitoring  wells  associated  with  the  construction,  operation,  maintenance,  and 
decommissioning  of  the  Project. 


ES.3.1  Alternatives 

Alternatives  were  evaluated  for  inclusion  in  the  EIS/EIR  using  appropriate  screening  criteria 
pursuant  to  NEPA  and  CEQA.  These  criteria  were  used  to  evaluate  whether  a potential 
alternative  would:  achieve  the  project  purpose  and  meet  most  project  objectives;  be  feasible; 
and  offer  environmental  advantages  over  the  proposed  project,  including  avoidance  or  reduction 
of  significant  environmental  impacts.  As  part  of  the  alternatives  screening  process,  alternatives 
located  on  BLM-administered  lands  and  other  affected  lands  and  resources  were  evaluated.  Of 
those  alternatives,  four  action  alternatives,  including  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  or 
Proposed  Action,  and  three  No  Action  Alternatives  were  developed  and  evaluated  in  this 
EIR/EIS,  as  follows  (see  Chapter  2 for  complete  descriptions  of  these  alternatives); 

• Proposed  Action  - 300  MW  generated  on  2,143  Ac  (Alternative  1).  This  alternative 
consists  of  the  use  of  cadmium-telluride  (CdTe)-based  photovoltaic  panels  designed  to 
generate  300  MW  of  electrical  energy  on  a single,  contiguous  footprint  comprising  2,143 
acres  of  public  lands.  This  alternative  would  also  include  modification  of  the  boundaries 
of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA,  resulting  in  a net  addition  of  23,363  acres  to  the  existing  DWMA, 
by  BLM.  Under  this  alternative,  the  County  would  issue  well  permits  for  the  facility’s 
groundwater  production  and  monitoring  wells. 

• 2,385  Acre  Alternative  (Alternative  2).  This  alternative  consists  of  the  use  of  CdTe- 
based  photovoltaic  panels  designed  to  generate  300  MW  of  electrical  energy  on  2,385 
acres.  Under  this  alternative,  the  solar  panels  would  be  developed  in  a bifurcated 
footprint  (two  separate  arrays).  This  alternative  would  also  include  modification  of  the 
boundaries  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA,  resulting  in  a net  addition  of  23, 121  acres  to  the 
existing  DWMA,  by  BLM.  Under  this  alternative,  the  County  would  issue  well  permits  for 
the  facility’s  groundwater  production  and  monitoring  wells. 

• 1,685  Acre  Alternative  ( Revised  Alternative  3).  This  alternative  consists  of  the  use  of 
CdTe-based  photovoltaic  panels  designed  to  generate  300  MW  of  electrical  energy  on  a 
single,  contiguous  footprint  comprising  1,685  acres  of  public  lands.  The  footprint  of  this 
alternative  would  be  adjusted  from  that  proposed  in  Alternative  1 in  order  to  reduce 
impacts  to  environmental  resources.  This  alternative  would  also  include  modification  of 
the  boundaries  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA,  resulting  in  a net  addition  of  23, 821  acres  to  the 
existing  DWMA,  by  BLM.  Under  this  alternative,  the  County  would  issue  well  permits  for 
the  facility’s  groundwater  production  and  monitoring  wells. 

• Reduced  Acreage  Alternative  (Alternative  4).  This  alternative  consists  of  the  use  of 

CdTe-based  photovoltaic  panels  designed  to  generate  232  MW  of  electrical  energy  on  a 
single,  contiguous  footprint  comprising  1,766  acres  of  public  lands.  The  footprint  of  this 
alternative  would  be  the  same  as  the  northern  portion  of  the  bifurcated  footprint  in 
Alternative  2.  This  alternative  would  also  include  modification  of  the  boundaries  of  the 
Ivanpah  DWMA,  resulting  in  a net  addition  of  23, 740  acres  to  the  existing  DWMA,  by 
BLM.  Under  this  alternative,  the  County  would  issue  well  permits  for  the  facility’s 
groundwater  production  and  monitoring  wells. 

• No  Action  Alternative  (Alternative  5).  Under  this  alternative,  there  would  be  no 
issuance  of  a ROW  Grant,  no  County  well  permits,  no  LUP  Amendment,  and  no 
modification  of  the  boundaries  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA. 
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• No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  on  Site  Alternative  (Alternative  6).  Under  this  alternative, 
there  would  be  no  issuance  of  a ROW  grant  and  no  County  well  permits.  This 
alternative  would  include  modification  of  the  boundaries  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA,  resulting 
in  a net  addition  of  25,506  acres  to  the  existing  DWMA.  This  alternative  would  include 
approval  of  a LUP  Amendment  finding  that  the  site  is  not  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development. 

• No  Project,  Approve  Solar  on  Site  Alternative  (Alternative  7).  Under  this  alternative, 
there  would  be  no  issuance  of  a ROW  grant,  no  County  well  permits,  and  no 
modification  of  the  boundaries  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA.  This  alternative  would  include 
approval  of  a LUP  Amendment  finding  that  the  site  is  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development. 


ES.3.2  Comparison  of  Alternatives 

Table  ES-1  summarizes  the  alternatives  and  their  impacts.  The  selection  of  one  of  the  four 
action  alternatives  (Alternatives  1,  2,  3,  and  4)  would  result  in  amendment  of  the  CDCA  Plan  to 
identify  the  site  as  suitable  for  development  of  a solar  energy  project.  However,  the  actual 
environmental  consequences  anticipated  would  result  from  the  development  of  the  Proposed 
Action;  therefore,  the  table  summarizes  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  project 
pursuant  to  NEPA  and  CEQA  (Guidelines  Section  1 51 23(b)(1 )). 


ES3.3  Federal  Lead  Agency  Preferred  Alternative  and  CEQA  Environmentally  Superior 
Alternative 

The  “preferred  alternative”  is  a preliminary  indication  of  the  federal  responsible  official’s 
preference  of  action,  which  is  chosen  from  among  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives.  The 
preferred  alternative  may  be  selected  for  a variety  of  reasons  (such  as  the  priorities  of  a 
particular  lead  agency)  in  addition  to  the  environmental  considerations  discussed  in  the 
EIS/EIR.  The  BLM’s  Preferred  Alternative  is  Revised  Alternative  3. 

In  accordance  with  CEQA  requirements,  an  “environmentally  superior  alternative”  must  be 
identified  among  the  alternatives  analyzed  in  an  EIR  or  EIS/EIR.  The  environmentally  superior 
alternative  is  the  alternative  found  to  have  an  overall  environmental  advantage  compared  to 
other  alternatives  based  on  the  impact  analysis  in  the  EIR.  If  the  environmentally  superior 
alternative  is  the  No  Project  alternative,  State  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15126.6(e)(2)  requires 
the  EIR  to  identify  an  environmentally  superior  alternative  from  among  the  other  alternatives. 
For  this  Proposed  Action,  the  No  Project  alternative  would  be  superior  to  any  of  the  action 
alternatives  because  the  impacts  of  implementing  the  Proposed  Action  would  be  avoided  for  the 
time  being.  Among  the  other  alternatives,  San  Bernardino  County  has  identified  Revised 
Alternative  3 as  the  environmentally  superior  alternative  because,  of  the  action  alternatives,  it 
would  have  the  smallest  impact  on  wildlife  habitat  and  connectivity. 


ES.4  Connected/Cumulative  Actions 

There  are  no  other  actions  that  are  connected  to  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  that  would  require 
any  action  from  the  BLM  or  San  Bernardino  County.  The  Eldorado-lvanpah  Transmission 
Project  (EITP),  to  which  the  proposed  facility  would  connect,  has  already  been  approved  and 
construction  has  been  completed.  The  EITP  was  considered  in  the  cumulative  impact  analysis 
in  this  EIS/EIR  and,  similarly,  the  cumulative  impact  analysis  in  the  EITP  EIS/EIR  considered 
the  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  and  other  reasonably  foreseeable  renewable  energy 
projects  in  region. 
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ES.5  Environmental  Consequences 
ES.5.1  Impact  Summary  Table 

Table  ES-1  summarizes  the  environmental  impacts  that  would  occur  as  a result  of  the  Proposed 
Action  and  alternatives  by  environmental  resource.  The  environmental  consequences  section 
for  each  resource  in  Chapter  4 identifies  the  mitigation  measures  included  to  avoid  or 
substantially  reduce  adverse  impacts.  The  unavoidable  adverse  impacts  that  would  remain  after 
mitigation  are  also  discussed  at  the  end  of  each  section  in  Chapter  4. 


ES.5. 2 Major  Conclusions 

Air  Quality.  Air  pollutant  emissions  during  construction  would  result  in  temporary  and 
unavoidable  adverse  nitrogen  oxides  (NOx)  and  particulate  matter,  less  than  10  microns  (PM10) 
impacts. 

Vegetation  Resources.  Temporary  disturbance  and  long-term  loss  of  sensitive  vegetation 
communities,  jurisdictional  areas,  and  special  status  plant  species  would  occur  during 
construction. 

Visual  Resources.  Unavoidable  impacts  from  the  conversion  of  a natural  desert  landscape  to  a 
landscape  dominated  by  industrial  character.  Long-term  land  scarring  following  project 
decommissioning  due  to  the  large  impact  area  and  long  recovery  time  for  desert  vegetation. 

Water  Resources.  The  use  of  groundwater  by  the  project  could  result  in  mobilization  of  saline 
groundwater  in  the  local  area  of  the  project  wells. 

Wildlife  Resources.  Temporary  disturbance  and  long-term  loss  of  occupied  desert  tortoise 
habitat,  and  unavoidable  impacts  to  individuals  present  within  the  project  area  during 
construction. 


ES.5.3  Areas  of  Controversy 

Based  on  input  received  from  agencies,  organizations,  Native  Americans  and  Tribal 
Governments,  and  members  of  the  general  public  during  scoping  for  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  and 
review  of  the  PA  and  Draft  EIS/EIR , several  areas  of  controversy  related  to  the  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  facility  emerged,  including: 

• Opposition  to  the  placement  of  a large  solar  project  on  largely  undisturbed  desert  land 

• Concern  regarding  the  impacts  of  the  project  on  biological  resources 

• Concern  regarding  groundwater  use  and  quality 

• Concern  regarding  the  range  of  alternatives  considered 

Extensive  comments  were  received  during  the  scoping  process  for  the  project.  The  scoping 
process  and  public  input  received  during  that  process  are  provided  in  detail  in  Appendix  B, 
Pubic  Scoping  Report.  Extensive  comments  were  also  received  on  the  Draft  EIS/EIR.  Those 
comments  are  included  in  Appendix  F,  and  the  manner  in  which  the  agencies  responded  to 
those  comments  in  the  development  of  the  PA  and  Final  EIS/EIR  is  provided  in  Appendix  G. 
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ES.5.4  Issues  to  be  Resolved 

Verbal  and  written  comments  were  received  during  the  scoping  process  and  public  review 
period  for  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  project.  The  scoping  process  and 
public  input  received  during  that  process  are  provided  in  detail  in  Appendix  B,  Public  Scoping 
Report.  The  public  comments  on  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  are  provided  in  Appendix  F,  and  the 
agencies’  responses  to  those  comments  are  provided  in  Appendix  G. 


ES.6  Lead  Agency  Roles  and  Approvals 
ES.6.1  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

As  discussed  in  Section  ES.2.1,  the  BLM’s  role  is  to  respond  to  the  Applicant’s  application 
under  Title  V of  the  FLPMA  (43  United  States  Code  [U.S.C.]  1761)  for  a ROW  grant  to 
construct,  operate,  maintain,  and  decommission  a solar  energy  facility  on  public  lands  in 
compliance  with  FLPMA,  BLM  ROW  regulations,  and  other  applicable  federal  laws.  The  BLM 
will  decide  whether  to  approve,  approve  with  modification,  or  deny  issuance  of  a ROW  grant  to 
the  Applicant  for  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  facility.  The  BLM’s  action  will  also  include 
consideration  of  amending  the  CDCA  Plan  1980,  as  amended.  If  the  BLM  decides  to  approve 
the  issuance  of  a ROW  grant,  the  BLM  will  also  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  as  required.  The  BLM 
will  also  consider  modification  of  the  boundaries  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA. 


ES.6. 2 San  Bernardino  County 

As  part  of  the  Proposed  Action,  the  Applicant  has  submitted  well  construction  permits  to  the 
County  for  up  to  two  groundwater  production  wells  and  three  groundwater  monitoring  wells. 
The  wells  would  be  used  to  produce  groundwater  for  dust  suppression,  fire  response  during 
construction,  and  for  fire  response  and  sanitary  purposes  during  operations.  Issuing  the  well 
permits  is  a discretionary  action  on  the  part  of  the  County,  and  therefore  warrants  CEQA  review. 


ES.7  Native  American  Government-to-Government  Consultation 

The  BLM  consults  with  Indian  Tribes  on  a government-to-government  basis  in  accordance  with 
several  authorities  including  NEPA,  the  NHPA,  the  American  Indian  Religious  Freedom  Act,  and 
Executive  Order  13007.  Under  Section  106  of  the  NHPA,  the  BLM  consults  with  Indian  Tribes 
as  part  of  its  responsibilities  to  identify,  evaluate,  and  resolve  adverse  effects  on  historic 
properties  affected  by  BLM  undertakings. 

The  BLM  notified  tribes  and  requested  government-to-government  consultation  by  letter  on 
November  21,  2007,  at  the  earliest  stages  of  application  review.  The  BLM  described  the 
preliminary  results  of  the  Class  III  archaeological  survey  by  letter  on  December  23,  2010.  Tribes 
were  sent  a notification  of  the  publication  of  the  NO  I on  August  19,  2011.  The  BLM  notified  the 
tribes  about  the  proposed  geotechnical  testing  for  the  project  in  a letter  dated  November  23,  2011. 
The  final  archaeological  survey  reports  and  the  agency  determinations  and  findings  were  provided 
to  the  Tribes  concurrently  with  the  notification  to  SHPO.  The  following  ten  Federally  recognized 
Indian  tribes  have  been  invited  to  consult  on  the  Project: 

• Chemehuevi  Indian  Tribe 

• Colorado  River  Indian  Tribe 

• Fort  Mojave  Indian  Tribe 

• Las  Vegas  Paiute  Tribe 
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• Moapa  Band  of  Paiute  Indians 

• Morongo  Band  of  Mission  Indians 

• Ramona  Band  of  Mission  Indians 

• San  Manuel  Band  of  Mission  Indians 

• Timbisha  Shoshone  Tribe 

• Twenty-Nine  Palms  Band  of  Mission  Indians 

The  following  three  non-federallv  recognized  Indian  tribes  or  Tribal  Organizations  have  also 
been  contacted  and  invited  to  consult  on  the  Project: 

• Pahrump  Paiute  Tribe 

• San  Fernando  Band  of  Mission  Indians 

• Serrano  Nation  of  Indians 

All  letters  included  a reguest  that  the  Tribes  identify  any  areas  to  which  they  attach  cultural  or 
religious  significance  so  that  these  sites  may  be  considered  in  the  environmental  review  of  the 
proposed  project.  The  Pahrump  Paiute  Tribe  indicated  their  opposition  to  the  project  by  letter  on 
March  19,  2012.  The  BLM  has  received  no  other  responses  to  our  reguests  to  consult  on  the 
Stateline  Project , and  no  areas  of  Tribal  significance  have  been  identified. 

Raymond  Lee,  BLM  Needles  Field  Manager,  and  other  BLM  staff  held  a Tribal  Representatives 
Open  House  at  the  BLM  Needles  Field  Office  on  January  17,  2013.  The  following  individuals 
were  in  attendance: 

• Edward  (Tito)  D.  Smith , Chairperson  of  the  Chemehuevi  Indian  Tribe 

• Timothy  Williams , Chairperson  of  the  Fort  Mohave  Indian  Tribe 

• Wilene  Holt , Museum  Director  of  the  Colorado  River  Indian  Tribe 

In  addition  to  the  above  correspondence.  First  Solar  with  the  approval  of  the  BLM , sent  letters  to 
the  above  Tribes  on  April  24,  2013  inviting  them  to  attend  an  informational  meeting  in  Nioton,  CA 
and  field  visit  to  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  area.  The  informational  meeting  occurred  on 
May  9,  2013  and  included  a tour  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  area , a slide  presentation  and 
guestion-and-answer  session  in  Primm , NV.  The  meeting  was  attended  by  one  representative 
each  from  the  Las  Vegas  Paiute  Tribe , the  San  Manual  Band  of  Mission  Indians  and  the  Timbisha 
Shoshone  Tribe.  Attendees  also  included  First  Solar  representatives , ECORP  archaeologists , 
and  the  BLM  Needles  Field  Office  archaeologist. 


ES.8  Public  Participation 

Scoping  activities  were  conducted  by  the  BLM  in  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  NEPA. 
The  Notice  of  Intent  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  (Volume  76,  No.  150)  on  August  4, 
2011.  The  County’s  Notice  of  Preparation  was  published  on  August  20,  2011.  BLM  and  San 
Bernardino  County  hosted  one  public  scoping  on  Wednesday,  August  31,  2011,  from  6:00  pm  to 
8:00  pm  at  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Clubhouse  with  a total  attendance  of  44  individuals.  A Public 
Scoping  Report  was  released  for  public  review  in  November  2011  and  is  included  as  Appendix 
B. 

The  Draft  EIS/EIR  was  distributed  for  public  review  and  comment  in  accordance  with  NEPA  and 
CEQA  procedures.  Copies  were  submitted  to  the  State  Clearinghouse  for  agency  distribution. 
Copies  of  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  were  distributed  to  all  concerned  federal,  state,  and  local  agencies. 
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environmental  groups , interested  individuals , and  are  available  at  area  public  libraries  for  the 
interested  public  to  review. 

Two  Notices  of  Availability  of  the  Draft  El  S/El  R were  published  in  the  Federal  Register,  one  by 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  and  one  by  the  BLM.  These  notices  gave 
agencies , tribes,  organizations , and  the  public  notice  of  availability  of  this  document  and  the 
opportunity  to  provide  comment  on  its  content.  To  comply  with  CEQA  regulations , the  County 
also  published  a Notice  of  Completion  in  a newspaper  of  general  circulation  indicating  the 
availability  of  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  regarding  the  Proposed  Project.  The  County  also  sent  a Notice 
of  Completion  to  the  State  Clearinghouse,  concerned  agencies , property  owners,  and  other 
concerned  parties. 

The  filing  of  the  Notice  of  Availability  by  the  EPA  initiated  a 90-dav  public  review  and  comment 
period  to  comply  with  applicable  regulations , and  the  filing  of  the  Notice  of  Completion  by  the 
County  of  San  Bernardino  initiated  a concurrent  agency  and  public  review  and  comment  period 
to  comply  with  CEQA  regulations.  The  dates , times  and  specific  locations  for  the  public  review 
meeting  were  announced  in  advance  on  the  BLM  California  website 
(http://www.blm.gov/ca/st/en.html)  with  a link  to  the  electronic  version  of  the  document  and  other 
supporting  information  on  the  BLM , Needles  Field  Office  website 

(http://www.blm.gov/ca/st/en/fo/needles.html).  Likewise , the  news  release  advertising  meeting 
details  and  other  EIS/EIR  documents  were  electronically  posted  on  the  San  Bernardino  County 
website 

(http:/ /www.  co.  sanbernardino.  ca.  us/landuseservices/Public%20Notices/Proiects/Proiects.  htm). 

The  public  comment  period  on  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  closed  on  February  21,  2013.  Three  public 
comment  meetings  were  held  to  provide  information  on  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  solicit  public 
comments.  These  meetings  were  held  at: 

• Primm  Valley  Golf  Club,  January  9,  2013 , at  2:00  pm. 

• Primm  Valley  Golf  Club,  January  9,  2013 , at  6:00  pm 

• Holiday  Inn  Express , Barstow,  California.  January  10,  2013 , at  6:00  pm. 

The  public  comments  received  were  compiled , and  are  included  as  Appendix  F.  The  comments 
were  considered,  and  changes  were  made  in  the  Final  EIS  as  appropriate.  The  responses  to 
public  comments  are  provided  in  Appendix  G. 
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Table  ES-1.  Comparison  of  Impacts  by  Alternative 
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1.0  Introduction  and  Project  Overview 


1.0  Introduction  and  Project  Overview 

This  Proposed  Plan  Amendment  (PA)  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Environmental 
Impact  Report  (EIS/EIR)  is  a joint  document  published  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  and  the  County  of  San  Bernardino,  California  (County) 
pursuant  to  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA),  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  ( NEPA ),  and  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  ( CEQA ). 

The  PA  and  EIS/EIR  analyzes  the  impacts  of  Desert  Stateline,  LLC’s  (Applicant’s)  proposed 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  The  Applicant,  a wholly-owned  subsidiary  of  First  Solar 
Development,  Inc.  (First  Solar),  has  filed  Application  CACA  #48669  for  a Right-of-Way  (ROW) 
authorization  with  the  BLM  to  construct,  operate,  maintain,  and  decommission  an  approximately 
2,143  acre  (ac),  300-megawatt  (MW)  alternating  current  (AC)  solar  photovoltaic  (PV)  energy 
generation  facility  (Proposed  Action  or  Project).  The  Proposed  Action  would  include  the  PV 
generating  facility,  a 220-kilovolt  (kV)  generation  interconnection  (gen-tie)  transmission  line, 
operations  and  maintenance  facilities,  and  a site  access  road.  All  of  the  proposed  facilities 
would  be  located  on  public  lands  managed  by  the  BLM  Needles  Field  Office.  The  location  of 
the  proposed  facility  within  its  regional  context  is  shown  in  Figure  1-1  (See  Appendix  A for  all 
figures  referenced  in  the  PA  and  EIS/EIR).  The  proposed  facility  would  be  located  in  llvanpah 
Valley  near  the  California-Nevada  border.  The  proposed  location  is  approximately  2 miles 
southwest  of  the  community  of  Primm,  Nevada,  and  approximately  0.5  miles  to  the  west  of 
Interstate  15  (1-15).  The  proposed  site  layout  is  shown  in  Figure  1-2. 

This  PA  and  EIS/EIR  analyzes: 

1)  The  impacts  of  BLM  approving  a ROW  grant  for  the  construction,  operations  and 
maintenance,  and  decommissioning  of  the  Project  and  associated  amendment  to  the 
California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan  1980  (CDCA  Plan;  BLM  1980); 

2)  The  impacts  of  three  alternative  configurations  of  the  Project,  and  three  additional 
alternative  land  use  plan  amendments; 

3)  The  impacts  of  the  no  action  alternative; 

4)  The  impacts  of  the  approval  of  well  permits  by  the  County;  and 

5)  Mitigation  measures  that,  if  adopted,  would  avoid,  minimize,  or  mitigate  the  adverse 
environmental  impacts  identified. 

In  addition,  the  EIS/EIR  also  evaluates  the  following  potential  land  management  planning  and 
implementation  decisions  that  may  need  to  be  made  with  respect  to  resources  within  the 
Ivanpah  Valley  should  a ROW  grant  be  approved  for  the  Project  either  as  proposed  or  modified 
by  the  alternatives  herein,  including  the  modification  by  BLM  of  the: 

• Boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  Desert  Wildlife  Management  Area  (DWMA)  by 
adding  the  Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  Unit  to  the  existing  DWMA;  and 

• Configuration  of  open  routes  within  the  footprint  of  the  ROWs  being  considered  for  the 
project. 

The  full  range  of  decisions  to  be  made  as  a component  of  each  of  the  alternatives  being 
analyzed  is  summarized  in  Table  1-1.  A detailed  description  of  each  of  the  potential  decisions 
and  actions,  and  their  development  into  alternatives,  is  presented  in  Chapter  2. 
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Table  1-1.  Decisions  Associated  with  Various  Alternatives 
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In  compliance  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  the  BLM  and  the  County  prepared  this  EIS/EIR  to  inform  the 
public  about  the  Proposed  Action  and  to  meet  the  need  of  federal,  state,  and  local  permitting 
agencies  in  considering  the  Proposed  Action.  Because  the  BLM’s  authorization  of  a ROW  grant 
for  the  project  would  require  an  amendment  to  the  CDCA  Plan,  the  PA  and  EIS/EIR  also 
satisfies  the  applicable  requirements  under  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act 
(FLPMA)  and  BLM’s  land  use  planning  regulations.  The  information  contained  in  this  EIS/EIR 
will  be  considered  by  the  BLM  in  its  deliberations  regarding  approval  of  the  ROW  grant  and 
associated  CDCA  Plan  Amendment  and  may  also  be  considered  by  the  other  agencies  with 
regard  to  their  respective  permits,  including  the  County,  and  other  federal,  state,  and  local! 
agencies. 


Project  Refinements  after  Initial  Application  Filing  and  after  Publication  of  the  NOI/NOP 

The  initial  application  for  a ROW  grant  for  a solar  facility  on  the  proposed  site  was  made  by 
OptiSolar,  Inc.  (OptiSolar)  in  December,  2006,  for  a grant  covering  4,160  ac  (First  Solar  2012). 
In  September,  2008,  OptiSolar  filed  a Plan  of  Development  (POD)  describing  their  proposed 
6,400  ac,  380  MW  solar  facility  using  OptiSolar’s  PV  technology  (OptiSolar  2008).  At  that  time, 
the  entire  6,400  ac  area  was  surveyed  to  identify  biological  resources. 

In  April,  2009,  OptiSolar  became  a wholly-owned  subsidiary  of  First  Solar.  First  Solar  filed  a 
Draft  POD  for  their  preferred  project  in  April,  2010.  In  that  POD,  the  proposal  was  for  a 300  MW 
facility  encompassing  approximately  3,011  ac,  and  using  First  Solar’s  thin  film  cadmium  telluride 
(CdTe)  PV  technology. 

A revised  POD  was  submitted  by  First  Solar  in  September,  2010  (First  Solar  2010).  The  revised 
POD  evaluated  a Project  Study  Area  of  5,518  ac,  and  proposed  three  potential  site 
configurations  within  that  Project  Study  Area. 

In  August,  2011,  BLM  published  a Notice  of  Intent  (NOI)  to  prepare  an  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  under  NEPA,  and  the  County  published  a Notice  of  Preparation  (NOP)  for  an 
Environmental  Impact  Report  under  CEQA.  The  project  scoping  meeting  was  held  on  August 
31 , 201 1 , with  the  public  scoping  continuing  through  September  23,  201 1 . 

The  most  recent  revised  POD  was  submitted  on  August  17,  2011  by  the  Applicant  (First  Solar 
2011).  This  POD  proposed  a Project  Study  Area  of  approximately  5,850  ac.  In  this  POD,  the 
Project  Study  Area  shifted  slightly  to  the  south  and  east  to  avoid  resources  identified  during 
initial  surveys.  The  original  Project  Study  Area  and  the  current  Project  Study  Area  together 
comprise  6,400  ac.  Based  on  the  results  of  the  inventories,  the  Applicant  eliminated  two 
potential  site  configurations,  and  added  an  additional  configuration  for  consideration. 

During  the  BLM’s  and  the  County’s  review  of  the  associated  technical  reports,  the  agencies’ 
technical  staff  worked  with  the  Applicant  to  consider  further  modified  configurations  as 
alternatives  to  reduce  adverse  impacts.  Based  on  further  engineering  development,  as  well  as 
public  comments  on  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  the  most  recent  revised  POD  was  submitted  by  the 
Applicant  on  May  29,  2013.  This  POD  proposed  a revised  project  configuration  comprising 
1,685  ac,  but  still  generating  300  MW.  This  area  is  within  the  footprint  of  the  area  that  was 
previously  analyzed  in  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  as  Alternative  3,  so  is  incorporated  into  this  Final 
EIS/EIR  as  Revised  Alternative  3. 
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1.1  Purpose  and  Need 

1.1.1  BLM  Purpose  and  Need 

NEPA  guidance  published  by  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  states  that  the 
Purpose  and  Need  section  of  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  “shall  briefly  specify  the 
underlying  purpose  and  need  to  which  the  agency  is  responding  in  proposing  the  alternatives 
including  the  proposed  action”  (40  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  fCFRI  §1502. 13).  The  following 
discussion  sets  forth  the  purpose  of  and  need  for  the  project  as  reguired  under  NEPA. 

In  accordance  with  FLPMA  (Sections  102(a)(7) , 302(a),  and  601),  public  lands  are  to  be 
managed  for  multiple  uses  that  take  into  account  the  long-term  needs  of  future  generations  for 
renewable  and  non-renewable  resources.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to  grant 
ROWs  on  public  lands  for  systems  of  generation,  transmission,  and  distribution  of  electric 
energy  (Section  501(a)(4)).  Taking  into  account  the  BLM’s  multiple  use  mandate,  the  purpose 
and  need  for  the  Proposed  Action  is  to  respond  to  a FLPMA  ROW  application  submitted  by  the 
Applicant  to  construct,  operate,  maintain,  and  decommission  a solar  energy-generating  facility 
and  associated  infrastructure  on  public  lands  administered  by  the  BLM  in  accordance  with 
FLPMA,  BLM  ROW  regulations,  and  other  applicable  Federal  laws  and  policies. 

In  conjunction  with  FLPMA,  the  Proposed  Action  would,  if  approved,  assist  the  BLM  in 
addressing  the  following  management  objectives: 

• Executive  Order  13212,  dated  May  18,  2001,  which  mandates  that  agencies  act 
expediently  and  in  a manner  consistent  with  applicable  laws  to  increase  the  production 
and  transmission  of  energy  in  a safe  and  environmentally  sound  manner.” 

• Secretarial  Order  3285,  dated  March  11,  2009,  and  amended  as  3285A1  on  February 
22,  2010,  which  “establishes  the  development  of  renewable  energy  as  a priority  of  the 
Department  of  the  Interior.” 

• The  President’s  Climate  Action  Plan,  announced  on  June  25,  2013 , to  reduce  carbon 
pollution , prepare  the  U.S.  for  the  impacts  of  climate  change , and  lead  international 
efforts  to  address  global  climate  change.  To  ensure  America's  continued  leadership  in 
clean  energy , the  Climate  Action  Plan  set  a new  goal  for  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
to  permit  enough  renewable  electricity  generation  from  public  lands  to  power  more  than 
6 million  homes  by  2020.  This  goal  will  reguire  the  approval  of  20,000  MWs  of 
renewable  energy  projects  on  the  public  lands  by  2020. 

The  BLM  will  decide  whether  to  deny  the  proposed  ROW,  grant  the  ROW,  or  grant  the  ROW 
with  modifications.  The  BLM  may  include  any  terms,  conditions,  and  stipulations  it  determines 
to  be  in  the  public  interest,  and  may  include  modifying  the  proposed  use  or  changing  the  route 
or  location  of  the  proposed  facilities  (43  CFR  2805.10(a)(1)). 

In  connection  with  its  decision  on  the  Proposed  Action,  the  BLM  will  also  consider  potential 
amendments  to  the  CDCA  Plan.  The  CDCA  plan,  while  recognizing  the  potential  compatibility 
of  solar  energy  facilities  on  public  lands,  requires  that  all  sites  associated  with  power  generation 
or  transmission  not  identified  in  the  plan  be  considered  through  the  land  use  plan  amendment 
process.  BLM  policy  encourages  the  avoidance  of  development  on  lands  with  high  conflict  or 
sensitive  resource  values  (Instruction  Memorandum  [IM]  2011-061).  While  the  BLM  is  not 
required  to  formally  determine  whether  certain  high  conflict  lands  are  or  are  not  suitable  for  solar 
energy  development,  if  BLM  decides  to  make  that  decision,  it  must  amend  the  CDCA  plan. 
Here,  the  BLM  is  potentially  deciding  whether  to  amend  the  CDCA  plan  to  identify  the  Project 
site  as  suitable  or  unsuitable  for  solar  energy  development.  At  the  same  time,  the  BLM  will  also 
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decide  whether  to  amend  the  CDCA  plan  to  make  high  conflict  or  sensitive  resource  value  areas 
within  the  project  application  area  unavailable  for  solar  development. 


1.1.2  San  Bernardino  County  Purpose  and  Need 

As  part  of  the  Proposed  Action,  the  Applicant  has  submitted  well  construction  permits  to  the 
County  for  up  to  two  groundwater  production  wells  and  three  groundwater  monitoring  wells. 
The  wells  would  be  used  to  produce  groundwater  for  dust  suppression,  fire  response  during 
construction,  and  for  fire  response  and  sanitary  purposes  during  operations.  Issuing  the  well 
permits  is  a discretionary  action  on  the  part  of  the  County,  and  therefore  warrants  CEQA  review. 


1.1.3  Applicant’s  Objectives 

The  purpose  and  need  describes  BLM  and  the  County’s  purpose  and  need  for  the  Proposed 
Action,  not  the  Applicant’s  interests  and  objectives.  However,  the  Applicant’s  interests  and 
objectives,  including  any  constraints  or  flexibility  with  respect  to  their  proposal,  help  to  inform  the 
BLM’s  and  County’s  decisions  and  cannot  be  ignored  in  the  NEPA  and  CEQA  process.  This 
information  helps  the  BLM  and  County  to  determine  which  project  alternatives  are  feasible  for 
purposes  of  detailed  analysis  as  part  of  the  NEPA  and  CEQA  processes.  This  information  also 
helps  inform  the  determination  that  certain  alternatives  are  unreasonable  and  thus  eliminated 
from  detailed  analysis  (BLM  IM  2011-059). 

The  Applicant’s  stated  purpose  for  the  project  is  to  create  a clean,  renewable  source  of 
electricity  that  helps  meet  California’s  growing  demand  for  power  and  helps  fulfill  national  and 
state  renewable  energy  goals  and  greenhouse  gas  (GHG)  emissions  reduction  requirements. 
The  state’s  Renewable  Portfolio  Standard  (RPS)  and  GHG  emissions  reduction  requirements 
include  the  requirements  set  forth  in  Senate  Bills  (SB)  1078  and  XI -2  (California  RPS  Program), 
Assembly  Bill  (AB)  32  (California  Global  Warming  Solutions  Act  of  2006),  and  the  Governor’s 
Executive  Order  S-14-08  to  increase  the  state’s  Renewable  Energy  Standard  to  33  percent 
renewable  power  by  2020.  In  particular: 

• California’s  RPS  mandate  requires  the  state’s  Investor-Owned  Utilities  (lOUs)  to  supply 
33  percent  of  California’s  total  electricity  through  renewable  energy  generation  by  2020, 
as  set  forth  in  SB  1078  (establishing  the  California  RPS  Program)  and  SB  XI -2 
(accelerating  the  requirement  to  33  percent  requirement  to  2020). 

• California’s  GHG  emission  reduction  goals  set  forth  in  AB  32  require  the  state’s  GHG 
emissions  to  be  reduced  to  1990  levels  by  2020. 

The  Applicant’s  specific  objectives  for  the  project,  as  stated  in  their  Plan  of  Development  (First 
Solar  2013)  are: 

• Deploy  a technology  that  has  been  commercially  proven  and  that  is  safe,  readily 
available,  environmentally  responsible,  and  acceptable  to  the  public  utilities; 

• Establish  300  MW  of  generating  capacity  for  emission-free  PV  solar  electricity  in  an  area 
of  high  solar  insolation  and  in  proximity  to  existing  transmission  infrastructure,  while 
avoiding,  minimizing,  and  mitigating  the  impacts  to  environmentally  sensitive  areas; 

• Develop  a project  that  is  feasible  to  construct  and  operate  while  providing  utility 
customers  with  a cost-competitive,  cleaner  alternative  to  conventionally  generated 
electricity; 
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• Provide  community  benefits  through  new  jobs,  spending  in  local  businesses,  and 
additional  sales  tax  revenues; 

• Employ  an  average  of  approximately  400  on-site  workers  during  the  2 to  4 year 
construction  period; 

• Interconnect  to  the  newly  upgraded  El  Dorado-lvanpah  transmission  line,  which  is 
located  in  a federally-designated  transmission  corridor  near  the  project  site;  and 

• Generate  electricity  in  an  arid  environment  with  minimal  water  use. 


1.2  General  Location  and  Map 

The  proposed  facility  would  be  a 300  MW  solar  energy  facility  located  on  approximately  2,143 
ac  in  eastern  San  Bernardino  County,  California  (Figure  1-1).  The  proposed  facility  would  be 
located  entirely  on  BLM-administered  lands  in  Ivanpah  Valley,  approximately  2 miles  south  of 
the  California-Nevada  border,  and  0.5  miles  west  of  1-15. 

As  shown  on  Figure  1-2,  the  proposed  facility  would  consist  of  a single  2,143  ac  area  which 
would  be  used  to  place  arrays  of  solar  panels.  The  project  would  be  located  approximately  2 
miles  from  the  Southern  California  Edison  (SCE)  Ivanpah  Substation,  and  would  connect  to  the 
substation  through  a 2.3  mile  220  kV  gen-tie  transmission  line.  The  gen-tie  line  would  also  be 
located  on  BLM  land,  and  would  be  included  within  the  ROW  for  the  solar  facility.  The  Ivanpah 
Substation  is  also  located  on  BLM  land,  but  is  authorized  under  a separate  ROW.  Access  to  the 
site  would  use  the  Yates  Well  Road  exit  from  1-15,  following  a 40-foot  wide,  1.7  mile  long  gravel 
road  to  the  facility  entrance. 

The  proposed  solar  facility  would  be  located  near  other  developed  areas  within  Ivanpah  Valley. 
The  facility  would  be  near  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating 
System  (Ivanpah  SEGS,  which  is  currently  under  construction),  and  approximately  1 mile  north 
of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course.  Three  casino/hotels,  apartments,  and  associated  restaurants 
and  gas  stations  are  located  in  Primm,  NV,  approximately  3 miles  to  the  northeast  of  the 
proposed  facility.  The  Molycorp  Minerals,  LLC  rare  earth  metals  mine,  which  is  currently 
expanding  operations,  is  located  approximately  8 miles  west  of  the  proposed  facility. 

The  proposed  facility  would  be  located  within  the  boundaries  of  designated  utility  corridors  in 
BLM’s  CDCA  Plan  (see  Figure  1-3).  At  the  location  where  1-15  crosses  the  California-Nevada 
border,  two  branches  of  Corridor  BB  and  Corridor  D converge.  Corridor  BB  in  this  location  is 
also  designated  as  the  West-Wide  Energy  Corridor  225-27.  The  proposed  facility  would  be 
located  entirely  within  the  footprint  of  these  corridors  where  they  converge  on  the  north  side  of 
the  golf  course. 

The  utility  corridor  on  the  northern  boundary  of  the  proposed  site  (Corridor  D)  includes  a natural 
gas  transmission  line  operated  by  Kern  River  Gas  Transmission  (Kern  River),  as  well  as  power 
transmission  lines  operated  by  the  Los  Angeles  Department  of  Water  and  Power  (LADWP)  and 
the  Intermountain  Power  Agency.  The  utility  corridor  on  the  southern  boundary  of  the  proposed 
site  (Corridor  BB)  includes  power  transmission  lines  operated  by  LADWP  and  SCE.  The  gen-tie 
line  proposed  as  part  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  be  placed  within  Corridor  BB. 

The  proposed  site  is  located  near,  but  not  within,  several  special  land  use  areas.  The  facility 
would  be  visible  from  locations  within  the  Mojave  National  Preserve  (administered  by  the 
National  Park  Service  [NPS]),  Ivanpah  DWMA,  Clark  Mountain  Area  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  (ACEC),  Stateline  Wilderness,  and  Mesquite  Wilderness.  The  facility  is  located  within 
the  boundaries  of  the  Clark  Mountain  Grazing  Allotment. 
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1.3  Agency  Roles  and  Authorizations 

The  primary  authorizing  laws  and  regulations  are  summarized  below,  by  agency. 


1.3.1  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Solar  Facility  ROW  Grant 

The  BLM’s  authority,  policies,  and  guidance  for  making  decisions  related  to  the  Proposed  Action 
flow  from: 

• Title  V of  the  FLPMA  (43  United  States  Code  [U.S.C.]  1701,  et.  seq.,)  which  authorizes 
BLM  to  issue  ROW  grants  for  systems  for  generation,  transmission,  and  distribution  of 
electric  energy; 

• Section  21 1 of  the  EPAct  (119  Stat.  594,  600),  which  sets  forth  the  “sense  of  Congress” 
that  the  Secretary  of  the  interior  should  seek  to  have  approved  a minimum  of  10,000 
MW  of  renewable  energy  generating  capacity  on  public  lands  by  2015; 

• BLM’s  Solar  Energy  Development  Policy  provided  in  IM  2011-003  (dated  October  7, 
2010),  as  clarified  in  IM  2011-059  (NEPA  Compliance  for  Utility-Scale  Renewable 
Energy  Right-of-Way  Authorizations,  February  7,  2011),  IM  2011-060  (Solar  and  Wind 
Energy  Applications  - Due  Diligence,  February  7,  2011),  and  IM  2011-061  (Solar  and 
Wind  Energy  Applications  - Pre-Application  and  Screening,  February  7,  2011);  and 

• Secretarial  Order  3285  (dated  March  11,  2009),  and  amended  as  3285A1  on  February 

22,  2010. 

Section  3.1  of  the  BLM  NEPA  Handbook  specifies  that,  as  a Federal  agency,  the  BLM  must 
meet  NEPA  requirements  whenever  a BLM  decision  would  result  in  an  effect  on  the  human 
environment.  Section  3.3  of  the  handbook  states  that,  as  part  of  considering  a proposal 
submitted  to  the  BLM  by  others,  the  agency  must  determine  if  the  proposal  is  in  conformance 
with  the  Land  Use  Plan  (LUP),  and  determine  what  level  of  NEPA  documentation  is  required. 
The  process  used  to  determine  the  level  of  NEPA  documentation  required  is  outlined  in  Figure 

1.1  of  the  handbook  and,  in  the  case  of  this  application,  BLM  determined  that  an  EIS  was  the 
appropriate  level  of  NEPA  documentation  to  evaluate  the  effects  of  the  proposed  ROW  grant. 


Plan  Amendment 

The  resource  management  plan  covering  the  Proposed  Action  is  the  BLM’s  CDCA  Plan  of  1980, 
as  amended.  The  Project  Study  Area  is  within  the  planning  area  designated  under  a 2002 
amendment  to  the  CDCA  Plan — the  Final  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan 
Amendments  for  the  Northern  and  Eastern  Mojave  Desert  Planning  Area  (NEMO).  In  the  CDCA 
Plan  and  NEMO  amendment,  the  location  of  the  Proposed  Action  includes  land  that  is  classified 
as  Multiple  Use  Class  L (Limited  Use).  Chapter  3 (Energy  Production  and  Utility  Corridors 
Element)  of  the  CDCA  Plan,  as  amended,  requires  that  newly  proposed  power  generation  sites 
that  are  not  already  identified  in  the  Plan  be  considered  through  the  plan  amendment  process. 
The  application  area  is  not  identified  within  the  Plan  and,  therefore,  a plan  amendment  is 
required  to  include  the  area  as  a recognized  site  within  the  Plan  and  to  determine  the  suitability 
of  the  application  area  for  solar  development. 

In  response  to  the  application,  BLM  has  also  identified  a need  to  consider  modification  of  the 
boundaries  of  the  currently-existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  in  order  to  provide  additional  protection  to 
resources  in  the  project  area.  This  action  also  requires  an  amendment  to  the  CDCA  Plan. 
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This  EIS  acts  as  the  mechanism  for  complying  with  NEPA  and  CDCA  requirements  for  both 
proposed  plan  amendments. 


1.3.2  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  has  jurisdiction  to  protect  threatened  and 
endangered  species  under  the  federal  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA)  [16  U.S.C  Section  1531 
et.  seq.].  Formal  consultation  with  the  USFWS  under  Section  7 of  the  ESA  is  required  for  any 
federal  action  that  may  adversely  affect  a federally-listed  species.  This  consultation  associated 
with  the  proposed  ROW  grant  for  a solar  facility  has  been  initiated  through  a request  by  BLM  to 
initiate  formal  consultation  and  the  submittal  of  a Biological  Assessment  (BA). 

USFWS  completed  consultation  by  issuing  the  Biological  Opinion  for  the  Project  on  September 
30,  2013.  The  Biological  Opinion  was  developed  jointly  for  the  Stateline  project  and  the  nearby 
Silver  State  South  project,  in  order  to  consider  the  effects  of  both  projects.  The  Biological 
Opinion  concluded  that  the  Proposed  Actions  are  not  likely  to  appreciably  diminish  reproduction, 
numbers,  or  distribution  of  the  tortoise  in  Ivanpah  Valiev,  and  would  not  affect  desert  tortoises 
within  the  remainder  of  the  Eastern  Mojave  Recovery  Unit  or  the  remainder  of  the  range  of  the 
Mojave  population  of  the  desert  tortoise. 


1.3.3  San  Bernardino  County 

Under  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  Agreement  No.  03-1211  between  BLM  and  the 
County,  facilities  requiring  groundwater  wells  fall  under  the  County’s  jurisdiction,  and  would 
therefore  be  required  to  comply  with  County  Ordinance  No.  3872  regarding  permitting  and 
monitoring  of  groundwater  extraction  wells.  Because  the  Proposed  Action  would  include 
installation  of  groundwater  extraction  wells,  implementation  of  the  proposed  facility  would 
require  discretionary  approval  from  the  County  with  respect  to  issuance  of  well  permits  from  the 
Environmental  Health  Services  Department.  Because  the  County  must  take  a discretionary 
action,  the  County  will  be  responsible  for  certifying  the  Final  EIS/EIR  after  reviewing  the 
document  for  consistency  with  CEQA  requirements  (CEQA  Guidelines  §15090).  If  the  Final 
EIS/EIR  demonstrates  that  the  Proposed  Action  would  have  significant  and  unavoidable  (not 
mitigable)  impacts  and  the  County  decides  to  approve  the  project,  then  the  County  will  need  to 
adopt  a “Statement  of  Overriding  Considerations”  explaining  the  reasons  for  approving  the 
project  despite  its  significant  impacts  (CEQA  Guidelines  §15093). 


1 .3.4  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife 

The  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  (CDFW,  formerly  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
[CDFG])  has  the  authority  to  protect  water  resources  of  the  state  through  regulation  of 
modifications  to  streambeds,  under  Section  1602  of  the  Fish  and  Game  Code.  The  BLM  and 
the  Applicant  have  provided  information  to  CDFW  to  assist  in  their  determination  of  the  impacts 
to  streambeds,  and  identification  of  permit  and  mitigation  requirements. 

The  CDFW  is  a trustee  agency  that  has  jurisdiction  over  CEQA  projects  that  involve  fish  and 
wildlife,  rare  and  endangered  native  plants,  wildlife  areas,  and  ecological  reserves.  Although 
CDFW  does  not  have  authority  to  approve  or  disapprove  of  the  Proposed  Action,  the  County,  as 
the  lead  CEQA  agency,  is  required  to  consult  with  CDFW.  The  CDFW  has  commented  on  this 
EIR,  and  has  made  recommendations  regarding  those  resources  over  which  it  has  jurisdiction. 
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1.4  Policy  Consistency  and  Land  Use  Plan  Conformance 

1.4.1  Relationship  of  Proposed  Action  to  BLM  Policies,  Plans,  and  Programs 

1. 4.1.1  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976 

FLPMA  provides  the  BLM’s  overarching  mandate  to  manage  the  public  lands  and  resources 
under  its  stewardship  under  the  principles  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield.  Multiple-use  is 
defined  as:  “a  combination  of  balanced  and  diverse  resource  uses  that  takes  into  account  the 
long-term  needs  of  future  generations  for  renewable  and  nonrenewable  resources”  (FLPMA 
§1 03(c)).  FLPMA  requires  the  BLM  to  develop,  maintain,  and,  when  appropriate,  revise  land 
use  plans  for  public  lands.  (FLPMA  §202(a)).  In  processing  a land  use  plan  amendment,  BLM 
must  comply  with  the  BLM  Planning  Regulations  (43  Federal  Register  [FR]  Part  1600)  and  the 
BLM  Land  Use  Planning  Handbook  (H-1 601-1;  March  2005). 


1.4.1. 2 California  Desert  Conservation  Area  (CDCA)  Plan 

The  CDCA  encompasses  25  million  acres  of  land  in  Southern  California,  and  was  designated  by 
Congress  in  1976  through  the  FLPMA.  The  BLM  manages  approximately  10  million  acres  of 
the  CDCA.  Congress  directed  the  BLM  to  prepare  and  implement  a comprehensive,  long-range 
plan  for  the  management,  use,  development,  and  protection  of  public  lands  within  the  CDCA. 
The  CDCA  Plan,  as  amended,  is  based  on  the  concepts  of  multiple  use,  sustained  yield,  and 
maintenance  of  environmental  quality.  The  CDCA  Plan  provides  overall  regional  guidance  for 
management  of  the  public  lands  within  the  CDCA  and  establishes  long-term  goals  for  protection 
and  use  of  the  CDCA. 

The  CDCA  Plan  establishes  four  multiple  use  classes  (MUCs),  MUC  guidelines,  and  plan 
elements  for  specific  resources  or  activities  such  as  motorized-vehicle  access,  recreation, 
vegetation,  and  utility  corridors.  The  multiple  use  classes  are: 

• Class  C (Controlled  Use).  About  four  million  acres  are  Class  C.  These  include  69 
wilderness  areas  (3,667,020  ac)  created  by  Congress  with  the  October  1994  passage  of 
the  California  Desert  Protection  Act.  These  lands  are  to  be  preserved  in  a natural  state; 
access  generally  is  limited  to  nonmotorized,  nonmechanized  means  - on  foot  or 
horseback. 

• Class  L (Limited  Use).  About  four  million  acres  are  Class  L.  These  lands  are  managed 
to  protect  sensitive,  natural,  scenic,  ecological,  and  cultural  resource  values.  They 
provide  for  generally  lower-intensity,  carefully  controlled  multiple  uses  that  do  not 
significantly  diminish  resource  values. 

® Class  M (Moderate  Use).  About  1.5  million  acres  are  Class  M.  These  lands  are 
managed  in  a controlled  balance  between  higher-intensity  use  and  protection.  A wide 
variety  of  uses  such  as  mining,  livestock  grazing,  recreation,  energy,  and  utility 
development  are  allowed.  Any  damage  that  permitted  uses  cause  must  be  mitigated. 

• Class  I (Intensive  Use).  About  500,000  ac  are  Class  I.  These  lands  are  managed  for 
concentrated  use  to  meet  human  needs.  Reasonable  protection  is  provided  for  sensitive 
natural  values  and  mitigation  of  impacts,  and  impacted  areas  are  rehabilitated  when 
possible. 

The  location  of  the  proposed  facility  is  classified  as  MUC  L.  The  Plan  states  that  solar  energy 
facilities  may  be  allowed  within  Class  L areas  after  NEPA  requirements  are  met.  Because  solar 
energy  facilities  are  an  allowable  use  of  the  land  as  classified  in  the  CDCA  Plan,  the  Proposed 
Action  does  not  conflict  with  the  CDCA  Plan.  However,  Chapter  3,  “Energy  Production  and 
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Utility  Corridors  Element”  of  the  CDCA  Plan  requires  that  newly  proposed  power  facilities  that 
are  not  already  identified  in  the  CDCA  Plan  be  considered  through  the  Plan  Amendment 
process.  Since  the  proposed  solar  facility  is  not  currently  identified  within  the  CDCA  Plan,  a 
plan  amendment  is  required  to  include  the  facility  site  within  the  CDCA  Plan.  This  PA  and 
EIS/EIR  will  act  as  the  mechanism  for  complying  with  the  NEPA  and  Land  Use  Plan  amendment 
requirements  of  the  CDCA  Plan  relevant  to  the  Proposed  Action. 

As  presented  in  Table  1-1,  the  plan  amendment  process  is  also  being  used  within  this  EIS/EIR 
to  evaluate  the  proposed  modification  of  the  boundaries  of  the  currently-existing  Ivanpah 
DWMA. 


Planning  Criteria  (BLM) 

The  CDCA  Plan  planning  criteria  are  the  constraints  and  ground  rules  that  guide  and  direct  the 
development  of  the  PA.  They  ensure  that  the  PA  is  tailored  to  the  identified  issues  and  ensure 
that  unnecessary  data  collection  and  analyses  are  avoided.  They  focus  on  the  decisions  to  be 
made  in  the  PA  to  achieve  the  following: 

“Sites  associated  with  power  generation  or  transmission  not  identified  in  the  Plan  will  be 
considered  through  the  Plan  Amendment  process.” 

Because  the  site  for  the  proposed  facility  is  not  currently  identified  within  the  CDCA  Plan,  an 
amendment  to  identify  the  proposed  facility  within  the  CDCA  Plan  is  hereby  proposed.  A Plan 
Amendment  is  also  required  for  the  associated  management  action  of  modifying  the  boundary 
of  a DWMA. 

As  specified  in  Chapter  7 of  the  CDCA  Plan,  “Plan  Amendment  Process”,  there  are  three 
categories  of  Plan  Amendments,  including: 

• Category  1,  for  proposed  changes  that  will  not  result  in  significant  environmental  impact 
or  analysis  through  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement; 

• Category  2,  for  proposed  changes  that  would  require  a significant  change  in  the  location 
or  extent  of  a multiple-use  class  designation;  and 

• Category  3,  to  accommodate  a request  for  a specific  use  or  activity  that  will  require 
analysis  beyond  the  Plan  Amendment  Decision. 

Based  on  these  criteria,  approval  of  the  proposed  facility  and  modified  DWMA  boundaries  would 
each  require  a Category  3 amendment.  The  section  below  summarizes  the  procedures 
necessary  to  evaluate  the  proposed  PA,  as  well  as  the  procedures  required  to  perform  the 
environmental  review  of  the  ROW  application. 


Plan  Amendment  Process 

The  Plan  Amendment  process  is  outlined  in  Chapter  7 of  the  CDCA  Plan.  In  analyzing  an 

applicant’s  request  for  amending  or  changing  the  CDCA  Plan,  the  BLM  District  Manager  will: 

1.  Determine  if  the  request  has  been  properly  submitted  and  if  any  law  or  regulation 
prohibits  granting  the  requested  amendment. 

2.  Determine  if  alternative  locations  within  the  CDCA  are  available  which  would  meet  the 
applicant’s  needs  without  requiring  a change  in  the  Plan’s  classification,  or  an 
amendment  to  any  Plan  element. 
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3.  Determine  the  environmental  effects  of  granting  and/or  implementing  the  applicant’s 
request. 

4.  Consider  the  economic  and  social  impacts  of  granting  and/or  implementing  the 
applicant’s  request. 

5.  Provide  opportunities  for  and  consideration  of  public  comment  on  the  proposed 
amendment,  including  input  from  the  public  and  from  federal,  State,  and  local 
government  agencies. 

6.  Evaluate  the  effect  of  the  proposed  amendment  on  BLM  management’s  desert-wide 
obligation  to  achieve  and  maintain  a balance  between  resource  use  and  resource 
protection. 


Decision  Criteria  for  Evaluation  of  Proposed  Plan  Amendment 

The  Decision  Criteria  to  be  used  for  approval  or  disapproval  of  the  proposed  amendment 
require  that  the  following  determinations  be  made  by  the  BLM  Desert  District  Manager: 

1.  The  proposed  amendment  is  in  accordance  with  applicable  laws  and  regulations;  and 

2.  The  proposed  amendment  will  provide  for  the  immediate  and  future  management,  use, 
development,  and  protection  of  the  public  lands  within  the  CDCA. 

The  BLM  Desert  District  Manager  will  base  the  rationale  for  these  determinations  on  the 
principles  of  multiple  use,  sustained  yield,  and  maintenance  of  environmental  quality  as  required 
in  FLPMA. 


Decision  Criteria  for  Evaluation  of  Application 

In  addition  to  defining  the  required  analyses  and  Decision  Criteria  for  plan  amendments,  the 
CDCA  Plan  also  defines  the  Decision  Criteria  to  be  used  to  evaluate  future  applications  in  the 
Energy  Production  and  Utility  Corridors  Element  of  Chapter  3.  These  Decision  Criteria  include: 

1.  Minimize  the  number  of  separate  rights-of-way  by  utilizing  existing  rights-of-way  as  a 
basis  for  planning  corridors; 

2.  Encourage  joint-use  of  corridors  for  transmission  lines,  canals,  pipelines,  and  cables; 

3.  Provide  alternative  corridors  to  be  considered  during  processing  of  applications; 

4.  Avoid  sensitive  resources  wherever  possible; 

5.  Conform  to  local  plans  whenever  possible; 

6.  Consider  wilderness  values  and  be  consistent  with  final  wilderness  recommendations; 

7.  Complete  the  delivery  systems  network; 

8.  Consider  ongoing  projects  for  which  decisions  have  been  made;  and 

9.  Consider  corridor  networks  which  take  into  account  power  needs  and  alternative  fuel 
resources. 

The  BLM  will  include  a statement  in  the  Record  of  Decision  evaluating  these  criteria  based  on 
the  information  contained  in  this  EIS  and  on  comments  received  during  the  public  comment 
period  on  the  Draft  EIS. 
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1.4.1. 3 Final  Programmatic  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Solar  Energy 

Development  in  Six  Southwestern  States 

On  October  12,  2012,  Secretary  Salazar  signed  the  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  for  the 
Programmatic  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Solar  Energy  Development  in  Six 
Southwestern  States  (Solar  PEIS).  The  BLM’s  purpose  and  need  in  developing  the  Solar  PEIS 
was  to  respond  in  an  efficient  and  effective  manner  to  the  high  interest  in  siting  utility-scale  solar 
energy  development  on  public  lands  and  to  ensure  consistent  application  of  measures  to 
mitigate  the  impacts  of  solar  energy  development.  To  accomplish  this,  the  ROD  selected  an 
alternative  that  amends  BLM  land  use  plans  and  categorizes  BLM-managed  public  lands  into: 

• Areas  that  are  well-suited  for  utility-scale  solar  energy  production  ( identified  as  Solar 
Energy  Zones  fSEZsl); 

• Areas  excluded  from  future  solar  development;  and 

• Variance  areas,  in  which  solar  applications  may  be  considered  under  a defined  variance 
process  on  a case-bv-case  basis. 

In  addition  to  defining  these  areas  and  the  reguired  process  for  considering  applications  within 
the  SEZs  and  variance  areas , the  Solar  PEIS  also  prescribed  programmatic  design  features  for 
all  proposed  solar  projects,  and  committed  to  developing  a long-term  solar  monitoring  and 
adaptive  management  plan  and  regional  mitigation  plan.  The  programmatic  design  features, 
long-term  solar  monitoring  and  adaptive  management  plan,  and  regional  mitigation  plan  are 
intended  to  avoid , minimize,  and — if  necessary — offset  impacts  from  proposed  solar  projects. 

The  ROD  and  associated  land  use  plan  amendments  analyzed  in  the  Solar  PEIS  do  not  apply  to 
pending  applications  for  utility-scale  solar  energy  development  on  BLM-administered  lands. 
The  BLM  defines  “ pending ” applications  as  any  applications  (regardless  of  place  in  line ) filed 
within  proposed  variance  and/or  exclusion  areas  before  the  publication  of  the  Supplement  to  the 
Draft  Solar  PEIS  (October  28,  2011 J and  any  applications  filed  within  proposed  SEZs  before 
June  30,  2009.  Pending  applications  are  not  subject  to  any  decisions  adopted  by  the  Solar 
PEIS  ROD.  The  BLM  will  process  pending  solar  applications  consistent  with  land  use  plan 
decisions  in  place  prior  to  amendment  by  the  Solar  Programmatic  EIS  ROD.  Amendments  to 
pending  applications  would  also  not  be  subject  to  the  decisions  adopted  by  the  Solar  PEIS  ROD 
provided  they  meet  the  criteria  identified  in  Appendix  B , Section  B.3  of  the  Solar  PEIS. 
Appendix  B , Section  B.3  of  the  Solar  PEIS  identifies  the  Stateline  project  as  a pending  project. 

Although  the  Solar  PEIS  ROD  categorizes  the  area  surrounding  the  project  site  as  an  exclusion 
area,  the  Solar  PEIS  classifies  the  Stateline  Solar  Project  as  a “pending”  project.  Therefore , it  is 
not  subject  to  the  decision  in  the  Solar  PEIS  ROD  to  exclude  that  area  from  utility-scale  solar 
energy  development.  Consistent  with  the  Solar  PEIS  ROD,  this  project  will  be  processed  under 
the  land  use  plan  decisions  in  place  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  Solar  PEIS  ROD,  as  described 
in  Section  1.4. 1.2  above.  This  EIS  uses  site-specific  information  to  analyze  direct,  indirect,  and 
cumulative  effects  of  the  proposed  project  and  alternatives  to  provide  the  Authorized  Officer  with 
the  needed  analysis  to  make  a decision  on  the  project  and  associated  CDCA  Plan  Amendment. 

The  Draft  EIS  considered  two  No  Proiect/CDCA  Plan  Amendment  alternatives — Alternative  6 
and  Alternative  1.  Under  Alternative  6,  the  BLM  would  not  approve  the  Applicant’s  ROW  grant 
application  and  would  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  to  identify  the  project  area  as  suitable  for  solar 
energy  development.  Under  Alternative  7,  the  BLM  would  not  approve  the  Applicant’s  ROW 
grant  application  and  would  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  to  identify  the  project  area  as  unsuitable  for 
solar  energy  development.  Because  of  the  decisions  made  by  the  Solar  PEIS  ROD,  which 
would  control  if  this  “ pending ” project  were  not  approved.  Alternatives  6 and  7 in  the  Draft  EIS 
are  no  longer  feasible  or  necessary  to  direct  the  future  suitability  of  this  site  for  solar 
development.  Should  this  “pending” project  not  be  approved,  the  Solar  PEIS  ROD’S  decision  to 
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exclude  the  project  area  from  solar  energy  development  would  control.  However , Alternatives  6 
and  7 were  fully  analyzed  In  the  Draft  EIS,  and  public  comments  were  made  regarding  their 
Impacts  and  desirability.  In  addition , a plan  amendment  is  necessary  to  modify  the  DWMA 
boundaries  even  if  the  BLM  denies  the  ROW  application,  and  this  is  a component  of  Alternative 
6.  Therefore,  the  analyses  of  Alternatives  6 and  7 remain  in  this  Final  EIS. 


1.4.1. 4 California  Desert  Renewable  Energy  Conservation  Plan 

The  California  Desert  Renewable  Energy  Conservation  Plan  (DRECP)  is  a landscape-level 
planning  effort  currently  underway  in  California.  The  DRECP  covers  approximately  22.5  million 
acres  of  federal  and  nonfederal  land  in  the  Mojave  and  Colorado  (Sonoran)  Deserts  in  southern 
California.  The  purpose  of  the  DRECP  is  to  advance  federal  and  state  species  and  ecosystem 
conservation  goals,  while  also  facilitating  the  timely  permitting  of  renewable  energy  projects. 
The  DRECP  may  include  potential  amendments  to  the  CDCA  Plan  and  other  BLM  land  use 
plans,  and  a Habitat  Conservation  Plan  developed  in  accordance  with  the  Endangered  Species 
Act  and  a Natural  Communities  Conservation  Plan  developed  in  accordance  with  the  California 
Natural  Communities  Conservation  Planning  Act.  Based  on  these  considerations,  the  DRECP 
may  serve  as  the  basis  for  the  BLM’s  identification  of  priority  areas  for  renewable  energy 
development  (Development  Focus  Areas,  to  include  other  renewable  energy  types  other  than 
solar),  modify  the  PEIS’s  SEZs,  and/or  identifying  additional  development  exclusion  areas.  At 
this  time,  a Draft  EIS  for  the  DRECP  has  not  been  published.  And  while  the  DRECP  includes 
potential  land  use  plan  amendments  to  the  CDCA  Plan,  existing  land  use  plan  decisions  remain 
in  effect  during  the  BLM’s  consideration  of  those  Plan  amendments  and  until  a final  decision  is 
made  on  them  (BLM  Land  Use  Planning  Handbook  H-1 601-1 ; March  2005  page  47). 
Therefore,  the  BLM  is  evaluating  the  Applicant’s  ROW  grant  application  under  existing  CDCA 
Plan  requirements/criteria,  as  detailed  in  Section  1 .4.1.2  above. 


1.4.2  Relationship  of  Proposed  Action  to  non-BLM  Policies,  Plans,  and  Programs 
1. 4.2.1  Relationship  to  Federal  Plans,  Policies,  Programs,  and  Laws 

National  Environmental  Policy  Act 

NEPA  (42  U.S.C.  4321  et.  seq.)  declares  a continuing  federal  policy  that  directs  “a  systematic, 
interdisciplinary  approach”  to  planning  and  decision-making.  NEPA  requires  the  preparation  of 
environmental  statements  for  “major  Federal  actions  significantly  affecting  the  quality  of  the 
human  environment.”  The  CEQ’s  Regulations  for  Implementing  the  Procedural  Provisions  of 
NEPA  (40  CFR  Parts  1500-1508)  require  Federal  agencies  to  identify  and  assess  reasonable 
alternatives  to  proposed  actions.  Federal  agencies  are  further  directed  to  emphasize  significant 
environmental  issues  in  project  planning  and  to  integrate  impact  studies  required  by  other 
environmental  laws  and  Executive  Orders  into  the  NEPA  process.  In  processing  ROW 
applications,  BLM  must  also  comply  with  the  Department  of  the  Interior’s  regulations  applicable 
to  implementing  the  procedural  requirements  of  NEPA  (43  CFR  Part  46),  as  well  as  BLM’s 
NEPA  Handbook  (H-1 790-1 ; January  2008). 


Clean  Air  Act 

The  Clean  Air  Act  (CAA)  (42  U.S.C.  7401-7661),  as  amended,  regulates  air  pollution  to  improve 
air  quality.  It  regulates  air  emissions  from  area,  stationary,  and  mobile  sources.  This  law  also 
authorizes  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  to  establish  National  Ambient  Air 
Quality  Standards  to  protect  public  health  and  the  environment.  In  addition,  Section  309  of  the 
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CAA  directs  the  ERA  to  review  proposed  actions  of  federal  agencies  in  accordance  with  NEPA, 
and  to  make  those  reviews  public.  Under  Section  309,  EPA  provides  comments  on  NEPA 
documentation  and,  if  sufficient  revisions  are  not  made,  EPA  may  refer  the  matter  to  the  CEQ 
for  mediation. 


Clean  Water  Act 

The  Clean  Water  Act  (CWA)  (33  U.S.C.  1251-1376)  provides  guidance  for  the  restoration  and 
maintenance  of  the  chemical,  physical,  and  biological  integrity  of  the  nation’s  waters.  Section 
401  requires  that  an  applicant  for  a Federal  license  or  permit  that  allows  activities  resulting  in  a 
discharge  to  waters  of  the  U.S.  must  obtain  a certification  that  the  discharge  complies  with  other 
provisions  of  the  CWA.  The  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Boards  (RWQCBs)  administer  the 
certification  program  in  California.  Section  402  establishes  a permitting  system  for  the 
discharge  of  any  pollutant  (except  dredge  or  fill  material)  from  a point  source  into  waters  if  the 
U.S.  Section  404  establishes  a permit  program  administered  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  (USACE)  to  regulate  the  discharge  of  dredged  or  fill  material  into  waters  of  the  U.S., 
including  wetlands.  The  CWA  also  contains  the  requirements  under  which  the  RWQCBs  set 
water  quality  standards  for  all  contaminants  in  surface  waters. 


Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973 

The  ESA  (16  U.S.C.  1531-1543)  and  subsequent  amendments  provide  guidance  for  the 
conservation  of  endangered  and  threatened  species  and  the  ecosystems  upon  which  they 
depend.  The  USFWS  administers  the  ESA.  The  major  components  of  the  ESA  are: 

• Provisions  for  the  listing  of  threatened  and  endangered  species; 

• The  requirement  for  consultation  with  the  USFWS  on  Federal  projects  that  may  affect 
listed  species  or  their  habitat; 

• Prohibitions  against  “take”  of  listed  species.  Under  ESA,  the  definition  of  “take”  is  to 
“harass,  harm,  pursue,  hunt,  shoot,  wound,  kill,  trap,  capture,  collect,  or  to  attempt  to 
engage  in  any  such  conduct;”  and 

• Provisions  for  permits  to  allow  the  incidental  taking  of  threatened  and  endangered 
species. 

National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966,  as  Amended 

The  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA)  (16  U.S.C.  470)  requires  Federal  agencies  with 
jurisdiction  over  a proposed  Federal  project  to  take  into  account  the  effect  of  the  undertaking  on 
historic  properties  listed  or  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  and 
requires  that  the  agencies  afford  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO),  any  affected 
Indian  tribe,  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation,  and  the  public  with  an  opportunity  to 
comment  on  the  undertaking. 


1. 4.2.2  Relationship  to  State  and  Local  Laws,  Plans,  Policies,  and  Programs 

California  Environmental  Quality  Act 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  CEQA,  the  purpose  of  an  environmental  impact  report  is  “to  identify 
the  significant  effects  on  the  environment  of  a project,  to  identify  alternatives  to  the  project,  and 
to  indicate  the  manner  in  which  those  significant  effects  can  be  mitigated  or  avoided.”  (Public 
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Resources  Code  Section  21 002.1  [a]).  The  intentions  of  CEQA  are  to:  (1)  inform  governmental 
decision-makers  and  the  public  about  the  potentially  significant  environmental  effects  of 
proposed  activities,  (2)  identify  the  ways  that  environmental  damage  can  be  avoided  or 
significantly  reduced,  (3)  prevent  significant,  avoidable  damage  to  the  environment  by  requiring 
changes  in  projects  through  the  use  of  alternatives  or  mitigation  measures  when  the 
governmental  agency  finds  the  changes  to  be  feasible,  and  (4)  disclose  to  the  public  the 
reasons  why  a governmental  agency  approved  the  project  in  the  manner  the  agency  chose  if 
significant  environmental  effects  are  involved  (State  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15002:  Public 
Resources  Code  Section  21002.1). 


California  Endangered  Species  Act 

The  CESA  (Fish  and  Game  Code  2050  et.  seq.)  established  the  policy  of  the  State  to  conserve, 
protect,  restore,  and  enhance  threatened  or  endangered  species  and  their  habitats.  CESA 
mandates  that  State  agencies  should  not  approve  projects  that  would  jeopardize  the  continued 
existence  of  threatened  or  endangered  species  if  reasonable  and  prudent  alternatives  are 
available  that  would  avoid  jeopardy.  There  are  no  State  agency  consultation  procedures  under 
CESA.  For  projects  that  affect  a species  that  is  both  State  and  Federally  listed,  compliance  with 
the  Federal  ESA  will  satisfy  CESA  if  the  CDFW  determines  that  the  Federal  incidental  take 
authorization  is  consistent  with  CESA  under  Fish  and  Game  Code  Section  2080.1  and  issues  a 
Consistency  Determination  to  that  effect.  For  projects  that  will  result  in  a take  of  a State-only 
listed  species,  an  applicant  must  apply  for  a take  permit  under  Section  2081(b). 


California  Fish  and  Game  Code,  Streambed  Alteration  Agreements 

Sections  1601  to  1603  of  the  California  Fish  and  Game  Code  require  notifying  CDFW  prior  to 
constructing  any  project  that  would  divert,  obstruct,  or  change  the  natural  flow,  bed,  channel,  or 
bank  of  any  river,  stream,  or  lake.  Preliminary  notification  and  project  review  generally  occur 
during  the  environmental  review  process.  When  an  existing  fish  or  wildlife  resource  may  be 
substantially  adversely  affected,  the  CDFW  is  required  to  propose  reasonable  project  changes 
and/or  mitigation  to  protect  the  resource.  These  notifications  are  formalized  in  a Streambed 
Alteration  Agreement  that  becomes  part  of  the  plans,  specifications,  and  bid  documents  for  the 
project. 


State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 

The  California  SHPO  reviews  state  programs  and  projects  that  may  impact  historical  resources 
that  are  located  on  state-owned  land  pursuant  to  California  Public  Resources  Code  §5024  and 
5024.5.  The  California  SHPO  also  advises  and  assists  the  BLM  in  carrying  out  its 
responsibilities  under  Section  106  of  the  NHPA. 

California’s  Renewable  Portfolio  Standard 

California’s  RPS  requires  lOUs,  publicly-owned  utilities,  and  energy  service  providers  to 
increase  purchases  of  renewable  energy  such  that  at  least  33  percent  of  retail  sales  are 
procured  from  renewable  energy  resources  by  December  31 , 2020.  In  the  interim,  each  entity  is 
required  to  procure  an  average  of  20  percent  of  renewable  energy  for  the  period  January  1, 
2011,  through  December  31 , 2013;  25  percent  by  December  31 , 2016;  and  33  percent  by  2020. 
These  RPS  requirements  are  set  forth  in  SB  1078  (2001-2002  Reg.  Sess.)  (establishing  the 
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California  RPS  Program)  and  SB  107  (2005-2006  Reg.  Sess.),  and  SB  XI -2  (accelerating  the 
requirement  to  33  percent  requirement  to  2020). 


San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan 

The  County’s  General  Plan  governs  land  use  planning  and  development  decisions  in  the 
unincorporated  areas  of  the  County.  The  plan  contains  the  goals,  policies,  and  implementing 
actions  for  a variety  of  issues,  including  natural  and  man-made  hazards  and  natural  and  man- 
made resources. 

The  Energy  subsection  of  the  Conservation  Element  states  that  the  “County  will  site  energy 
facilities  equitably  in  order  to  minimize  net  energy  use  and  consumption  of  natural  resources, 
and  avoid  inappropriately  burdening  certain  communities.  Energy  planning  should  conserve 
energy  and  reduce  peak  load  demands,  reduce  natural  resource  consumption,  minimize 
environmental  impacts,  and  treat  local  communities  fairly  in  providing  energy  efficiency 
programs  and  locating  energy  facilities.” 


Mojave  Desert  Air  Quality  Management  District 

The  proposed  facility  is  located  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Mojave  Desert  Air  Quality 
Management  District  (MDAQMD),  which  reviews  the  plans  and  specifications  for  construction  in 
the  proposed  facility  location.  The  MDAQMD  will  assess  emissions  and  possible  air 
contamination  resulting  from  construction  and  operational  activities  (e.g.,  road  dust,  wind-blown 
contaminants,  and  emissions  from  construction  activities). 


1.4.3  List  of  Potential  Government  Actions,  Permits,  and  Approvals 

Table  1-2  provides  a list  of  the  potential  Federal,  state,  and  local  permits,  approvals,  and  other 
actions  that  may  be  required  for  the  proposed  facility,  including  those  actions  that  would  be 
taken  by  BLM  and  the  County. 
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Table  1-2.  Government  Actions,  Permits,  and  Approvals 


Agency 

Action,  Permit,  or  Approval 

Federal  Agencies 

BLM  Needles  Field  Office 

ROW  Grant 

USFWS 

Bioloaical  Opinion  and  Incidental  Take  Statement  of  federally  listed  species 

USACE 

Clean  Water  Act  Permit  (CWA)  §404  permit  (possibly  required,  pending 
outcome  of  jurisdictional  determination  process) 

California  State  Agencies 

CDFW 

Incidental  Take  Permit  for  state  listed  species,  consistency  determination  for 
federally  listed  species 

Streambed  Alteration  Agreement 

Lahontan  RWQCB 

Section  401  Water  Quality  Certification  Permit  (possibly  required,  pending 
outcome  of  jurisdictional  determination  process) 

National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES)  Permit  or  Report  of 
Waste  Discharge  (RWD) 

California  State  Water  Resources 
Control  Board  (SWRCB) 

General  Construction  Activity  Storm  Water  permit  for  construction  activities  on 
a project  of  5 acres  or  larger 

Temporary  permit  to  appropriate  water 

Stormwater  Pollution  Prevention  Plan 

California  SHPO 

NHPA  Section  106  Consultation 

MDAQMD 

Dust  Control  Plan 

Local  Agencies 

County  of  San  Bernardino 

Well  Permits  (up  to  2 production  well  permits  and  3 monitoring  well  permits) 

1.5  Interagency  Coordination 

The  BLM  and  the  County  seek  comments  from  and  work  closely  with  other  regulatory  agencies 
that  administer  laws,  regulations,  and  standards  that  may  be  applicable  to  proposed  projects. 
These  agencies  may  include,  as  applicable,  the  ERA,  USFWS,  USACE,  State  Water  Resources 
Control  Board/RWQCB,  SHPO,  CDFW,  and  the  MDAQMD. 

The  BLM  notified  affected  Indian  Tribes  regarding  the  proposed  facility,  is  seeking  their 
comments,  and  has  invited  them  to  consult  on  the  project  on  a government-to-government 
basis.  A summary  of  the  tribal  consultation  process  to  date  is  provided  in  Chapter  5. 


1.6  Document  Organization 

This  document  follows  regulations  promulgated  by  the  CEQ  for  Implementing  the  Procedural 
Provisions  of  NEPA  (40  CFR  1500-1508);  the  Department  of  the  Interior’s  regulations,  43  CFR 
Part  46);  the  BLM  NEPA  Handbook  H-1 790-1;  Sections  201,  202,  and  206  of  FLPMA  (43  CFR 
1600);  and  the  BLM  Land  Use  Planning  Handbook,  H-1 601-1 . This  EIS/EIR  describes  the 
components  of  and  reasonable  alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Action  and  environmental 
consequences  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  the  alternatives.  In  addition,  the  document 
incorporates  provisions  of  CEQA  to  allow  the  County  to  use  this  EIS/EIR  in  its  environmental 
review  and  approval  process. 
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This  EIS/EIR  is  organized  as  follows: 

• Chapter  1 provides  general  background  on  the  Proposed  Action;  identifies  the  purpose 
and  need  for  the  Proposed  Action;  and  identifies  roles  of  the  BLM,  other  agencies,  and 
authorities  regulating  aspects  of  the  Proposed  Action. 

• Chapter  2 describes  the  Proposed  Action,  land  use  plan  amendment  decisions,  and 
other  decisions  to  be  made.  This  chapter  also  describes  the  alternatives  development 
and  screening  process  conducted  for  the  project.  It  also  presents  a range  of  reasonable 
alternatives  that  address  the  stated  purpose  and  need  for  the  Proposed  Action  and 
identifies  and  explains  why  certain  alternatives  were  considered  but  not  analyzed  in 
detail. 

• Chapter  3 describes  the  affected  environment  (existing  conditions)  for  21  environmental 
resources  in  the  Proposed  Action  area. 

• Chapter  4 provides  a comprehensive  analysis  and  assessment  of  impacts  (direct, 
indirect,  and  cumulative)  and  mitigation  measures  (by  resource)  for  the  Proposed  Action 
and  other  alternatives,  including  the  No  Action  Alternative,  and  three  other  alternatives 
that  would  not  approve  the  proposed  facility.  It  also  describes  other  aspects  of  BLM 
compliance  with  NEPA  procedures,  including  a description  of  unavoidable  adverse 
impacts,  the  commitments  of  resources  (40  CFR,  1502.15),  as  well  as  addressing  CEQA 
requirements,  such  as  a discussion  of  potential  growth-inducing  impacts. 

• Chapter  5 identifies  the  persons,  groups,  agencies,  and  other  governmental  bodies  that 
were  consulted  or  that  contributed  to  the  preparation  of  the  EIS/EIR;  describes  Native 
American  consultations  and  public  participation  during  scoping;  provides  a list  of  EIS/EIR 
preparers;  and  lists  agencies,  organizations,  and  persons  to  whom  the  EIS/EIR  will  be 
sent. 

• Chapter  6 includes  a list  of  acronyms  and  abbreviations  used  in  the  EIS/EIR. 

• Chapter  7 includes  a list  of  project  terms  used  in  the  EIS/EIR. 

• Chapter  8 provides  the  references  used  in  preparing  the  EIS/EIR. 

• Chapter  9 provides  an  index  for  key  words  used  in  the  EIS/EIR. 


1 .7  Issues  to  be  Addressed 


Section  6.4  of  BLM’s  NEPA  Handbook  defines  an  “issue”  as  “a  point  of  disagreement,  debate, 
or  dispute  with  the  proposed  action  based  on  some  anticipated  environmental  effect.”  (BLM 
2008).  Issues  can  help  shape  the  alternatives  and  mitigation,  and  are  used  to  frame  the 
environmental  analysis.  They  are  identified  both  internally,  by  agency  specialists,  and  through 
scoping. 

The  issues  evaluated  in  the  EIS/EIR  include  the  physical,  biological,  cultural,  socioeconomic, 
and  other  resources  that  have  the  potential  to  be  affected  by  activities  related  to  the  Proposed 
Action  and  alternatives.  These  issues  are: 


• Air  Resources; 

• Climate  Change; 

• Archaeological  and  Built 
Environment; 


• Environmental  Justice; 

• Lands  and  Realty  (including 
conformance  with  Multiple  Use 
Class  guidelines); 
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Livestock  Grazing; 

Mineral  Resources; 

Noise; 

Paleontological  Resources; 
Public  Health  and  Safety; 
Recreation; 

Social  and  Economic  Issues; 
Soil  Resources; 


Special  Designations; 
Transportation  and  Public  Access; 
Vegetation  Resources; 

Visual  Resources; 

Water  Resources; 

Wildland  Fire  and  Ecology; 

Wild  Horses  and  Burros;  and 
Wildlife  Resources. 
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2.0  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 

2.1  Introduction 

This  chapter  of  the  Proposed  Plan  Amendment  (PA)  and  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Statement/Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIS/EIR)  fully  describes  four  action  alternatives:  (1) 
the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  as  proposed  by  Desert  Stateline,  LLC  (the  Applicant),  a 300-megawatt 
(MW),  2,143-acre  (ac)  solar  photovoltaic  (PV)  energy  project  with  solar  panel  arrays  and 
associated  facilities  (Proposed  Action  or  Project);  (2)  a 300-MW,  2,385-acre  alternative;  (3)  a 
300-MW,  1, 685-acre  alternative;  and  (4)  a 232-MW,  1,766-acre  alternative.  Each  of  the  action 
alternatives  would  have  an  associated  amendment  to  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area 
(CDCA)  Plan  1980,  as  amended  (BLM  1980)  (CPC A Plan)  related  to  the  Project  site^  [n 
connection  with  its  consideration  of  the  Proposed  Action , the  BLM  is  also  considering  additional 
CDCA  Plan  amendments  to  modify  the  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  Desert  Wildlife 
Management  Area  (DWMA).  This  chapter  also  describes  three  No  Action/No  Project 
alternatives:  (1)  the  No  Action  Alternative;  and  (2)  two  No  Project  Alternatives  that  would  include 
an  amendment  to  the  CDCA  Plan.  Finally,  the  section  provides  a general  description  of  the 
alternatives  development  process,  including  the  alternatives  considered  but  eliminated  from 
detailed  analysis. 

Alternatives  considered  in  this  EIS/EIR  are  developed  based  on  issues  identified  by  the  BLM 
and  the  County  of  San  Bernardino,  California  (County),  as  well  as  comments  received  during 
the  public  scoping  processes.  In  addition,  the  agencies  refined  the  alternatives  evaluated  in  the 
Draft  EIS/EIR  based  on  public  comments  on  that  document,  and  those  refinements  are 
incorporated  into  this  Final  EIS/EIR.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  the 
California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  (Section  15126.6)  require  consideration,  in  detail, 
of  a reasonable  range  of  alternatives. 

Section  6.6.3  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  NEPA  Handbook  (BLM  2008)  allows 
the  evaluator  to  eliminate  alternatives  from  detailed  analysis  if  they  would  be  ineffective  (would 
not  respond  to  the  purpose  and  need),  would  be  technologically  and  economically  infeasible, 
are  inconsistent  with  basic  policy  objectives  for  the  management  of  the  area,  or  if  their 
implementation  is  remote  or  speculative.  In  addition  to  these  NEPA  requirements,  CEQA 
requires  consideration  of  alternatives  that  would  avoid  or  reduce  significant  adverse  impacts. 

This  document  provides  information  to  the  BLM  authorized  officer  to  make  the  following 
decisions: 

• Should  the  proposed  Right-of-Way  (ROW)  grant  be  issued  as  applied  for,  issued  for  a 
modified  project,  or  denied?  If  the  BLM  decides  to  approve  the  issuance  of  a ROW 
grant,  the  BLM  will  also  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  as  required. 

• Should  the  boundaries  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  be  modified?  Similarly,  if  the  BLM  decides 
to  modify  the  boundaries  of  the  DWMA,  the  BLM  will  also  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  as 
required. 

• Should  the  CDCA  Plan  be  amended  to  identify  the  project  site  or  portions  of  the  project 
site  suitable  or  unsuitable  for  solar  development? 

The  document  also  provides  information  for  the  County  to  facilitate  their  decision  whether  or  not 
to  approve  permits  for  up  to  two  groundwater  production  wells  and  three  groundwater 
monitoring  wells  associated  with  the  construction,  operation,  maintenance,  and 
decommissioning  of  the  Project. 

The  Applicant  provided  technical  information  about  the  Proposed  Action  in  their  Plan  of 
Development  (POD)  and  County  application  package  for  well  permits  (up  to  two  production  well 
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permits  and  three  monitoring  well  permits).  All  numbers  referring  to  areas  of  land  disturbance, 
equipment,  schedule,  mileage,  and  workforce  are  based  on  the  most  up-to-date  engineering 
information  available  from  the  Applicant,  and  generally  represent  conservative  estimates  for 
purposes  of  identifying  and  analyzing  impacts.  The  numbers  may  change  based  on  final 
engineering  and  permit  requirements  for  the  project  components.  The  Applicant’s  information 
was  provided  primarily  in  the  POD  for  the  facility  submitted  to  the  BLM  in  August  2011  (First 
Solar  201 1 );  in  the  form  of  additional  technical  reports , management  plans , and  responses  to 
requests  for  additional  information  submitted  prior  to  publication  of  the  Draft  EIS/EIR;  and  in  a 
POD  describing  the  Revised  Alternative  3 proposal  in  May  2013  ( First  Solar  2013a). 


2.1.1  Alternatives  Development  and  Screening 

This  section  outlines  the  process  used  by  the  BLM  and  County  to  develop  the  alternatives. 
Alternatives  considered  by  the  Applicant,  BLM,  and  County,  along  with  those  suggested  by  the 
public  during  the  scoping  process,  were  evaluated  using  the  following  NEPA  and  CEQA  criteria 
and  requirements: 

• Does  the  alternative  fulfill  all  or  most  of  the  purpose,  need,  and  objectives  identified  in 
Chapter  1 of  this  EIS/EIR? 

• Does  the  alternative  avoid  or  reduce  significant  effects  to  human  and  environmental 
resources  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  or,  conversely,  would  the  alternative 
create  significant  effects  potentially  greater  than  those  of  the  Proposed  Action? 

• Is  the  alternative  feasible  to  construct,  operate,  maintain,  and  decommission? 

• Are  there  any  conflicts  between  the  alternative  and  the  objectives  of  federal,  regional, 
State,  and  local  land  use  plans,  policies,  or  regulations  for  the  area  concerned? 

Other  alternative  sites  and  various  renewable  and  nonrenewable  generation  technologies  were 
considered  but  eliminated  from  detailed  analysis  because  one  or  more  of  the  following  criteria 
apply  to  the  alternative  in  question  (BLM  NEPA  Handbook  H-1 790-1  [BLM  2008]): 

1 ) It  is  ineffective  (it  would  not  respond  to  the  BLM  project  purpose  and  need); 

2)  It  is  technically  or  economically  infeasible; 

3)  It  is  inconsistent  with  the  basic  policy  objectives  for  the  management  of  the  area  (does 
not  conform  to  the  CDCA  Plan); 

4)  Its  implementation  is  speculative  or  remote; 

5)  It  is  substantially  similar  in  design  to  an  alternative  that  is  analyzed;  and/or 

6)  It  would  have  substantially  similar  effects  to  an  alternative  that  is  analyzed. 

Similarly,  under  CEQA,  the  County  does  not  need  to  consider  alternatives  that  (i)  fail  to  meet 
most  of  the  basic  project  objectives;  (ii)  are  infeasible,  or  (iii)  cannot  avoid  or  substantially 
lessen  significant  environmental  impacts. 

Alternatives  that  were  not  eliminated  based  on  the  criteria  listed  above  were  carried  forward  for 
analysis  and  are  detailed  in  Sections  2.3,  2.4,  and  2.5.  Those  that  did  not  meet  the  criteria  were 
eliminated  from  further  analysis  and  are  described  in  Section  2.8,  along  with  the  reasons  for 
elimination. 
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2.1.2  Overview  of  the  Alternatives  Considered  in  Detail 

Features  common  to  all  action  alternatives,  including  phasing  of  development,  proposed  CDCA 
Plan  amendments,  project  components,  construction  methods,  and  modification  of  the  Ivanpah 
DWMA,  are  detailed  in  this  section.  Project  features  and  construction  methods  listed  in  this 
section  will  serve  as  the  basis  of  the  environmental  impact  analysis  in  Chapter  4. 

The  four  full  action  alternatives,  one  No  Action  Alternative,  and  two  No  Project  Alternatives, 
which  are  described  in  detail  in  Sections  2.3  through  2.5,  are  as  follows: 

• Alternative  1 : The  Proposed  Action  - 300  MW  generated  on  2,143  acres; 

• Alternative  2:  2,385  Acre  Alternative  - 300  MW  generated  on  2,385  acres; 

• Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Acre  Alternative  - 300  MW  generated  on  1,685  acres; 

• Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative  - 232  MW  generated  on  1 ,766  acres; 

• Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative  - No  issuance  of  a ROW  Grant,  No  County 
Approval,  No  Land  Use  Plan  (LUP)  Amendment; 

• Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  on  Site  Alternative  - No  issuance  of  a ROW 
Grant,  No  County  Approval,  Approval  of  a LUP  Amendment  to  identify  the  site  of  the 
Proposed  Action  as  unsuitable  for  solar  energy  development;  and 

• Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  on  Site  Alternative  - No  issuance  of  a ROW 
Grant,  No  County  Approval,  Approval  of  a LUP  Amendment  to  identify  the  site  of  the 
Proposed  Action  as  suitable  for  future  solar  energy  development. 

This  Final  EIS/EIR  is  also  being  used  as  the  mechanism  to  evaluate  modifications  to  the  CDCA 
Plan  that  would  potentially  modify  the  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA. 

With  Alternative  5,  none  of  the  project  components  would  be  built,  none  of  the  CDCA  Plan 
amendments  would  be  made.  This  alternative  is  equivalent  to  the  No  Project  Alternative  under 
CEQA  (Section  15126.6(e))  and  the  No  Action  Alternative  under  NEPA.  With  Alternatives  6 and 
7,  none  of  the  project  components  would  be  built  (no  project),  but  an  amendment  to  the  CDCA 
Plan  would  identify  the  project  site  as  either  unsuitable  or  suitable  for  future  solar  energy 
development. 


2.1.3  Features  Common  to  all  Action  Alternatives 

The  general  location  of  the  Project  Study  Area  and  Proposed  Action  are  provided  in  Figure  1-1. 
II  four  action  alternatives  would  be  located  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Project  Study  Area.  The 
action  alternatives  have  a common  description  of  equipment,  systems,  processes,  resource 
inputs,  operations,  closure  plans,  and  general!  location.  To  avoid  redundancy,  this  section 
presents  a single  project  description  that  identifies  the  features  common  to  all  alternatives,  and 
then  separately  identifies  the  features  that  are  unique  to  each  alternative. 


2. 1.3.1  Structures  and  Facilities 

The  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  would  include  PV  modules  for  energy  production,  an  electrical 
collection  system  for  collecting  and  distributing  the  power,  a generation-tie  (gen-tie)  line,  an 
electrical  substation,  access  roads,  an  operations  and  maintenance  (O&M)  facility,  one  or  more 
meteorological  stations,  and  fencing  and  other  site  security  components. 
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Solar  Panel  Arrays 

The  PV  modules  used  at  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  would  be  constructed  using  First 
Solar’s  thin  film  cadmium  telluride  (CdTe)  PV  panels.  PV  modules  would  be  mounted  at  a fixed 
angle  to  “tables”  which  are  then  mounted  on  steel  columns  approximately  14  feet  apart. 
Columns  would  be  secured  without  concrete  footings  by  being  driven  into  the  ground.  The  PV 
modules  would  be  placed  in  linear  arrays  with  positioning  of  the  arrays  based  on  various  site 
constraints  including  location  of  other  site  facilities,  topography  and  biological  concerns.  The 
modules  would  be  spaced  approximately  6 feet  apart  from  each  other.  The  arrays,  when 
completed,  would  be  approximately  six  feet  high,  and  would  be  a minimum  of  18  inches  above 
the  ground  surface.  The  configuration  of  the  modules  and  other  project  components  on  the  site 
would  vary  among  the  alternatives,  resulting  in  differing  total  acreage  and  output. 

One  or  more  meteorological  monitoring  stations  would  also  be  installed  within  the  solar  array 
areas  prior  to  construction.  These  stations  would  be  linked  to  the  facility  Data  Acquisition 
System  to  collect  weather  data  for  analysis  and  system  monitoring.  During  operations,  10 
meteorological  stations  would  operate  throughout  the  facility  area. 


Temporary  Construction  Areas 

Temporary  construction  facilities  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  would  include  five 
temporary  staging  areas,  construction  offices  with  temporary  power  and  communications 
connections,  and  parking  areas.  Temporary  fencing  would  surround  the  staging  and  office 
areas  to  provide  security  while  the  site’s  perimeter  fence  is  under  construction.  The  five  staging 
areas  would  comprise  a total  of  about  41_  acres.  The  construction  offices  and  parking  areas  are 
expected  to  comprise  approximately  15  acres.  Some  of  these  areas  would  eventually  be  filled 
in  with  solar  arrays  as  construction  nears  its  end,  and  would  then  be  included  within  the 
fenceline  of  the  ROW. 


Operations  and  Maintenance  Facility 

The  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project’s  O&M  facility  would  be  constructed  next  to  the  on-site  Project 
Substation.  The  facility  would  consist  of  an  approximately  45-foot  wide  by  110-foot  long 
prefabricated  building  set  on  concrete  slab-on-grade.  The  facility  would  be  designated  for 
storage  of  maintenance  equipment  and  replacement  parts  and  would  contain  the  plant  power 
and  security  monitoring  systems.  The  O&M  facility  would  also  include  offices  and  a restroom. 


Electrical  Collection  and  Transmission  System 

PV  modules  that  are  electrically  connected  would  distribute  current  to  a “combiner  box.” 
Combiner  boxes  feed  into  an  array’s  Power  Conversion  System  (PCS)  via  underground  direct 
current  (DC)  cables.  The  DC  input  would  be  converted  to  alternating  current  (AC)  output  using 
inverter  hardware  located  in  a PCS.  PV  combining  switchgear  (PVCS),  located  in  cabinets 
dispersed  among  the  PV  arrays  would  collect  34.5  kilovolt  (kV)  AC  output  from  a group  of  arrays 
and  transmit  the  power  to  the  on-site  Project  Substation  through  60-foot  high  overhead 
transmission  lines. 

The  Project  Substation  facility  would  be  located  in  a 2.5-acre  area  centrally  located  within 
Project  area  north  of  the  existing  transmission  lines.  Transformers  at  the  Project  Substation 
would  step  up  the  34.5  kV  voltage  of  a solar  panel  array  to  220  kV  for  off-site  transmission  to 
the  Ivanpah  Substation.  An  additional  building  approximately  15  feet  by  50  feet  in  size,  serving 
as  the  site  control  center,  would  be  constructed  adjacent  to  the  on-site  substation. 
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At  220  kV,  the  electricity  would  be  exported  to  the  California  Independent  System  Operator  - 
operated  grid  via  the  Southern  California  Edison  (SCE)-owned  transmission  system.  The  SCE 
transmission  system  would  be  accessed  by  way  of  a 220-kV  gen-tie  line  that  would  exit  the 
southwestern  portion  of  the  Project  site.  The  new  220-kV  gen-tie  line  would  follow  a 160-foot- 
wide  transmission  ROW  to  SCE’s  Ivanpah  Substation  which  will  be  located  approximately  27 
miles  south  of  the  Project  site.  This  proposed  transmission  line  would  be  located  within  two 
overlapping  designated  utility  corridors,  CDCA  Utility  Corridor  BB  and  West-Wide  Energy 
Corridor  225-27.  An  application  for  interconnection  at  the  new  Ivanpah  Substation  was  filed  with 
the  California  Independent  System  Operator  on  January  9,  2007. 

Redundant  communications  links  would  be  installed  from  the  project  substation  to  the  Ivanpah 
Substation.  A fiber  optic  communication  line  would  be  strung  overhead  on  the  same  towers  as 
the  220-kV  gen-tie  line,  and  an  additional  fiber  optic  communication  line  would  be  buried  within 
the  160-foot  wide  transmission  ROW. 

In  addition  to  electrical  lines  for  offsite  transmission,  the  proposed  facility  would  include  a new 
service  line  to  provide  electricity  to  the  site  during  construction,  and  at  night  during  operations. 
This  line  would  be  strung  overhead,  and  would  run  parallel  to  the  facility  access  road  along  the 
western  edge  of  the  golf  course. 


Road  System 

Access  to  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  would  occur  via  the  Yates  Well  Road  exit  from 
Interstate  15  (1-15).  Yates  Well  Road  is  a two-lane  road  that  provides  access  from  1-15  to  the 
Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generation  Station  (SEGS),  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club,  and  off-road 
recreation  areas  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Project  site.  Yates  Well  Road  terminates  at  Silverton 
Road.  Silverton  Road  is  an  unstriped  local  road  west  of  and  adjacent  to  the  Primm  Valley  Golf 
Club  property.  The  primary  access  to  the  project  site  would  be  from  the  terminus  of  Silverton 
Road  at  Saragosa  Drive  at  the  northwest  corner  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club  property. 
Silverton  Road  is  paved  from  Yates  Well  Road  to  Dalmatia  Road,  but  is  an  unpaved  dirt  road 
north  of  Dalmatia  Road,  and  provides  access  to  the  west  side  of  the  golf  course.  The  Stateline 
Solar  Farm  Project  Study  Area  also  includes  Densmore  Drive  and  Colosseum  Road.  These  are 
paved  roads  that  provide  access  to  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  from  Yates  Well  Road. 

Construction  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  require  construction  of  a 1 .65  mile-long  access  road 
from  the  west  side  of  the  golf  course  to  the  site.  This  access  road  would  be  located  within  a 100 
foot-wide  ROW.  The  road  would  be  30  feet  wide  along  most  of  its  route,  but  would  then  widen 
to  40  feet  and  then  60  feet  near  the  site  entrance , to  provide  additional  travel  lanes  to  manage 
visitors,  workers , and  deliveries  during  construction.  The  access  road  would  be  paralled  by  an 
electrical  service  line.  The  access  road  would  be  protected  by  tortoise  fencing  on  both  sides  for 
its  entire  length. 

The  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  would  require  additional  graded  all-weather  roads  within  the 
fenced  area  to  support  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  site  by  providing  access  to  bring 
equipment  and  materials  from  the  staging  areas  to  the  construction  work  areas,  and  to  support 
access  during  operations.  Roads  within  the  facility  would  vary  in  width  and  type  of  construction. 
The  final  width  and  surfacing  materials  would  be  determined  during  final  engineering  design,  in 
accordance  with  recommendations  of  the  Final  Geotechnical  Report.  Roads  would  be 
constructed  from  compacted  native  soil,  compacted  soil  with  palliatives,  compacted  native  soil 
with  gravel  cover,  and/or  asphalt,  depending  on  location  and  planned  use.  Additionally,  soil 
would  be  compacted  to  a maximum  of  95  percent  to  allow  heavy  construction  equipment  to 
move  across  the  site.  The  total  length  of  roads  (internal  and  site  access)  associated  with  the 
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project  would  be  54.5  miles,  including  23  acres  of  site  access  and  groundwater  well  access 
roads  outside  of  the  solar  array  fence  line. 

The  proposed  facility  area  includes  three  routes  of  travel  designated  by  BLM  as  open  routes. 
These  routes  include  route  699226  (1.8  miles  encompassed  by  the  Proposed  Action),  699198 
(2.0  miles),  and  699238  (1.4  miles),  and  together  comprise  approximately  6.3  acres  of  road 
surface.  Off-road,  recreational  vehicle  trails  currently  authorized  by  BLM  which  run  through  the 
proposed  site  would  be  re-located  outside  of  the  project  boundary  fence,  and  the  re-located 
routes  would  be  designated  by  BLM  as  open  routes.  The  re-located  routes  would  be 
constructed  by  the  Applicant , and  would  be  constructed  prior  to  fencing  off  of  the  existing 
routes.  The  locations  of  the  re-located  routes  under  each  alternative  are  presented  and 
discussed  in  Section  4. 6.  The  redirected  routes  would  be  designed  and  constructed  to  minimize 
damage  to  soil,  watershed,  vegetation,  and  air  resources  consistent  with  BLM’s  applicable 
regulations  and  consistent  with  existing  open  routes.  The  re-aligned  routes  may  be  widened 
and  compacted  per  fire  code  requirements  if  designated  for  emergency  access.  The  re-aligned 
routes  would  not  be  part  of  the  ROW  grant  for  the  project. 


Fencing  and  Security 

During  construction,  the  perimeter  of  the  project  area  would  be  fenced  with  a 7-foot  tall  chain- 
link  fence  for  security  purposes.  In  addition,  6-foot  chain-link  fencing  topped  with  barbed  wire 
would  surround  the  Project’s  on-site  substation,  switching  station,  O&M  facility,  and  the 
temporary  construction  staging  areas.  Gates  would  be  installed  at  the  roads  entering  the  Project 
area.  The  construction  fencing  would  remain  in  place  during  operations.  During  operations, 
security  fencing  sensors  or  other  functional  equivalent  would  be  installed  to  alert  security 
personnel  of  possible  security  issues. 

A guard  shack  would  be  constructed  at  the  entrance  to  the  Proposed  Solar  Farm  Project  for  use 
by  security  personnel  during  Project  construction  and  operations  phases.  Surveillance  methods 
such  as  security  cameras,  motion  detectors,  or  heat  sensors  would  be  installed  at  locations 
along  the  Project  boundary. 

In  order  to  minimize  the  Project’s  visual  impact  on  surrounding  receptors  and  roads,  there  would 
be  no  lights  around  the  facility  perimeter.  Exterior  lights  at  the  O&M  facility,  Project  Substation, 
temporary  construction  areas,  and  at  the  PCS  stations  would  be  shielded  and  focused 
downward  and  toward  the  interior  of  the  site  to  minimize  lighting  impacts  to  the  night  sky  and  to 
neighboring  areas. 


Utilities 

A maximum  amount  of  1,900  acre-feet  of  water  would  be  used  during  the  approximately  2 to  4 
year  construction  period,  with  the  majority  of  the  construction  water  use  (55  percent)  occurring 
during  the  site  preparation  period  of  the  first  year.  Water  uses  include  soil  compaction,  dust 
control,  and  sanitary  needs.  The  peak  daily  water  withdrawal  is  estimated  to  be  1.5  million 
gallons  per  day  (mgd)  during  construction.  Peak  daily  demand  during  construction  may  exceed 
1.5  mad,  but  would  be  managed  by  controlling  the  capacity  of  the  water  storage  ponds.  The 
Applicant  reports  in  their  POD  that  water  is  not  needed  during  operations  for  washing  of  the 
solar  panels. 

Water  for  the  construction  and  operation  of  the  Project  would  be  drawn  from  the  South  Ivanpah 
Groundwater  Basin.  Water  would  be  provided  from  two  new  groundwater  production  wells 
installed  and  operated  by  the  Applicant.  Well  construction  requires  approval  from  San 
Bernardino  County.  Water  uses  during  construction  would  include  soil  compaction,  dust  control, 
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and  sanitary  needs.  The  peak  daily  water  withdrawal  is  estimated  to  be  approximately  1.5 
million  gpd.  The  water  would  be  obtained  from  two  new  groundwater  production  wells;  the 
primary  well  to  be  located  on  the  southeastern  corner  of  the  facility,  and  the  secondary  well 
located  approximately  4,250  feet  west  of  facility.  The  production  wells  would  be  12  inches  in 
diameter  and  670  feet  deep,  with  a screened  interval  located  at  a depth  of  430  to  630  feet  below 
ground  surface.  The  estimated  pumping  capacity  for  each  well  would  be  1.5  million  gpd,  but 
only  one  well  would  produce  at  a time  to  generate  the  peak  daily  water  withdrawal  of  1.5  million 
gpd  (i.e.,  there  would  not  be  a situation  in  which  both  wells  are  produced  to  exceed  1.5  million 
gpd). 

Should  the  water  quality  or  availability  from  the  primary  production  well  be  inadequate  for  the 
proposed  uses,  the  Applicant  would  obtain  water  from  the  secondary  well.  Should  the  water 
quality  or  availability  from  the  secondary  well  be  inadequate,  the  Applicant  would  treat  the 
groundwater  using  a mobile,  self-contained  ion  exchange  or  reverse  osmosis  unit.  The  mobile 
units  would  be  brought  to  the  site  by  flat-bed  truck,  would  be  situated  within  the  Temporary 
Construction  Area,  and  would  be  approximately  the  size  of  a 40  foot  by  8 foot  by  8 foot  shipping 
container.  The  treated  water  may  be  used  directly,  or  could  be  blended  with  water  stored  in 
temporary  storage  ponds  to  meet  the  desired  water  quality.  The  units  would  be  operated  and 
maintained  by  an  outside  contractor.  The  units  would  require  replacement  of  filters 
approximately  once  per  week,  and  the  reverse  osmosis  membrane  once  per  quarter.  All  wastes 
from  the  treatment  units  would  be  disposed  of  offsite  by  the  contractor.  Disposal  would  be  done 
in  accordance  with  local,  state,  and  Federal  regulations. 

In  addition  to  the  production  wells,  three  groundwater  monitoring  wells  would  be  installed  to 
evaluate  potential  impacts  to  groundwater  availability  and  quality.  The  monitoring  wells  would 
be  constructed  at  a depth  appropriate  for  evaluating  changes  in  groundwater  elevation.  Exact 
depths  would  be  determined  at  each  location  based  on  around  surface  elevation  and  depth  to 
the  groundwater  table. 

To  meet  the  daily  water  demands  during  construction,  five  temporary  water  storage  ponds 
would  be  constructed  within  the  solar  array  area.  Each  pond  would  have  a capacity  of 
approximately  2 million  gallons,  and  would  be  approximately  200  feet  by  200  feet  in  size,  or 
approximately  1 acre.  The  ponds  would  be  excavated  into  the  soil  and  then  lined.  These  five 
ponds  would  be  connected  to  the  water  supply  wells  by  a series  of  6-inch  diameter  water 
pipelines.  The  water  pipelines  within  the  solar  array  areas  would  be  lie  on  the  ground  surface. 
The  water  pipeline  from  the  secondary  well  to  the  solar  array  would  be  buried.  Water  trucks 
would  receive  water  from  the  storage  ponds  and  transport  it  to  the  location  it  is  needed.  As 
specified  in  the  Applicant’s  Closure,  Decommissioning,  and  Reclamation  Plan  (First  Solar 
201 2d),  the  temporary  ponds  would  have  their  liners  removed,  and  would  either  be  backfilled  or 
converted  to  stormwater  basins  at  the  completion  of  construction. 

After  completion  of  the  construction  phase  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project,  the  only 
groundwater  use  would  be  for  domestic  purposes  (drinking,  washing,  toilets)  in  the  O&M 
Facility.  According  to  the  Applicant,  no  water  would  be  required  for  washing  of  solar  panels. 
Water  would  be  supplied  by  an  approximately  5,000-gallon,  above-ground  water  storage  tank 
connected  to  the  groundwater  well.  Water  would  be  filtered  to  meet  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  (EPA)  and  California  drinking  water  standards,  and  samples  would  be 
collected  and  submitted  to  EPA  for  analysis  to  verify  that  it  meets  the  standards.  The  expected 
annual  demand  for  water  for  sanitary  purposes  is  approximately  20  acre-feet  per  year. 

A temporary  septic  system  and  leach  field  would  be  installed  near  the  temporary  construction 
trailers,  in  order  to  support  workers  in  the  trailer  area.  Portable  toilets  would  be  used  throughout 
the  solar  array  fields  to  support  construction  workers  in  those  areas.  A long-term  septic  and 
leach  field  system  with  a capacity  of  no  more  than  a few  hundred  gallons  per  day  would  be 
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installed  at  the  O&M  building  to  support  workers  during  operations.  The  septic  systems  would 
be  permitted  through  the  County  and  would  include  features  to  avoid  any  impacts  to  the  South 
Ivanpah  Groundwater  Basin.  These  features  may  include  locating  the  system  away  from  surface 
water  drainage  features,  scour  protection  over  the  absorption  field,  monitoring  wells  to  inspect 
against  clogging  in  the  absorption  field,  large  absorption  area  to  maximize  the  area  of  biological 
treatment,  and/or  regular  maintenance  by  a licensed  waste  management  contractor.  Weed 
infestations  would  be  monitored  and  mitigated  at  the  absorption  field  according  to  the 
Applicant’s  Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2013c).  The  septic  tank  would  be 
pumped,  waste  transported  off  site,  and  properly  disposed  of  by  a licensed  waste  treatment 
contractor  on  a regular  basis  as  required  for  safe  operation. 


Waste  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management 

As  described  previously,  a septic  system  and  leach  field  would  be  used  for  sanitary  wastewater 
treatment  needs  during  project  construction  and  operations.  In  addition,  portable  toilets  would 
be  used  in  the  solar  array  field  area  during  construction.  Portable  toilets  would  be  regularly 
pumped  out  and  cleaned  according  to  California  Occupational  Health  and  Safety  Administration 
regulations.  Waste  would  be  hauled  away  and  disposed  of  by  an  appropriately  licensed 
contractor. 

Non-hazardous  solid  wastes  generated  during  construction  would  include  scrap  wood, 
cardboard,  concrete,  steel/metal,  paper,  glass,  scrap  metals,  and  plastic  waste.  All  non- 
hazardous  wastes  would  be  recycled  to  the  extent  possible  and  non-recyclable  wastes  would  be 
collected  by  a licensed  hauler  and  disposed  in  a Class  III  solid  waste  disposal  facility. 

Limited  quantities  of  hazardous  materials  would  be  stored  onsite  and  used  during  construction 
and  operations.  These  materials  are  discussed  in  the  Applicant’s  Emergency  Response  and 
Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  and  include  diesel  fuel,  gasoline, 
motor  oil,  hydraulic  fluids,  lubricants,  paint,  solvents,  soil  stabilizers,  and  mineral  oil  for  step-up 
and  substation  transformers.  According  to  the  Applicant’s  Air  Quality  Construction  Management 
Plan  (First  Solar  2012c),  the  soil  stabilizer  products  that  could  be  used  include  ChlorTex  Road 
Binder,  Eccotext  Soil  Binder,  and  PlasTex  Soil  Stabilizer. 

The  hazardous  materials  to  be  used,  and  their  storage  volumes  during  construction  and 
operations,  are  provided  in  Table  2-1. 


Table  2-1.  Hazardous  Material  Usage  and  Storage 


Hazardous  Material 

Storage  Volume  During 
Construction 

Storage  Volume  During 
Operations 

Diesel  Fuel 

5,000  gallons 

0 gallons 

Gasoline 

5,000  gallons 

5,000  gallons 

30W  Motor  Oil 

100  quarts 

0 quarts 

Transformer  Oil  (Mineral  Oil) 

From  0 gallons  at  beginning  of 
construction  up  to  72,000  gallons 
at  end  of  construction 

72,000  gallons 

Hydraulic  Fluid  and  Lube  Oil 

500  gallons 

100  gallons 

Soil  Stabilizer 
(ChlorTex  Road  Binder, 
Eccotex  Soil  Binder,  or 
PlasTex  Soil  Stabilizer) 

500  gallons 

500  gallons 
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These  substances  would  be  containerized  and  disposed  of  according  to  local,  State,  and 
Federal  regulations.  As  a facility  storing  more  than  1,320  gallons  of  oil  onsite  during  operations, 
the  facility  will  be  required  to  develop  and  implement  a Spill  Prevention,  Control,  and 
Countermeasures  (SPCC)  Plan.  The  SPCC  Plan  would  be  required  to  identify  the  locations  and 
volume  of  storage  of  oil  on  the  facility,  identify  measures  used  to  prevent  discharges,  and 
implement  secondary  containment  and  other  methods  to  control  discharges.  The  SPCC  Plan 
would  also  specify  routine  maintenance,  inspection,  posting  of  material  safety  data  sheets 
(MSDS),  and  emergency  response  procedures. 

First  Solar  PV  modules  are  not  hazardous  materials  subject  to  California  or  Federal  hazardous 
material  management  regulations.  Any  modules  damaged  or  broken  during  construction  or 
operation  would  be  collected  and  returned  to  First  Solar’s  manufacturing  facility  in  Ohio  for 
recycling  into  new  modules  or  other  products,  according  to  First  Solar’s  Broken  PV  Module 
Detection  and  Handling  Plan.  At  the  end  of  their  productive  life,  the  modules  would  be  classified 
as  California  hazardous  waste,  but  not  federal  hazardous  waste.  The  modules  would  be 
packaged  and  transported  in  accordance  with  California  hazardous  waste  regulations,  and  then 
recycled  under  First  Solar’s  Module  Collection  and  Recycling  Program. 


Stormwater  Management 

The  proposed  facility  is  located  on  an  active  alluvial  fan  system,  and  is  crossed  by  numerous 
ephemeral  drainages  that  begin  in  the  Clark  Mountains  west  of  the  site,  and  traverse  to  the  east 
towards  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake.  To  ensure  that  the  facility  is  protected  from  stormwater  damage, 
and  also  to  ensure  that  the  facility  does  not  create  sedimentation  and  erosion  impacts  in 
downstream  areas,  the  Applicant  would  implement  stormwater  management  features  including 
stormwater  basins  on  both  the  upstream  and  downstream  sides  of  the  facility,  and  the  use  of 
temporary  fiber  rolls  and  silt  fences  as  needed  to  manage  stormwater  during  construction. 

In  the  POD  and  the  associated  hydrology  reports,  the  Applicant  refers  to  the  upstream  basins  as 
“debris  basins”  and  the  downstream  basins  as  “sediment  basins”.  In  fact,  these  terms  are 
interchangeable,  and  each  refers  to  an  engineered  depression  in  the  ground  surface  in  which 
stormwater  is  captured  and  slowed,  allowing  any  solid  materials  (debris,  sediment,  plant 
material,  and  any  other  material)  to  settle  out  and  remain  within  the  basin,  and  then  releasing 
stormwater  at  a lower  velocity.  Although  the  technical  terms  are  interchangeable,  this  EIS/EIR 
will  continue  to  refer  to  the  upstream  structures  as  “debris  basins”  and  the  downstream 
structures  as  “sediment  basins”,  in  order  to  be  consistent  with  the  terminology  in  the  POD. 

To  support  the  design  of  these  features,  the  Applicant  contacted  BLM  as  early  as  2009  to 
determine  the  level  of  stormwater  modeling  and  analysis  that  would  be  required.  In  addition,  the 
Applicant  has  developed  a Storm  Water  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012k)  which  describes 
how  the  stormwater  management  structures  would  be  installed  and  maintained. 

The  design  features  of  the  site  that  would  be  implemented  to  assist  in  managing  stormwater  are 
as  follows: 

• Avoidance  of  Drainage  Channels.  The  two  major  identified  drainage  channels  that  pass 
through  the  Project  Study  Area  would  be  avoided  entirely.  The  presence  of  the 
topographic  feature  known  as  “Metamorphic  Hill”  located  to  the  west  of  the  facility  diverts 
stormwater  to  the  south  and  north,  partially  protecting  the  facility  which  is  situated  to  the 
north  and  east.  Metamorphic  Hill  results  in  channeling  stormwater  into  a major  drainage 
channel  (designated  the  North  Wash)  that  passes  south  between  Metamorphic  Hill  and 
the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  on  its  way  towards  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake.  The  configuration 
of  the  Proposed  Action,  as  well  as  potential  alternative  site  configurations,  has  been 
developed  to  avoid  these  two  major  drainages. 
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• Debris  Basins.  The  entire  upstream  perimeter  of  the  proposed  facility  would  consist  of 
the  following  series  of  structures:  desert  tortoise  fence,  10  foot  wide  minimum  buffer, 
chain-link  security  fence,  15  foot  wide  minimum  buffer,  debris  basin  (approximately  6 
feet  deep,  and  varying  in  width  from  107  to  137  feet),  10  foot  wide  minimum  buffer,  20 
foot  wide  access  road,  20  foot  wide  buffer,  and  then  PV  arrays.  The  preliminary  design 
indicates  that  the  basins  would  be  constructed  with  a 3:1  rip-rap  lined  slope  on  the 
upgradient  end,  and  a 4:1  slope  on  the  downgradient  end.  Specific  sizes  of  the  basins 
may  vary  based  on  the  final  design.  The  number  of  basins  would  be  determined 
following  topographic  surveys  based  on  existing  topography.  Because  the  downstream 
lip  of  each  basin  must  be  at  the  same  level,  the  size  of  each  basin  would  be  driven  by 
the  slope  in  the  local  area.  Areas  with  higher  slopes  would,  by  definition,  require  a larger 
number  of  small  basins  while  areas  with  flatter  slopes  would  have  a smaller  number  of 
long  basins.  The  bottom  and  downgradient  surfaces  of  the  basin  would  consist  of 
compacted  soil.  The  basin  would  be  designed  to  release  runoff  in  the  form  of  sheet  flow 
from  the  lower  edge  of  the  basin.  The  basins  would  be  cleared  of  sediment  using 
backhoes  or  small  excavators,  which  can  access  the  basins  from  the  buffer  areas  on 
either  side.  Sediment  would  be  removed  after  all  significant  stormwater  events,  and 
would  be  visually  inspected  on  a bi-annual  basis.  Sediment  would  be  removed  when  it 
exceeds  4 inches  in  depth.  The  removed  sediment  would  be  distributed  on  the  10  foot 
wide  buffer  area  immediately  downgradient  of  the  basin,  and  would  re-enter  the 
sedimentation  system.  The  size  of  the  basins  was  developed  using  flow  modeling,  and 
the  size  of  the  basins  was  designed  to  contain  the  volume  for  storms  up  to  the  85 
percentile  (1.2  year)  storm.  For  larger  storms,  the  basins  would  slow  stormwater,  and 
would  release  the  excess  water  volume  at  a slower  velocity  over  the  downstream  edge. 
The  flow  modeling  included  analysis  of  the  existence  of  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  facility 
upstream  of  the  Stateline  facility.  The  Ivanpah  SEGS  facility  is  being  constructed  using 
a low-impact  development  methodology  that  does  not  involve  any  debris  or  sediment 
basins,  and  therefore  has  a minimal  impact  on  stormwater  flow. 

• Sediment  Basins.  The  downstream  perimeter  of  the  proposed  facility  would  include 
sediment  basins.  The  basins  would  be  approximately  1.5  feet  deep,  with  a width  of 
approximately  24  feet.  The  basins  would  have  4:1  slopes  on  both  upstream  and 
downstream  sides,  and  would  be  constructed  of  compacted  soil.  The  purpose  of  the 
sediment  basins  would  be  to  capture  any  additional  sediment  generated  by  the  site  as  a 
result  of  vegetation  removal.  The  design  basis  hydrology  calculations  used  to  establish 
the  necessary  size  of  the  debris  basins  was  also  used  for  the  sediment  basins.  Because 
the  topography  on  the  upstream  and  downstream  sides  of  the  facility  differ,  the  total 
number  of  basins,  and  their  individual  sizes,  would  also  differ. 

• Silt  Fence  and  Fiber  Rolls.  Silt  fencing  and  fiber  rolls  would  be  used  to  slow  stormwater 
flow  and  capture  sediment  during  construction,  especially  in  the  period  before  the  debris 
and  sediment  basins  are  completed. 

• Internal  Road  System  and  Wash  Crossings.  Roads  within  the  facility  would  vary  in  width 
and  type  of  construction.  The  final  width  and  surfacing  materials  would  be  determined 
during  final  engineering  design,  in  accordance  with  recommendations  of  the  Final 
Geotechnical  Report.  Roads  would  be  constructed  from  compacted  native  soil, 
compacted  soil  with  palliatives,  compacted  native  soil  with  gravel  cover,  and/or  asphalt, 
depending  on  location  and  planned  use.  At  locations  where  roads  cross  washes, 
cement  ford  crossings  would  be  installed.  The  width  and  thickness  of  each  crossing 
would  be  determined  on  a site-specific  basis,  depending  on  the  size  of  the  wash,  to 
ensure  adequate  flow-through  during  storm  events. 
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All  of  these  features  would  be  integrated  into  the  Construction  Stormwater  Pollution  Prevention 
Plan  (SWPPP),  to  be  developed  by  the  Applicant  as  required  by  the  Clean  Water  Act.  There 
are  no  protective  berms,  ditches,  or  check  dams  proposed  in  the  grading  plans. 


2. 1.3.2  Construction 

2.1. 3.2.1  Construction  Sequence  and  Equipment 

Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  construction  phases  would  include:  (i)  pre-construction 
geotechnical  study;  (2)  construction  mobilization  and  (iii)  construction  and  assembly  of  the  solar 
arrays  and  electrical  tie-ins.  Construction  mobilization  includes  preconstruction  surveys; 
construction  of  access  roads;  and  installation  of  construction  trailers,  laydown  areas,  materials 
storage  areas,  and  wells.  After  construction  mobilization,  construction  of  the  PV  arrays  and 
gen-tie  line  would  begin  at  a rate  of  approximately  1 MW  per  day  after  an  initial  ramp  up  period. 


Schedule  and  Workforce 

The  construction  of  the  Project  is  expected  to  take  2 to  4 years  from  pre-construction  surveys  to 
completion.  Construction  would  begin  with  installation  of  civil  improvements,  including  site 
laydown  areas,  construction  of  access/maintenance  roads,  and  installation  of  temporary 
facilities.  The  construction  work  schedule  is  expected  to  be  from  7:00  A.M.  to  5:00  P.M., 
Monday  through  Friday.  However,  to  meet  schedule  demands,  it  may  be  necessary  to  work 
early  morning,  evening,  or  nights  and  on  weekends  during  certain  construction  phases.  Varying 
work  hours  can  also  improve  the  work  environment  by  working  during  more  favorable 
temperatures.  For  safety  reasons,  certain  construction  tasks,  including  final  electrical 
terminations,  may  be  performed  after  dark  when  no  electricity  is  being  produced  by  the  PV 
modules. 

The  average  on-site  construction  workforce  is  expected  to  be  approximately  400  employees, 
with  a peak  of  approximately  600  employees.  The  construction  workforce  would  be  recruited 
from  within  the  County,  and  Clark  County,  Nevada.  During  operation  of  the  facility,  the  fulltime 
workforce  is  estimated  to  be  seven  to  ten  workers.  This  staff  would  be  primarily  for  O&M  and 
24-hour  onsite  security.  Typical  O&M  work  schedules  are  expected  to  be  during  daylight  hours. 
However,  for  safety  reasons,  some  maintenance  work  is  required  after  dark  when  PV  modules 
are  not  generating  electricity. 


Materials  and  Equipment 

Construction  equipment  would  consist  of  standard  earth  moving  and  compaction  equipment 
such  as  graders,  bulldozers,  tractors,  rollers,  trenchers,  backhoes,  and  dump  trucks. 
Construction  would  also  involve  the  use  of  forklifts,  water  trucks,  pickup  trucks,  and  ATVs,  truck- 
mounted/tracked  pile  drivers,  and  well  drilling  equipment. 

Equipment  used  for  the  onsite  infrastructure  would  include  fencing,  PV  modules,  and  wiring  to 
provide  the  electrical  interconnections.  Some  concrete  would  be  used  to  create  foundations 
and  pads  for  construction  offices,  the  O&M  facility,  and  substations. 
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2. 1.3.2. 2 Site  Preparation 

Geotechnical  Investigation 

The  first  step  in  the  construction  process  would  be  the  completion  of  geotechnical  studies  to 
gather  the  information  necessary  to  determine  soil  stability  and  the  required  depths  of  footings 
for  site  structures.  The  investigations  would  occur  throughout  the  proposed  solar  farm  site,  the 
gen-tie  route,  the  on-site  substation,  and  the  access  route.  Testing  would  consist  of  test  pile- 
driving, test  pits,  and  soil  borings  at  23  test  locations.  Each  test  location  would  comprise  an 
area  of  no  more  than  15  feet  by  20  feet,  or  300  square  feet.  The  total  acreage  affected  by  the 
testing  would  comprise  less  than  0.2  acres.  The  testing  would  also  include  soil  DC  resistivity 
surveys  at  8 locations.  These  tests  would  be  conducted  to  estimate  the  electrical  properties  of 
the  surface  and  subsurface  materials  by  identifying  their  approximate  resistivity. 

The  soil  borings  would  be  installed  using  a truck-mounted  drill  rig  with  an  8-inch  hollow-stem 
auger.  The  borings  would  range  from  10  to  30  feet  in  depth.  The  test  pits  would  be  installed 
using  a four-wheel  drive  rubber  tire  or  track-mounted  backhoe,  based  on  equipment  availability. 
The  test  pits  would  be  approximately  24  inches  wide,  8 feet  long,  and  10  feet  deep.  The  spoils 
pile  would  be  placed  adjacent  to  the  trench  and,  once  a sample  was  collected,  the  trench  would 
immediately  be  backfilled  with  the  original  soil.  The  soil  would  be  tamped  with  the  backhoe  to 
return  the  soil  surface  to  its  original  grade. 

Pile  driving,  pile  testing,  and  pile  removal  would  be  conducted  using  a one-pile  driving  rig,  a 
loader  (either  backhoe  or  bobcat),  and  a pick-up  truck.  The  operation  would  include  three 
employees  working  as  operators,  and  up  to  two  additional  staff  associated  with  the  testing.  The 
piles  would  be  6-inches  by  6-inches  in  size,  and  would  be  driven  to  depths  of  approximately  4 to 
6 feet  below  ground  surface.  Once  installed,  the  piles  would  be  subjected  to  pile  uplift  and 
lateral  deflection  testing.  Following  testing,  the  piles  would  be  removed  from  the  ground  using 
the  loader  or  backhoe.  The  displaced  soils  would  be  smoothed  over  the  surface  to  restore 
original  grade. 

All  testing  activities  would  be  conducted  under  the  field  oversight  of  a biological  resources 
monitor,  cultural  resources  monitor,  and  paleontology  monitor.  The  monitors  would  have  the 
authority  to  adjust  the  testing  locations  (on  a micro-level),  and  to  stop  work,  if  necessary,  to 
avoid  sensitive  resources.  The  Applicant  would  coordinate  their  testing  with  SCE  and  Los 
Angeles  Department  of  Water  and  Power  (LADWP)  to  ensure  that  the  testing  would  not  interfere 
with  existing  infrastructure. 


Surveying  and  Staking 

Prior  to  construction,  the  limits  of  construction  disturbance  areas  would  be  determined  by 
surveying  and  staking.  Where  necessary,  the  limits  of  the  ROWs  would  also  be  flagged.  All 
construction  activities  would  be  confined  to  these  areas  to  prevent  unnecessary  impacts 
affecting  sensitive  areas.  These  areas,  which  would  include  buffers  established  to  protect 
biological  resources,  would  also  be  staked  and  flagged.  The  locations  of  underground  utilities 
would  be  located  and  staked  and  flagged  in  order  to  guide  construction  activities. 

Stakes  and  flagging  that  are  disturbed  during  construction  would  be  repaired  or  replaced  before 
construction  continues.  Stakes  and  flagging  would  be  removed  when  construction  and 
restoration  are  completed. 
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Fencing  and  Clearance  Surveys 

Following  surveying,  the  site  would  be  fenced  with  both  security  fencing  and  tortoise  fencing. 
Once  the  area  has  been  fenced,  the  area  inside  the  fence  would  be  subjected  to  tortoise 
clearance  surveys  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  USFWS  Desert  Tortoise  Field  Manual  and 
current  translocation  guidance.  Clearance  would  include  translocation  of  tortoises,  in 
accordance  with  the  Applicant’s  Desert  Tortoise  Translocation  Plan. 


Vegetation  Removal 

Prior  to  construction,  the  Applicant  would  conduct  an  inventory  and  transplant  cactus  and  yucca 
species  and  special-status  plants  according  to  their  Vegetation  Management  Plan  (First  Solar 
201 2f).  The  Applicant  has  identified  two  proposed  transplant  sites  outside  of  the  project 
footprint  for  special  status  plants.  One,  designated  the  Upper  Alluvial  Fan  Transplant  Site  and 
located  to  the  northwest  of  the  proposed  facility,  is  comprised  of  relatively  rocky  terrain , and 
would  be  used  for  transplanting  special-status  plants  salvaged  from  similar  areas  of  the  project 
site.  The  second,  designated  as  the  Lower  Alluvial  Fan  Transplant  Site,  would  be  located  near 
the  Dry  Lake  Bed  north  of  the  golf  course,  and  would  be  used  for  transplanting  species  such  as 
small-flowered  and  rostephium,  which  are  found  in  the  finer-grained  soils  on  the  project  site. 
Succulents  would  be  transplanted  within  the  project  fenceline,  in  the  areas  east  and  west  of  the 
substation,  near  the  parking  area , and  in  other  smaller  areas  throughout  the  project  site. 

The  process  to  be  used  for  the  effort  would  be  as  follows: 

• The  Applicant  would  prepare  standard  herbarium  voucher  specimens,  which  would  be 
deposited  into  the  Rancho  Santa  Ana  Botanic  Garden  Herbarium  and  the  University  of 
California  Berkeley  Jepson  l-lerbaria  for  permanent  archive. 

• Pre-construction  clearance  surveys  would  be  used  to  identify,  flag,  and  record  locations 
of  target  species,  including  special-status  plants  and  succulents.  For  succulents  which 
meet  the  criteria  for  salvage  (over  60  percent  live  branches  and  mostly  stable  root 
system),  flagging  would  Include  recording  directional  orientation. 

• Special-status  plants  identified  would  be  targeted  for  a variety  of  potential  propagation 
methods,  to  occur  while  the  plant  is  still  in  place.  Seed  collection  would  be  conducted, 
and  the  seeds  would  be  used  to  germinate  seedlings.  A different  approach  would  be 
used  for  small-flowered  and  rostephium,  which  is  an  annual  bulbiferous  herb.  For  these 
plants,  bulbs  would  be  excavated  and  propagated.  Propagation  from  cuttings  from 
existing  plants  could  also  be  conducted.  In  each  case,  the  propagation  would  be 
conducted  at  an  ex-situ  location  until  potentially  viable  seedlings  and  cuttings  can  be 
transplanted  to  the  appropriate  transplant  site. 

• Once  pre-construction  activities  are  completed  and  site  disturbance  that  would  affect  the 
plant  is  about  to  occur,  the  plant  itself  would  be  transplanted  to  the  appropriate 
transplant  site.  Transplanting  would  occur  by  excavating  transplant  holes  of  appropriate 
size,  and  backfilling  the  hole  with  surface  soil  from  around  the  excavation.  Use  of 
surface  soil  and  supplemental  mycorrhizal  inoculation  would  be  used  to  promote  native 
mycorrhizal  soil  symbionts.  The  plants  would  be  placed  into  the  holes  immediately  after 
the  holes  are  filled  with  water.  The  original  directional  orientation  of  the  plant  would  be 
re-created,  and  the  surface  soil  would  be  lightly  compacted  around  the  base  of  the  plant. 

• Transplant  of  succulents  would  occur  between  October  and  March  to  the  extent  feasible. 
Eguioment  to  be  used  would  include  small  bobcats  or  excavators  for  removal,  standard 
pickup  truck  for  transport,  and  hand  tools  for  pruning,  handling,  and  moving  plants.  The 
plants  would  be  transferred  to  the  appropriate  transplant  site,  set  on  pallets,  and  covered 
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for  protection  from  the  sun.  The  roots  would  be  clipped  and  allowed  to  dry  and  callous 
for  one  to  three  weeks , and  then  the  plant  would  be  transplanted. 

• All  desert  tortoise  protection  requirements  followed  for  site  construction  would  also  be 
followed  for  the  transplant  activities.  Access  would  be  only  by  using  existing  roads,  and 
then  transferring  the  plant  and  materials  into  the  transplant  site  by  foot.  All  transplant 
sites  would  be  recorded  by  GPS. 

• Once  planted , the  transplant  sites  would  be  monitored  monthly  for  a period  of  two  years, 
and  then  quarterly  for  an  additional  ten  years.  The  success  criterion  is  established  at  a 
50  percent  survival  rate.  Monitoring  results  would  be  reported  in  quarterly  and  annual 
reports  submitted  to  BLM  and  CDFW.  Special  reports  would  be  submitted  following  the 
two  year  construction  period , and  following  the  10  year  post-construction  period. 


Clearing,  Grading,  and  Excavation 

Clearing  and,  in  some  limited  areas,  grading  would  be  conducted  to  establish  new  roads, 
staging  areas,  concrete  pads,  and  the  solar  array  field.  The  amount  of  clearing  and  grading 
would  vary  among  the  action  alternatives,  as  discussed  in  the  alternative-specific  descriptions  in 
Section  2.3.  There  would  be  no  excess  excavated  materia!  from  project  construction.  Soil 
excavation  and  fill  requirements  would  be  balanced. 


Gravel,  Aggregate,  and  Concrete  Needs  and  Sources 

Prior  to  construction,  site  access  roads  would  be  stabilized  with  gravel,  aggregate  or  other  road 
stabilization  material,  such  as  geotextile  fabric.  The  stabilization  materials  would  be  obtained 
locally  to  the  extent  possible. 

Inverter  enclosures  and  transformers  would  be  placed  on  poured  or  pre-cast  concrete 
foundations/vaults.  Concrete  foundations  are  also  needed  for  construction  offices  and  the  O&M 
facility.  The  total  volumes  of  gravel,  aggregate,  and  concrete  to  be  used  for  the  Project  are 
estimated  as  follows: 

• Portland  Cement  Concrete  (pre-cast  or  poured  in  place)  > 10,000  cubic  yards 

• Class  II  Aggregate  Base  (for  onsite  structures)  > 9,000  cubic  yards 

• Class  II  Aggregate  for  gravel  base  roads  and  parking  areas  (8  inches  thick)  > 50,000 
cubic  yards 

• Rip-rap  for  drainage  basin  protection  > 15,000  cubic  yards 


2. 1.3.2. 3 Assembly  and  Construction 

The  assembly  and  construction  phase  involves  installation  of  all  site  facilities  and  equipment 
including  the  PV  solar  arrays  and  electrical  equipment  that  would  export  electricity  to  the  grid. 
The  assembly  and  construction  tasks  are  summarized  below: 

1 . Installation  of  the  vertical  support  posts  into  the  ground; 

2.  Digging  of  trenches  for  the  underground  AC  and  DC  cabling; 

3.  Preparation  of  the  foundations  for  the  inverter  enclosures  and  transformers; 

4.  Installation  of  module  support  tables  and  support  brackets; 

5.  Mounting  of  PCS  enclosures;  and 
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6.  Making  electrical  connections. 

Electrical  connections  would  be  made  for  a single  array  of  modules  after  the  complete  array  has 
been  installed.  An  electrician  would  connect  module  wiring  harnesses  to  a combiner  box  which 
connects  an  array  of  PV  modules.  Combiner  boxes  would  be  connected  to  power  inverters  in 
the  PCS  enclosures  through  underground  DC  cables.  Each  inverter  would  convert  the  DC 
power  to  three-phase  AC  power.  The  AC  power  would  be  fed  into  a step-up  transformer. 
Transformers  would  be  connected  through  underground  AC  cables  to  the  PVCS.  Each  PVCS 
would  combine  the  power  output  from  multiple  arrays.  Power  would  then  be  transferred  to 
overhead  lines  which  would  route  all  power  to  the  Project  Substation.  The  Project  Substation 
would  step  the  power  from  34.5  kV  up  to  220  kV  for  transmission  through  the  220-kV  gen-tie 
line  to  the  Ivanpah  Substation. 


2. 1.3.2. 4 Site  Stabilization,  Protection,  and  Reclamation 

A geotechnical  study  has  been  developed  to  support  project  design  and  provide  input  with 
respect  to  soil  conditions  and  needed  stabilization  measures.  Before  construction  begins  on  the 
Project,  the  Applicant  would  interpret  the  geotechnical  study  and  determine  appropriate  site 
stabilization  measures  for  the  Project. 

During  Project  operations,  there  would  be  few  activities  that  could  impact  the  site  conditions. 
Driving  of  vehicles  around  the  Project  site  would  be  the  primary  disruptive  activity  and  would 
result  in  the  need  for  routine  maintenance  of  access  roads  and  aisle  ways.  Other  project  areas, 
such  as  those  covered  by  PV  panels,  would  not  be  routinely  disturbed. 


2. 1.3.3  Operation  and  Maintenance 

Solar  power  generation  with  PV  arrays  generates  electricity  with  no  moving  parts,  no  thermal 
cycle,  and  no  water  use  for  electricity  generation.  As  such,  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
would  require  only  limited  routine  operation  and  maintenance  tasks.  Project  maintenance 
activities  would  include  road  maintenance,  vegetation  management,  scheduled  maintenance  of 
electrical  equipment,  and  occasional  equipment  replacement.  Additionally,  a dust  palliative 
would  be  applied  on  dirt  access  roads  as  necessary.  According  to  the  Applicant’s  Air  Quality 
Construction  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012c),  the  soil  stabilizer  products  that  could  be 
used  include  ChlorTex  Road  Binder,  Eccotext  Soil  Binder,  and  PlasTex  Soil  Stabilizer.  The 
Applicant’s  POD  states  that  their  technology  does  not  require  the  use  of  water  to  wash  panels. 


2. 1.3.4  Decommissioning 

The  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  would  have  an  anticipated  lifetime  of  30  years,  and  it  is 
likely  that  after  that  time  the  site  would  be  decommissioned  and  existing  facilities  and  equipment 
would  be  removed.  Project  decommission  would  involve  complete  removal  of  the  PV  arrays 
and  supporting  electrical  and  facility  systems.  Following  decommissioning,  the  area  would  be 
reclaimed  and  restored  according  to  applicable  regulations  at  the  time  of  decommissioning. 
Decommissioning  is  expected  to  occur  over  a period  of  2 to  3 years,  beginning  within  3 years 
after  the  termination  of  commercial  operation. 

The  Applicant  has  submitted  a preliminary  Closure,  Decommissioning,  and  Reclamation  Plan 
(Decommissioning  Plan;  First  Solar  201 2d)  which  summarizes  the  activities  that  would  occur 
during  construction  and  operations  to  pre-position  the  facility  for  decommissioning,  and  the 
activities  that  are  expected  to  take  place  during  the  decommissioning  process.  Because  site 
conditions  and  agency  requirements  are  expected  to  change  over  the  course  of  the  30-year 
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project  lifespan,  a Final  Decommissioning  Plan  would  be  developed  prior  to  termination  of  the 
ROW  authorization,  and  would  be  approved  by  the  BLM. 

The  Decommissioning  Plan  addresses  the  following  issues: 

• Site  preparation  for  decommissioning,  including  removal  of  hazardous  materials; 

• Removal  of  project-related  infrastructure; 

• Reuse,  recycling,  or  disposal  of  components  and  wastes; 

• Site  restoration  and  revegetation  efforts,  including  decompaction,  seeding,  and  planting 
of  seedlines; 

• Site  monitoring  and  success  criteria;  and 

• Cost  estimate  and  funding  mechanism  for  these  activities. 

Upon  cessation  of  operations,  all  structures  constructed  on  the  site  would  be  removed.  This 
would  include  PV  modules  and  their  supporting  posts,  several  PCSs,  PV  Combing  Switchgear 
cabinets,  transmission  system,  the  project  substation,  and  ancillary  facilities.  Ancillary  facilities 
to  be  removed  would  include  the  O&M  facility,  parking  areas,  septic  and  leach  system,  water 
storage  tanks,  access  roads,  fence,  and  lighting.  The  full  extent  of  removal  would  depend  on 
the  planned  use  of  the  site  following  termination  of  the  ROW.  If  the  site  is  planned  to  continue 
use  for  industrial  or  commercial  purposes,  certain  facilities  may  be  left  in  place  with  the  approval 
of  BLM.  If  no  further  use  as  a developed  site  is  planned,  the  site  would  be  restored  to  its  current 
condition  as  natural  habitat  and  rural  open  space. 

Removal  and  recycling  of  the  PV  modules  would  be  done  in  accordance  with  First  Solar’s  pre- 
funded module  recycling  program,  established  in  2005,  through  which  modules  may  be  returned 
to  First  Solar  for  recycling  at  no  cost  to  the  end  user.  As  modules  are  sold,  the  anticipated 
recycling  cost  is  pre-funded  into  a trust  account  that  is  managed  by  a third-party  trustee.  The 
program  enables  all  components  of  the  modules,  including  the  glass  and  the  encapsulated 
semi-conductor  material,  to  be  processed  into  new  modules  or  other  products. 

During  removal  of  facility  structures,  disturbed  areas  would  be  stabilized  to  protect  the  site 
against  stormwater  runoff  and  sedimentation  damage  during  final  revegetation.  Both  site 
conditions  and  regulations  may  have  changed  at  the  time  of  decommissioning,  so  specific 
details  regarding  site  stabilization  methods  would  be  proposed  by  the  Applicant  for  agency 
approval  at  that  time.  However,  the  methods  are  expected  to  include  the  use  of  standard 
erosion  control  Best  Management  Practices  (BMPs)  such  as  mulch,  fiber  rolls,  silt  fence,  and  re- 
seeding. 

Site  restoration  activities  to  occur  at  the  close  of  the  project  life  would  include: 

• Decompaction  and  replacement  of  topsoils; 

• Replacement  of  topsoil,  vertical  mulching,  and  supplemental  seeding; 

• Planting  of  a combination  of  annual  and  perennial  woody  species,  shrubs,  and 
succulents; 

• Weed  control;  and 

• Performance  monitoring,  comparison  to  established  reference  habitats , and  reporting  for 
a minimum  of  5 years,  with  re-seeding  as  necessary. 

The  proposed  seed  mix  to  be  used  for  supplemental  re-seeding  is  summarized  in  Table  2-2. 
The  proposed  container  plants  to  be  transplanted  are  summarized  in  Table  2-3. 
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Table  2-2:  Summary  of  Proposed  Seed  Mix  for  Supplemental  Re-Seeding 


Seed  List 

Scientific  Name 

Common  Name 

Pure  Live  Seed 
(PLS,  pounds/acre) 

Ambrosia  dumosa 

burro-weed 

4.00 

Amsinckia  tessellata 

devil's  lettuce 

3.00 

At  rip  lex  canescens 

four-wing  saltbush 

3.00 

Camissonia  brevipes 

golden  suncup 

0.50 

Chaenactis  fremontii 

desert  pincushion 

3.00 

Enceiia  farinosa 

brittlebush 

1.00 

Eriogonum  fasciculatum  var.  polifolium 

rosemary  California  buckwheat 

3.00 

Eriophyllum  wallacei 

woolly  easterbonnets 

1.00 

Eschscholzia  glyptosperma 

desert  golden  poppy 

1.00 

Hymenoclea  salsola 

cheesebush 

3.00 

Larrea  tridentata 

creosote  bush 

6.00 

Malacothrix  glabrata 

desert  dandelion 

1.00 

Pleuraphis  rigida 

big  galleta 

5.00 

Salvia  columbariae 

chia 

1.00 

Sphaeralcea  ambigua 

desert  globe  mallow 

0.10 

Total 

35.60 

Source:  First  Solar  201 2d 


Table  2-3:  Summary  of  Plants  for  Transplantation 


Scientific  Name 

Common  Name 

Container  Size 

Plants/acre 

Ephedra  nevadensis 

Mormon  tea 

1 gallon 

10 

Ambrosia  dumosa 

burro-weed 

1 gallon 

35 

Enceiia  farinosa 

brittlebush 

1 gallon 

35 

Hymenoclea  salsola 

cheesebush 

1 gallon 

10 

Opuntia  acanthocarpa  var. 
coloradensis 

buckhorn  cholla 

1 gallon 

15 

Atriplex  canescens 

four-wing  saltbush 

1 gallon 

20 

Acacia  greggii 

catclaw 

1 gallon 

5 

Eriogonum  fasciculatum  var. 
polifolium 

California  buckwheat 

1 gallon 

20 

Coleogyne  ramosissima 

blackbrush 

1 gallon 

10 

Lycium  cooperi 

Cooper’s  lycium 

1 gallon 

5 

Larrea  tridentata 

creosote  bush 

1 gallon 

50 

Yucca  schidigera 

Mohave  yucca 

1 gallon 

5 

Pleuraphis  rigida 

big  galleta 

1 gallon 

20 

Total 

240 

Source:  First  Solar  201 2d.  BLM  notes  that,  although  this  is  the  seed  mix  proposed  by  the  Applicant  in  the 
Decommissioning  Plan,  the  blackbrush  ( Coleogyne  ramosissima)  is  not  reported  on  the  site,  and  therefore  will 
not  be  included  in  the  approved  plan. 


Upon  completion  of  initial  re-vegetation  efforts , an  establishment  period  would  begin.  During 
the  establishment  period,  the  following  activities  would  occur: 

• Weed  control  and  general  site  care  would  occur  throughout  the  project  area.  Weeds 
would  be  removed  before  they  reach  12  inches  in  height  and  before  ripening  of  seeds,  at 
intervals  not  to  exceed  30  days.  Weeds  would  be  controlled  by  cutting  off  top  growth 
and  spraying  the  stumps  with  approved  herbicide. 

• Site  inspections  would  monitor  for  erosion,  and  repair  efforts  would  include  re-direction 
of  water,  re-contouring  of  soil . and  re-seeding  and  mulching. 

• Performance  monitoring  would  occur  on  representative  re-vegetated  sites  and  reference 
sites  mutually  agreed  upon  by  BLM.  Monitoring  would  continue  until  BLM  and  other 
appropriate  agencies  verify  that  performance  standards  have  been  met.  Photographic 
records  would  be  collected  for  a minimum  of  five  years.  Vegetation  data  to  be  collected 
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would  include  identification  of  all  vascular  plant  species,  aerial  cover  for  all  vegetation , 
relative  aerial  cover  for  vascular  plant  species,  seedling  recruitment,  and  abundance  of 
woody  species  saplings.  Monitoring  would  also  include  assessment  of  wildlife  use  of  the 
re-vegetated  area. 

The  performance  standard  proposed  by  the  Applicant  for  determining  success  would  be  two 
standard  variations  of  the  mean  for  total  aerial  vegetative  cover , relative  aerial  cover  for  each 
vascular  species , and  relative  cover  of  native  vascular  plant  species  compared  to  all  vegetation 
present. 


2. 1.3.5  Design  Features  and  Best  Management  Practices 

The  Proposed  Action  includes  numerous  features  and  practices  that  were  included  by  the 
Applicant  in  order  to  avoid  or  reduce  environmental  impacts.  The  descriptions  of  the  features 
and  practices  presented  in  this  section  are  derived  from  the  August  201 1 POD  submitted  by  the 
Applicant  to  the  BLM,  as  well  as  supplemental  technical  reports,  management  plans,  and 
responses  to  agency  data  requests. 


Design  Features 

As  discussed  in  Section  1 , the  Applicant’s  proposed  project  configuration  and  design  has  been 
modified  several  times  in  order  to  reduce  potential  impacts.  These  modifications  have  included 
the  following  features: 

• Adjustment  of  Project  Configuration  Within  Study  Area.  The  Applicant  has  made  many 
modifications  to  their  proposed  project  area  since  their  original  2006  application  in  order 
to  avoid  or  reduce  environmental  impacts.  The  Applicant’s  approach  has  been  to 
evaluate  resources  within  a larger  study  area,  and  then  propose  smaller  project 
configurations  within  the  study  area  that  are  designed  to  avoid  or  minimize  resource 
impacts. 

• Underground  Electrical  Collection  System  within  each  Block  of  Solar  Arrays.  The 
proposed  underground  collection  system  would  reduce  the  visual  impact  of  overhead 
transmission  systems,  as  well  as  the  potential  for  avian  impact  with  transmission  lines. 

• Avoidance  of  Drainages.  The  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  would  avoid  placement 
of  PV  modules  or  any  other  infrastructure  within  100  feet  of  any  significant  onsite 
drainages,  thus  maintaining  pre-project  water  and  sediment  flows  to  downstream  areas 
and  avoiding  potential  stormwater  damage. 

• Minimal  Water  Use  Required  During  Operations.  Following  completion  of  construction, 
the  only  water  use  for  the  project  would  be  the  use  of  water  for  sanitary  purposes  for 
onsite  staff. 

• Pre-Funded  PV  Module  Collection  and  Recycling  Program.  First  Solar’s  program  for 
manufacturing  and  sale  of  the  PV  modules  includes  collection  of  an  up-front  fee  to  cover 
future  costs  for  packaging,  shipping,  and  recycling  of  module  components. 


Resource  Surveys  and  Protective  Measures 

Surveys  designed  to  identify  sensitive  cultural  and  biological  resources  and  stormwater  flow 
systems  within  the  5,500  acre  study  area  have  been  completed,  and  are  detailed  in  resource 
reports  submitted  to  BLM.  The  Applicant  has  used  the  results  of  the  surveys  to  site  the 
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proposed  facility  and  alternatives  within  the  study  area  in  a manner  which  minimizes 
disturbance  to  the  environment  and  resources  wherever  possible.  The  Applicant  would  also 
avoid  placement  of  any  facility-related  infrastructure,  including  PV  modules,  within  major  active 
drainages.  Employee  environmental  awareness  training,  additional  surveys,  and  use  of 
monitors  would  also  be  implemented  prior  to  and  during  and  ground-disturbing  activities  to 
further  ensure  that  any  resources  present  are  identified  and  avoided.  Training  and  surveys 
would  focus  on  avoidance  of  cultural  resources,  desert  tortoises,  and  migratory  and  nesting 
birds.  Any  resources  that  could  not  be  avoided  would  be  managed  in  accordance  with  plans 
approved  by  BLM  and  other  applicable  resource  agencies. 


Best  Management  Practices  (BMPs) 

BMPs  would  be  implemented  during  construction  and  operations.  These  would  include: 

• Limiting  work  activities  to  daylight  hours  unless  daytime  time  temperatures  prohibit  work 
in  daylight; 

• Inspection  of  vehicles  and  infrastructure  containing  fuels  to  identify  spills,  and  clean-up 
of  spills  when  they  are  identified; 

• Use  of  qualified  biological  monitors  to  monitor  all  work  activities  taking  place  outside  of 
fenced  areas; 

• Limiting  vegetation  removal  to  the  smallest  area  necessary; 

• Limiting  construction  traffic  access,  passing,  turning,  and  staging  areas  to  existing  roads 
where  possible; 

• Maintaining  a speed  limit  of  25  miles  per  hour; 

• General  housekeeping  and  trash  management  to  avoid  attracting  ravens  and  other 
wildlife; 

• No  dogs  or  firearms  permitted  on  work  site;  and 

• No  plant  or  wildlife  collection  permitted  except  as  allowed  by  facility  permits. 


Management  Plans 

Management  plans  to  be  followed  during  project  construction  and  operations  include: 

• Air  Quality  Construction  Management  Plan.  The  Applicant’s  Air  Quality  Construction 
Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012c)  specifies  measures  that  would  be  used  to  comply 
with  requirements  of  the  Mojave  Desert  Air  Quality  Management  District  (MDAQMD). 
Specifically,  the  plan  describes  measures  that  would  be  used  to  avoid  or  reduce  fugitive 
dust  emissions  associated  with  ground  disturbance  and  traffic.  These  measures  include: 

use  of  revegetation  as  soon  as  possible  after  site  disturbance; 

sweeping  streets  of  visible  soil; 

suspending  earth-moving  activities  at  wind  speeds  greater  than  25  miles  per  hour; 

- the  use  of  pavement,  water,  or  chemical  stabilizers  on  roads; 
minimizing  the  area  of  disturbance; 
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selecting  construction  equipment  based  on  low  emission  factors  and  high  energy 
efficiency; 

Including  statements  of  grading  plans  instructing  contractors  that  all  equipment  must 
be  tuned  and  maintained  according  to  manufacturer  specification  and  that  all 
equipment  must  be  shut  off  when  not  in  use;  and 

Encouraging  carpooling  by  site  workers. 

• Traffic  Control  Plan.  The  Applicant  would  implement  a Traffic  Control  Plan  (First  Solar 
201 2e)  that  specifies  measures  that  would  be  used  to  minimize  disruption  to  local  traffic. 
The  Plan  specifies  the  use  of  flaggers,  signage,  and  temporary  lane  closures  when 
necessary  for  delivery  of  equipment;  advance  notice  of  closures  to  other  users  of  the 
road;  advance  notice  of  closures  to  emergency  service  providers;  and  appointment  of  a 
Construction  Relations  Officer  to  work  with  the  agencies  and  local  parties  on  traffic  and 
other  issues. 

• Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan.  The  Applicant 
would  implement  their  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management 
Plan  (First  Solar  2012b)  which  specifies  measures  associated  with  the  management  of 
onsite  hazardous  materials,  fuels,  and  wastes  generated  during  construction,  operations, 
and  decommissioning.  This  Plan  includes  the  following  features: 

Identification  of  worker  duties  and  responsibilities  associated  with  emergency 
response; 

Employee  training; 

Procedures  for  emergency  response  and  incident  reporting; 

Procedures  for  storing  and  handling  hazardous  materials; 

Procedures  for  waste  characterization,  recycling,  and  disposal;  and 

Procedures  for  conducting  inspections  of  hazardous  materials  and  waste  storage 
areas. 

• Fire  Prevention  Plan.  Fire  prevention  is  addressed  in  the  Applicant’s  Plan  of 
Development  (First  Solar  2013a).  The  fire  prevention  measures  include  the  following: 

- The  area  within  10  feet  of  the  perimeter  fence  would  be  cleared  of  any  type  of 
combustible  materials. 

- All  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  would  be  stored  within  regulatory-compliant 
containers  which  would  be  inspected  weekly. 

- Signs  would  be  posted  in  any  location  where  combustible  or  flammable  materials  are 
handled , used,  or  stored,  prohibiting  smoking  or  open  flames  within  25  feet. 

- Vehicles  would  be  reguired  to  have  spark  arresters  for  internal  combustion  engines , 
and  mufflers  in  good  working  order.  Vehicles  would  be  limited  to  travel  and  parking 
on  prescribed  roadways. 

- Fire  rules  would  be  posted  in  areas  visible  to  all  employees. 

• Vegetation  Management  Plan.  The  Applicant’s  Vegetation  Management  Plan  (First 
Solar  201 2f)  specifies  measures  to  minimize  adverse  impacts  to  native  vegetation  and 
special  status  plant  species.  The  Plan  includes  measures  to  minimize  the  area  to  be 
graded,  and  place  facility  infrastructure  in  a manner  which  avoids  resources.  For 
resources  which  cannot  be  avoided,  the  Plan  defines  measures  to  transplant  and/or 
restore  disturbed  areas.  The  Plan  includes  measures  to  salvage  and  transplant 
succulents  such  as  yucca  and  cactus  species,  use  salvaged  topsoil  and  native  seed  to 
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immediately  restore  temporarily  disturbed  areas,  and  identify  timing  and  methods  for 
revegetation  efforts. 

• Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan.  The  Applicant  would  implement  their  Integrated 
Weed  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2013c)  which  defines  procedures  to  minimize  the 
potential  for  propagation  of  noxious  and  invasive  weeds  due  to  project  construction, 
operation,  and  decommissioning.  This  Plan  includes  the  measures  to  be  taken  by  the 
Applicant: 

- The  Applicant  would  follow  BLM’s  Herbicide  Use  Standard  Operating  Procedures 
provided  in  Appendix  B of  the  Record  of  Decision  for  the  Final  Vegetation 
Treatments  Using  Herbicides  Programmatic  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (BLM 
2007). 

Mowing  would  only  be  used  as  necessary  to  maintain  the  height  of  vegetation  so  that 
solar  modules  are  not  shaded. 

Preconstruction  surveys  would  be  conducted  to  identify  the  presence  of  noxious 
weeds. 

- A herbicide  use  proposal,  as  developed  in  coordination  with  the  BLM  Weed 
Coordinator,  would  be  implemented.  Herbicides  would  be  limited  to  those  approved 
by  BLM. 

Ground  disturbance  would  be  limited  by  restricting  travel  outside  of  the  construction 
zone,  limiting  the  area  occupied  by  storage  and  staging  areas,  and  allowing  travel 
only  on  designated  routes. 

Equipment  cleaning  sites  would  be  established  and  used  to  wash  heavy  equipment 
and  all  vehicles  used  for  ground-disturbing  activities. 

The  Applicant  would  provide  training  to  workers  to  identify  weeds  and  minimize 
activities  that  could  propagate  weeds. 

Straw  bales  and  wattles  used  for  erosion  control  would  be  certified  weed-free. 

The  Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan  discusses  how  the  Applicant  would  submit  a 
Pesticide  Use  Proposal  (PUP)  prior  to  beginning  construction,  and  would  submit 
Pesticide  Application  Records  (PARs)  as  required  within  24  hours  of  application.  The 
Plan  includes  templates  for  the  PUP  and  PAR,  but  the  PUP  has  not  yet  been  completed 
and  submitted  to  BLM. 

• Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy.  The  Applicant  would  implement  their  Bird  and  Bat 
Conservation  Strategy  (First  Solar  201 2g)  to  identify  resident  and  migratory  bird  and  bat 
species  that  could  potentially  be  present,  identify  project-related  activities  that  could 
affect  individuals  or  habitat,  define  measures  to  be  used  to  minimize  the  potential  for 
impacts,  and  establish  a monitoring  program  to  evaluate  the  strategy. 

• Raven  Management  Plan.  The  Applicant  would  Implement  their  Raven  Management 
Plan  (First  Solar  201 2h),  which  addresses  indirect  impacts  to  desert  tortoise  by 
eliminating  and  minimizing  attraction  of  ravens  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable.  The 
Plan  would  protect  juvenile  and  hatchling  desert  tortoises  in  the  project  vicinity  from 
predation  by  common  ravens  by  eliminating  or  minimizing  raven  attractants  and 
subsidies  such  as  open  water,  trash,  animal  and  plant  waste  materials,  and  perching, 
nesting,  and  roosting  sites. 

• Desert  Tortoise  Translocation  Plan.  The  Applicant  would  implement  their  Desert 
Tortoise  Translocation  Plan  (First  Solar  2013d)  to  minimize  the  mortality  of  desert 


November  2013 


2-21 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
2.0  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 


tortoise  during  project  construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning.  The  procedures 
in  the  Plan  are  based  on  the  Draft  Translocation  of  Mojave  Desert  Tortoises  From 
Project  Sites:  Plan  Development  Guidance  (USFWS  2010),  and  the  locations  for 
translocation  proposed  in  the  Plan  are  based  on  the  Desert  Tortoise  Translocation: 
Options  for  Ivanpah  Valley  (First  Solar  201 2j).  The  Plan  includes  descriptions  of  habitat 
conditions,  including  estimates  of  numbers  of  desert  tortoises,  within  the  project  area. 
The  Plan  identifies  recipient  and  control  sites,  methods  to  be  used  to  translocate 
tortoises,  and  a description  of  a long-term  monitoring  and  reporting  program  to  evaluate 
the  effectiveness  of  the  translocation  effort. 

• Desert  Kit  Fox  and  Badger  Monitoring  and  Management  Plan.  The  Applicant  would 
implement  their  Desert  Kit  Fox  and  American  Badger  Monitoring  and  Management  Plan 
(First  Solar  2013b ) to  minimize  potential  impacts  to  these  species.  The  Plan  requires 
pre-construction  burrow  surveys , passive  re-location  of  individuals  and  excavation  of 
their  burrows , monitoring  of  active  dens,  covering  of  stockpiles  to  preclude  use  by 
wildlife , and  covering  of  excavations  to  preclude  trapping  of  kit  fox  and  badgers.  The 
Plan  also  includes  procedures  for  identifying  and  disposing  of  sick , injured,  or  dead 
animals,  including  reporting  these  instances  to  the  applicable  agencies. 

• Storm  Water  Management  Plan.  The  Applicant  would  implement  their  Storm  Water 
Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012k)  to  protect  the  facility  from  stormwater  damage, 
and  to  minimize  the  potential  for  sedimentation  and  erosion  impacts.  The  Plan 
addresses  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  debris  and  sediment  basins, 
the  manner  of  site  grading  to  promote  sheet  flow,  and  procedures  for  inspecting  and 
correcting  erosion  within  the  PV  arrays  and  at  the  base  of  posts  supporting  the  PV 
modules. 

• Decommissioning  Plan.  The  Applicant  has  submitted  a preliminary  Closure, 
Decommissioning,  and  Reclamation  Plan  (First  Solar  201 2d)  which  summarizes  the 
activities  that  would  take  place  during  the  decommissioning  process.  The 
Decommissioning  Plan  addresses  removal  of  project-related  infrastructure;  reuse, 
recycling,  or  disposal  of  components  and  wastes;  site  restoration  and  revegetation 
efforts;  and  cost  estimates  and  funding  mechanisms  for  these  activities.  The 
Decommissioning  Plan  would  be  revised  and  re-submitted  shortly  before  project 
decommissioning  to  incorporate  any  up-to-date  modifications. 

• Environmental  Inspection  and  Compliance  Monitoring  Plan.  To  evaluate  compliance 
with  regulations  and  BLM’s  stipulations  and  mitigation  measures  associated  with  the 
ROW  grant  and  the  approved  management  plans,  the  Applicant  would  implement  an 
Environmental  Inspection  and  Compliance  Monitoring  Program  for  both  construction  and 
operations.  The  Applicant  would  assign  a qualified  individual  to  serve  as  Environmental 
Manager.  This  individual  would  be  responsible  for  developing  and  implementing  the 
program,  including  reporting  and  communicating  issues,  as  required,  with  BLM,  the 
County,  and  other  agencies,  as  applicable.  The  Plan  would  be  developed  following 
issuance  of  the  ROW  grant,  and  would  incorporate  measures  to  ensure  compliance  with 
mitigation  measures  identified  in  the  Final  EIS,  as  well  as  conditions  of  approval  of  the 
grant. 


Regulatory-Required  Plans 

The  Applicant  would  develop  and  implement  plans  as  required  to  comply  with  Federal  and  state 
environmental  regulations.  At  a minimum,  these  are  expected  to  include  the  following: 
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• SWPP  Plan.  As  required  under  the  Clean  Water  Act  for  construction  activities  that  will 
disturb  more  than  one  acre  of  land,  the  Applicant  would  develop  and  follow  an  SWPPP. 
The  SWPPP  would  define  measures  to  be  followed  to  reduce  the  potential  for  erosion 
and  sediment  run-off  from  the  site  during  construction  and  operations. 

• SPCC  Plan.  In  compliance  with  the  EPA’s  Oil  Pollution  Prevention  Regulations  in  Title 
40  of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  (CFR)  Part  112,  the  Applicant  would  develop  and 
implement  an  SPCC  Plan  to  manage  the  presence  of  oil-containing  transformers. 

• Streambed  Alteration  Agreement.  Given  the  anticipated  impacts  to  California 
Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  (CDFW)  jurisdictional  areas,  the  Applicant  would  be 
required  to  obtain  a Streambed  Alteration  Agreement  from  the  CDFW  in  accordance  with 
Section  1602  of  the  California  Fish  and  Game  code.  This  permit  would  include  mitigation 
measures  that  would  be  implemented  by  the  Applicant. 

The  scope  and  requirements  of  these  plans  are  standardized,  and  the  plans  would  be  required 
to  be  submitted  to  the  applicable  agencies  for  review  and  approval.  As  above , compliance  with 
these  plans  would  be  a condition  of  the  Project’s  ROW  grant.  Also,  the  Applicant’s  compliance 
with  the  plans  would  be  subject  to  regulatory  agency  inspection  and,  if  necessary,  enforcement 
action. 


2.2  Proposed  Land  Use  Amendment  Decisions 
2.2.1  Summary  of  Land  Use  Plan  Amendment  Decisions 

The  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  would  be  located  in  an  area  falling  under  the  BLM’s 
CDCA  Plan.  The  CDCA  Plan  identifies  solar  energy  development  as  an  authorized  use  of 
public  lands,  consistent  with  the  CDCA  Plan  and  NEPA.  The  proposed  site  is  designated  as 
within  the  Multiple  Use  Class  “Limited”  (MUC-L)  category  of  the  BLM’s  CDCA  Plan.  Per  the 
terms  of  the  CDCA  Plan,  solar  energy  development  is  permitted  on  MUC-L  lands  after  NEPA 
requirements  are  met. 

If  any  of  the  full  action  alternatives  (alternatives  that  result  in  approval  of  a ROW  grant  and 
construction  of  a solar  project)  are  approved,  in  connection  with  its  authorization  of  a ROW 
grant  the  BLM  will  also  have  to  approve  a concurrent  amendment  to  the  CDCA  Plan  that 
designates  public  lands  within  the  area  as  suitable  for  solar  energy  development.  The  potential 
LUP  amendment  decisions  being  evaluated  in  the  EIS/EIR  include: 

• PA1  - The  CDCA  Plan  would  be  amended  to  identify  the  Project  application  area  as  an 
approved  site  within  the  Plan  (this  is  the  proposed  LUP  amendment  that  would  be 
implemented  under  Action  Alternatives  1,  2,  3 or  4 [see  Section  2.3  below]). 

• PA2  - The  CDCA  Plan  would  be  amended  to  modify  the  boundaries  of  the  existing 
Ivanpah  DWMA  (this  LUP  amendment  would  also  be  implemented  under  Action 
Alternatives  1,2,3  or  4,  and  also  under  Alternative  6). 

• PA3  - The  CDCA  Plan  would  not  be  amended  (this  would  be  associated  with  the 
Alternative  5,  the  No  Action  Alternative). 

• PA4  - The  CDCA  Plan  would  be  amended  to  identify  the  Project  application  area  as 
unsuitable  for  any  type  of  solar  energy  development  (this  is  the  No  Project  Alternative 
identified  as  Alternative  6). 

• PA5  - The  CDCA  Plan  would  be  amended  to  identify  the  Project  application  area  as 
suitable  for  any  type  of  solar  energy  development  (this  is  the  No  Project  Alternative 
identified  as  Alternative  7). 
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2.2.2  Modification  of  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

In  addition  to  the  land  use  planning  decisions  by  the  BLM  to  approve  any  of  the  action 
alternatives  (PA1  above),  the  BLM  is  also  analyzing  amendments  to  the  CDCA  Plan  (PA2 
above)  that  would  alter  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA. 

During  scoping,  Basin  and  Range  Watch  submitted  a proposal  for  the  BLM  to  designate  an 
Ivanpah  Valley  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC).  The  ACEC  was  proposed  by 
Basin  and  Range  Watch  in  a petition  submitted  as  a scoping  comment  letter  to  the  BLM 
Needles  Field  Office  Manager  on  October  23,  2011  (BRW  2011).  The  ACEC,  as  proposed  by 
Basin  and  Range  Watch,  would  comprise  an  area  of  129,379  acres  within  both  California  and 
Nevada,  including  approximately  32,000  acres  within  the  CDCA.  The  purpose  of  the  nomination 
was  to  preserve  lands  in  Ivanpah  Valley  for  protection  of  biological,  visual,  and  cultural 
resources. 

With  respect  to  the  portion  of  the  nominated  ACEC  in  Nevada,  lands  in  Nevada  are  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Las  Vegas  Field  Office  in  the  Nevada  State  Office.  BLM-Nevada  and  BLM- 
California  coordinated  review  of  the  ACEC  nomination,  however , BLM-California  does  not  have 
jurisdiction  to  amend  the  Las  Vecias  Resource  Management  Plan  or  put  temporary  management 
actions  in  place  in  Nevada.  Therefore,  the  Las  Vegas  Field  Office  is  evaluating  the  Nevada 
portion  of  the  nomination  area  in  connection  with  their  Las  Vegas  Resource  Management  Plan 
revision  and  the  Supplemental  Draft  EIS  for  the  Silver  State  South  Solar  Project. 

With  respect  to  the  portion  of  the  nominated  ACEC  in  California,  the  CDCA  already  includes  two 
DWMAs  in  that  area  encompassing  about  312,000  acres  that  are  managed  accordingly  for 
recovery  of  the  desert  tortoise.  These  DWMAs  were  designated  in  the  Northern  and  Eastern 
Mojave  (NEMO)  Amendments  to  the  CDCA  Plan  in  2002  (BLM  2002),  and  include  the  Ivanpah 
DWMA,  which  encompasses  37,280  acres  of  public  lands  in  Ivanpah  Valley.  The  Ivanpah 
DWMA  was  established  in  response  to  the  listing  of  the  desert  tortoise  as  threatened  under  the 
state  and  Federal  Endangered  Species  Acts,  designation  of  critical  habitat  for  the  desert 
tortoise,  and  publication  of  the  1994  Recovery  Plan  for  Desert  Tortoise  (USFWS  1994).  The 
Recovery  Plan  recommended  actions  to  meet  recovery  criteria,  including  establishing  areas 
where  viable  desert  tortoise  populations  are  maintained,  developing  management  prescriptions 
to  address  threats,  provide  sufficient  habitat  that  the  management  strategies  would  be  effective, 
monitor  populations  to  assess  effectiveness,  establish  environmental  education  programs,  and 
continue  research  necessary  to  assess  threats.  In  response  to  these  recommendations,  the 
NEMO  Plan  amendments  established  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  to  encompass  the  northeastern 
portion  of  the  Ivanpah  Critical  Habitat  Unit  for  the  desert  tortoise  in  Ivanpah  Valley.  At  the  time 
of  the  NEMO  Plan  Amendment,  the  29,110  acre  Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  Unit  was  not  included 
within  the  Ivanpah  DWMA.  The  Basin  and  Range  Watch  petition  proposes  to  include  the 
Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  Unit  as  a portion  of  their  proposed  Ivanpah  ACEC.  The  BLM 
acknowledges  the  value  of  many  of  the  resources  nominated  that  did  not  meet  the  importance 
criteria,  and  they  will  continue  to  be  managed  under  the  CDCA  Plan. 

In  response  to  the  ROW  application,  BLM  identified  a need  to  consider  modification  of  the 
boundaries  of  the  currently-existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  in  order  to  provide  additional  protection  to 
resources  in  the  project  area.  To  be  eligible  for  designation  as  an  ACEC,  an  area  must  meet 
the  relevance  and  importance  criteria  described  in  43  CFR  1610.7-2  and  BLM  Manual  1613. 
ACECs  are  designated  through  the  Land  Use  Planning  process. 

The  BLM’s  analysis  of  DWMA  boundary  modification  is  presented  in  Appendix  D of  this 
EIS/EIR.  The  only  resource  determined  by  BLM  to  be  both  relevant  and  important  was  the 
desert  tortoise.  Specifically,  despite  the  relatively  small,  fragmented  nature  of  the  nominated 
area,  new  information  is  available  which  supports  establishing  additional  protections  to  allow  the 
desert  tortoise  to  persist  in  the  western  portion  of  Ivanpah  Valley.  As  stated  in  the  1994 
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Recovery  Plan  and  the  NEMO  Final  EIS,  the  non-lakebed  portions  of  the  valley  contain 
excellent  quality  desert  tortoise  habitat  and  support  high  densities  of  tortoises.  The  area  to  be 
included  in  this  modification  supports  a healthy,  viable  desert  tortoise  population.  Protocol  level 
surveys  conducted  prior  to  the  planning  of  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  project,  clearance  surveys  of  the 
project  site  and  protocol  level  surveys  of  the  translocation  areas  surrounding  the  project  site  all 
reflect  a viable  population  persisting  in  this  area.  The  number  of  tortoises  cleared  from  Ivanpah 
SEGS  Unit  1 and  the  Construction  Logistics  Area  result  in  a calculated  density  of  19.34  desert 
tortoises/square  mile  (USFWS  201 1 ).  This  figure  includes  a juvenile  (<160  millimeter)  density  of 
8.29  desert  tortoise/square  mile,  which  indicates  positive  levels  of  recruitment  within  the 
population.  In  addition,  in  2011,  a revised  Recovery  Plan  (USFWS  2011)  was  developed  which 
re-delineated  the  recovery  units. 

In  addition  to  these  comprehensive  density  estimates  that  were  not  available  when  the  DWMA 
was  established,  the  development  pressure  on  this  area  has  increased  substantially. 
Development  was  originally  anticipated  to  occur  along  1-15  (BLM  2002),  which  would  have  left 
large  tracts  of  the  valley  undisturbed  and  enabled  the  valley  to  continue  to  support  a viable 
desert  tortoise  population,  despite  the  fragmentation  issues.  This  area  may  not  be  as  isolated 
as  described  in  the  2002  NEMO  Plan  and  this  population  may  play  a more  important  role  in  the 
greater  meta-population  than  previously  anticipated. 

The  BLM  has  determined  that  special  management  attention  is  needed  for  the  desert  tortoise 
based  on  the  approval  of  an  Action  Alternative,  and  has  identified  a need  to  modify  the 
boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA,  as  it  was  established  in  2002,  to  align  its  boundaries  with 
those  of  the  Ivanpah  Critical  Habitat  Unit  (CHU)  and  the  Eastern  Mojave  Recovery  Unit  by 
including  a portion  of  the  Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  Unit.  Modification  of  the  DWMA  boundary 
would  also  serve  to  provide  protection  for  translocated  tortoises  by  limiting  future  land  uses  in 
the  translocation  areas.  Such  a modification  addresses  the  Basin  and  Range  Watch’s 
nomination. 

The  portion  of  the  Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  Unit  to  be  included  would  be  the  original  29,1 10  acre 
area,  but  without  the  acreage  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  (3,471  acres),  the  CalTrans 
Joint  Port  of  Entry  (133  acres)  and,  if  approved,  the  Stateline  Solar  facility  (2,143  acres  for  the 
Proposed  Action).  In  addition,  the  boundary  of  the  DWMA  would  be  revised  on  the  Ivanpah  Dry 
Lake  to  allow  land  sailing  in  this  area  which  does  not  support  tortoise  habitat.  This  modification 
would  remove  2,997  acres  that  are  currently  in  the  DWMA  from  the  final  DWMA  boundaries. 
Therefore,  the  total  acreage  added  under  the  Proposed  Action  would  be  23,363  acres,  and  the 
reduction  of  2,997  acres,  resulting  in  a total  acreage  within  the  modified  DWMA  of  57,646  acres. 
The  total  acreage  to  be  added  to  the  existing  37,280  acres  DWMA  would  vary  under  the  other 
various  action  alternatives,  as  calculated  and  presented  in  Section  4.6,  Lands  and  Realty.  A 
map  showing  the  current  and  proposed  revised  boundaries  of  the  DWMA  are  shown  in  Figure  2- 
1. 

The  boundary  modification  would  also  vary  under  the  different  No  Project  Alternatives.  Under 
the  No  Action  Alternative,  Alternative  5,  the  boundary  modification  would  not  be  made.  Under 
Alternative  6,  in  which  the  project  would  not  be  approved  and  the  project  area  would  be 
identified  in  the  CDCA  Plan  as  not  suitable  for  solar  development,  the  boundary  modification 
would  be  made,  and  would  include  the  entire  29,110  acre  area  except  for  the  two  projects 
(Ivanpah  SEGS  and  Joint  Port  of  Entry ) which  have  already  been  approved.  Under  Alternative 
7,  in  which  the  project  would  not  be  approved  and  the  project  area  would  be  identified  in  the 
CDCA  Plan  as  suitable  for  solar  development,  the  boundary  modification  would  not  be  made 
because  the  configuration  of  any  future  solar  applications  is  not  known. 

The  management  prescriptions  for  the  current  Ivanpah  DWMA  were  developed  for  the 
protection  of  desert  tortoises,  and  are  defined  in  Appendix  A,  Section  A.2,  of  the  NEMO  Final 


November  2013 


2-25 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
2.0  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 


EIS  (BLM  2002).  These  same  prescriptions  would  apply  to  the  expanded  portion  of  the  DWMA. 
This  area  would  be  incorporated  into  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  and  would  adopt  all 
associated  land  use  restrictions,  including: 

1.  Authorized  ground-disturbing  activities  shall  normally  be  authorized  only  between 
November  1 and  March  1.  If  ground-disturbing  activities  must  be  authorized  outside 
this  window,  an  on-site  biological  monitor  shall  be  required  throughout  activities,  as 
well  as  other  stipulations  to  prevent  take. 

2.  New  surface  disturbing  projects  shall  include  specific  design  features  (see  mitigation 
measures  in  Attachment  1 of  Appendix  A of  the  NEMO  Final  EIS)  to  minimize 
potential  impacts  to  desert  tortoise  and  desert  tortoise  habitat. 

3.  Reclamation  would  be  required  for  activities  that  result  in  loss  or  degradation  of 
desert  tortoise  habitat  within  the  desert  tortoise  wildlife  management  area,  to  as 
close  to  pre-disturbance  condition  as  practicable. 

4.  Cumulative  new  surface  disturbance  on  public  lands  administered  by  the  BLM  within 
any  desert  tortoise  wildlife  management  area  shall  be  no  more  than  one  percent  of 
BLM  Lands. 

5.  Compensation  for  disturbances  of  public  lands  within  the  desert  tortoise  ACEC’s 
shall  be  required  at  the  rate  of  five  acres  for  each  acre  disturbed. 

Concurrent  with  this  EIS/EIR,  the  BLM  is  working  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
(USFWS),  the  California  Energy  Commission,  and  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and 
Wildlife  to  develop  the  Desert  Renewable  Energy  Conservation  Plan,  Habitat  Conservation 
Plan,  and  Possible  Land  Use  Plan  Amendment  (DRECP).  Scoping  for  the  DRECP  was 
announced  by  a Notice  of  Intent  in  the  Federal  Register  on  July  29,  2011.  (76  Fed.  Reg. 
45606).  The  DRECP  will  comprehensively  address  how  the  BLM  will  conserve  habitat  and 
species  pursuant  to  FLPMA  while  facilitating  the  timely  permitting  of  renewable  energy  projects. 


2.3  Action  Alternatives,  Including  the  Proposed  Action 
2.3.1  Alternative  1:  Proposed  Action 

Under  this  alternative,  the  BLM  and  County  would  take  the  following  actions: 

• BLM  would  approve  the  proposed  ROW  grant  for  the  Alternative  1 site  configuration, 
which  totals  2,143  acres; 

• BLM  would  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  to  identify  the  Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  facility  site 
acreage  as  an  area  suitable  for  solar  development  within  the  Plan; 

• BLM  would  modify  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA,  as  described  above  in 
Section  2.2.2; 

• BLM  would  modify  the  designations  of  open  routes;  and 

• The  County  would  issue  well  permits. 

The  proposed  Project  consists  of  the  construction,  operation,  maintenance,  and 
decommissioning  of  PV  solar  array  and  associated  facilities  necessary  to  generate  300  MW  of 
electrical  energy.  The  facility  would  be  located  near  the  California-Nevada  state  line  in  eastern 
San  Bernardino  County,  California  (Figure  1-1).  The  Project  site  is  located  approximately  2 
miles  south  of  the  California-Nevada  border  and  0.5  mile  west  of  1-15.  Access  to  the  Project  site 
is  via  Yates  Well  Road  off  1-15. 

The  project  would  be  located  entirely  on  BLM-administered  land  on  alluvial  fan  sediments  on  the 
western  side  of  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake.  The  facility  would  also  be  located  approximately  0.5  miles 
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north  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course.  The  casinos,  hotels,  and  other  development  associated 
with  Primm,  Nevada,  are  located  approximately  2 miles  to  the  northeast  of  the  site.  The 
Stateline  Wilderness  Area  is  located  approximately  0.5  miles  north  of  the  northern  boundary  of 
the  proposed  location. 

The  proposed  facility  would  encompass  2,143  acres  in  a single,  contiguous  site  footprint  (Figure 
1-2).  A total  of  253  PV  arrays,  each  with  an  associated  PCS,  would  be  located  on  the  project 
site,  designed  to  produce  up  to  300  MW  of  energy.  The  arrays  would  be  connected  to  12  PVCS 
units  distributed  throughout  the  arrays.  A 220-kV  electrical  transmission  line  passes  near  the 
proposed  site,  facilitating  interconnection  of  the  proposed  facility  and  transmission  of  its 
renewable  energy  output  to  key  load  centers  in  region.  The  project  would  connect  to  this 
transmission  line  at  the  Ivanpah  Substation  through  a 2.7-mile  long  gen-tie  line  proposed  on  a 
160-foot  wide  BLM  ROW. 

The  Proposed  Action  would  also  include  translocation  of  desert  tortoises  into  an  area  as 
directed  by  USFWS  and  BLM.  The  Applicant’s  Draft  Desert  Tortoise  Translocation  Summary 
(First  Solar  201 2i)  identified  and  evaluated  four  potential  translocation  sites  within  the  East 
Mojave  Recovery  Unit.  These  sites  include: 

• Perimeter  Site,  comprising  4,700  acres  directly  surrounding  the  north,  west,  and  south 
sides  of  the  facility; 

• Stateline  North  Site,  comprising  2,500  acres  in  the  Stateline  Pass  area; 

• Mesquite  Site,  comprising  2,580  acres  in  Mesquite  Valley;  and 

• East  Lake  Site,  comprising  3,000  acres  on  the  eastern  side  of  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake. 

The  selected  area  would  not  be  included  within  the  ROW  grant,  and  would  continue  to  be 
available  for  current  uses  (grazing,  recreation)  and  future  uses  that  may  be  applied  for  under  the 
FLMPA,  and  that  would  be  in  conformance  with  the  CDCA  Plan,  NEMO  Amendments,  and  land 
uses  restrictions  associated  with  the  applicable  DWMA  (existing  or  newly  designated). 
Translocation  would  be  done  in  accordance  with  procedures  established  by  BLM,  USFWS,  and 
CDFW. 

The  construction  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  would  employ  an  average  of  approximately 
400  on-site  workers  during  the  2 to  4 year  construction  period,  and  10  to  12  full  time  equivalent 
workers  during  operation. 

The  Proposed  Action  would  include  the  construction  and  operation  of  two  groundwater 
production  wells;  the  primary  well  to  be  located  on  the  southeastern  corner  of  the  facility,  and 
the  secondary  well  located  approximately  4,250  feet  west  of  facility.  In  addition,  three 
groundwater  monitoring  wells  would  be  installed  to  evaluate  potential  impacts  to  groundwater 
availability  and  quality.  The  production  wells  would  be  12  inches  in  diameter  and  670  feet  deep, 
with  a screened  interval  located  at  a depth  of  430  to  630  feet  below  ground  surface.  The  depths 
of  the  monitoring  wells  would  be  determined,  on  a site-specific  basis,  to  ensure  adequate 
monitoring  of  the  elevation  of  the  groundwater  table.  Water  would  be  conveyed  through  a 6- 
inch  diameter  above-ground  pipeline  to  5 temporary  water  storage  ponds  spaced  throughout  the 
solar  arrays.  The  ponds  would  be  constructed  to  prevent  avian  and  wildlife  access.  Water 
trucks  would  acquire  water  from  the  ponds,  and  transport  the  water  to  its  point  of  use  during 
construction. 

Under  Alternative  1,  3.4  miles  of  existing  routes  that  are  designated  as  open  by  BLM  would  be 
incorporated  into  the  facility,  and  would  be  closed.  These  routes  would  be  re-located  around 
the  project  perimeter , and  would  the  new  routes  would  be  designated  by  BLM  as  open  routes. 
The  length  of  the  new  open  routes  would  be  3. 1 miles. 
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Site  preparation  for  Alternative  1 would  consist  of  site  clearing  and  grading  to  maintain  the  entire 
solar  array  at  a consistent  grade  limited  to  within  no  more  than  3 percent.  The  Applicant 
estimates  that  61  percent  of  the  site  would  be  cleared  by  the  disk,  contour  grade , and  roll 
method,  using  tractors  pulling  disking  equipment.  The  other  39  percent  of  the  site  would  require 
grading  using  the  cut  and  fill  method,  completed  by  bulldozers,  backhoes,  and  other  heavy 
eguipment.  Clearing  and  grading  for  roads  and  smaller  construction  areas  would  be 
accomplished  using  bulldozers,  road  graders,  or  other  standard  earth-moving  eguipment. 

Clearing  within  the  solar  array  field  would  be  accomplished  using  conventional  farming 
eguipment  including  tractors  with  disking  eguipment.  This  method  would  incorporate  the 
underground  root  structure  of  disturbed  plants,  top  soil  nutrients,  and  seed  base  into  the  soils. 
Vibratory  rollers  would  also  be  used  in  the  solar  array  field  to  compact  the  soil  and  even  out  the 
surface  after  the  disking  is  complete. 

To  minimize  the  potential  for  erosional  flow  within  the  array  area,  the  entire  site  would  be  graded 
to  a flat  surface.  Vegetation  would  be  removed,  and  the  topography  would  be  leveled  using  the 
cut  and  fill  method  (for  approximately  39  percent  of  the  site ) and  the  disk,  contour,  and  roll 
method  ( for  the  other  61  percent  of  the  site).  The  sheet  grading  would  promote  sheet  flow  and 
minimize  the  potential  for  erosional  channels  to  develop.  Site  inspections  would  be  performed 
after  each  significant  storm  event,  as  well  as  bi-annuallv.  Any  rills  that  develop  ranging  from  4 
to  12  inches  deep  would  be  repaired  by  hand  compaction.  Rills  larger  than  12  inches  deep 
would  be  repaired  by  filling  and  compacting  with  small  ATVs  or  eguivalent.  Similarly, 
inspections  and  repair  efforts  would  Include  evaluating  and  addressing  scour  around  posts 
supporting  the  PV  modules. 

Table  2-4  provides  the  total  acreage  associated  with  the  various  components  of  the  proposed 
facility.  The  areas  include  three  general  categories:  the  PV  array  area  surrounded  by  the 
fenceline;  the  transmission  ROW,  and  the  access  road  ROW.  The  PV  array  area  would 
encompass,  within  the  fenceline,  all  PV  solar  arrays,  internal  access  and  maintenance  roads, 
stormwater  management  structures,  groundwater  wells  and  pipelines,  O&M  Building,  fencing, 
project  substation,  and  guard  shack.  In  addition,  the  temporary  water  storage  ponds, 
construction  trailer  area,  and  construction  laydown  areas  would  all  be  located  within  the  fenced 
PV  array  area.  These  facilities  would  be  used  temporarily  during  construction,  and  then  would 
be  reclaimed  and  covered  with  solar  arrays  in  the  later  stages  of  construction. 

For  the  PV  array  area,  the  final  ROW  requirement  is  larger  than  the  area  of  long-term 
disturbance  because  major  stormwater  drainages  within  the  fenced  area  would  be  left 
undeveloped.  Similarly,  the  ROW  requirements  for  the  transmission  corridor  and  the  access 
road  are  larger  than  the  long-term  disturbance  area  because  each  of  these  linear  facilities 
comprises  a corridor  of  a minimum  width,  within  which  the  transmission  lines  and  roads  would 
be  constructed.  The  roads  that  would  be  re-routed  outside  of  the  project  fenceline  would 
constitute  new  long-term  disturbance,  but  would  not  be  included  within  the  Applicant’s  ROW 
grant. 


Table  2-4.  Acres  of  Disturbance  and  ROW  for  Proposed 

Action  (Alternative  1) 

Project  Component 

Lona-term 

Disturbance 

Temporary 

Disturbance 

Final  ROW 

PV  Array  Area  - includes  PV  field,  internal  roads, 
drainage  structures,  O&M  Building,  Guard  Shack, 
and  Substation 

1,987 

2,081 

Roads  and  re-routed  pipelines  outside  fenceline 

17 

- 

0 

Transmission  ROW 

9 

4 

41 

Access  Roads  (includes  SCE  power  service  line) 

8 

- 

15 

Western  Wells  and  Access  Road 

2 

1 

3 

Total 

2,023 

5 

2,143 
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2.3.2  Alternative  2:  2,385  Acre  Alternative 

Under  this  alternative,  the  BLM  and  County  would  take  the  following  actions: 

• BLM  would  approve  the  proposed  ROW  grant  for  the  Alternative  2 site  configuration, 
which  totals  2,385  acres; 

• BLM  would  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  to  identify  the  Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  facility  site 
acreage  as  an  area  suitable  for  solar  development  within  the  Plan; 

• BLM  would  modify  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA,  as  described  above  in 
Section  2.2.2; 

• BLM  would  modify  the  designations  of  open  routes;  and 

• The  County  would  issue  well  permits. 

This  alternative  is  conceptually  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1 ).  In  Alternative  2, 
the  Applicant  would  construct,  operate,  maintain,  and  decommission  the  proposed  Stateline 
Solar  Farm  Project,  a 300-MW  solar  PV  facility  encompassing  2,385  acres  on  a bifurcated 
footprint.  The  general  location  of  the  alternative,  including  proximity  to  the  California-Nevada 
border,  1-15,  Primm,  and  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake,  is  approximately  the  same  as  described  for 
Alternative  1.  The  location  of  Alternative  2 is  shown  in  Figure  2-2,  and  the  layout  is  shown  is 
shown  Figure  2-3.  The  Alternative  was  developed  by  the  Applicant  for  BLM  to  consider,  as  it 
reduces  impacts  to  resources  located  to  the  north  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course. 

The  northern  portion  of  Alternative  2 partially  overlaps  the  project  area  proposed  for  Alternative 
1.  Under  Alternative  2,  the  northern  portion  of  the  project  area  proposed  in  Alternative  1,  or 
approximately  540  acres,  would  not  be  included  within  the  project  ROW.  This  configuration 
would  site  the  northern  boundary  of  the  facility  approximately  1.0  miles  from  the  Stateline 
Wilderness  Area. 

In  addition  to  the  solar  arrays  located  north  of  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  Alternative  2 would 
include  an  area  of  solar  arrays  located  on  the  southwest  side  of  the  golf  course.  This  southern 
portion  would  comprise  approximately  640  acres.  The  southern  portion  would  directly  touch  the 
golf  course  property  at  a single  point  on  the  southwestern  corner  of  the  golf  course. 

Alternative  2 would  also  generate  300  MW  of  electrical  energy  from  a total  of  253  PV  arrays, 
each  with  an  associated  PCS.  The  arrays  would  be  connected  to  13  PVCS  units  distributed 
throughout  the  arrays.  The  project  would  connect  to  this  transmission  line  at  the  Ivanpah 
Substation  through  a 2.7-mile  long  gen-tie  line  proposed  on  a 160-foot  wide  BLM  transmission 
ROW. 

Even  though  the  output  and  total  number  of  PV  arrays  is  the  same  as  that  proposed  for 
Alternative  1,  Alternative  2 would  require  a larger  area  for  the  ROW.  This  is  because  the 
acreage  requirement  for  the  ROW  is  driven  not  just  by  the  number  of  PV  arrays,  but  also  by 
their  configuration.  The  ROW  area  must  include  the  project  fence  and  buffer  areas  both  outside 
and  inside  the  fenceline,  so  the  longer  the  fenceline  is,  the  larger  the  required  ROW  area.  In 
general,  the  most  space-efficient  manner  in  which  to  arrange  the  arrays,  fences,  and  buffer 
areas,  in  order  to  minimize  the  required  ROW  area,  would  be  a circular  configuration.  Any 
diversion  from  a circular  configuration  makes  the  perimeter  of  the  facility  longer,  and  therefore 
extends  the  length  of  required  fencing,  including  its  buffer  requirements.  This  lengthening  of  the 
fence  and  buffer  areas  increases  the  acreage  required  for  the  ROW.  In  the  case  of  Alternatives 

1 and  2,  Alternative  1 most  closely  approximates  a circle  in  configuration,  and  therefore  has  the 
smallest  acreage  footprint.  Alternative  2,  on  the  other  hand,  has  a much  longer  perimeter 
because  it  has  been  split  into  two  separate  parcels.  This  longer  perimeter  results  in  Alternative 

2 having  a larger  ROW  acreage  requirement  than  Alternative  1 . 
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Alternative  2 would  also  include  translocation  of  desert  tortoises  into  an  area  as  directed  by 
USFWS  and  BLM.  The  Applicant’s  Draft  Desert  Tortoise  Translocation  Summary  (First  Solar 
201 2i)  identified  and  evaluated  four  potential  translocation  sites  within  the  East  Mojave 
Recovery  Unit.  These  sites  include: 

• Perimeter  Site,  comprising  4,700  acres  directly  surrounding  the  north,  west,  and  south 
sides  of  the  facility; 

• Stateline  North  Site,  comprising  2,500  acres  in  the  Stateline  Pass  area; 

• Mesquite  Site,  comprising  2,580  acres  in  Mesquite  Valley;  and 

• East  Lake  Site,  comprising  3,000  acres  on  the  eastern  side  of  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake. 

The  selected  area  would  not  be  included  within  the  ROW  grant,  and  would  continue  to  be 
available  for  current  uses  (grazing,  recreation)  and  future  uses  that  may  be  applied  for  under  the 
FLMPA,  and  that  would  be  in  conformance  with  the  CDCA  Plan,  NEMO  Amendments,  and  land 
uses  restrictions  associated  with  the  applicable  DWMA  (existing  or  newly  designated). 
Translocation  would  be  done  in  accordance  with  procedures  established  by  BLM,  USFWS,  and 
CDFW. 

The  construction,  operation,  and  decommissioning  of  Alternative  2 would  require  the  same  level 
of  workforce,  materials  delivery,  fuel  use,  and  duration  of  schedule  as  the  Proposed  Action. 

Alternative  2 would  include  the  construction  and  operation  of  two  groundwater  production  wells, 
one  to  be  located  on  the  southeastern  corner  of  the  northern  portion  of  the  facility,  and  the  other 
to  be  located  on  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  southern  portion  of  the  facility.  In  addition,  three 
groundwater  monitoring  wells  would  be  installed  to  evaluate  potential  impacts  to  groundwater 
availability  and  quality.  Two  of  these  wells  would  be  located  in  the  northern  portion  of  the 
facility,  and  one  would  be  located  within  the  southern  portion.  The  production  wells  would  both 
be  12  inches  in  diameter  and  670  feet  deep,  with  a screened  interval  located  at  a depth  of  430 
to  630  feet  below  ground  surface.  The  depths  of  the  monitoring  wells  would  be  determined,  on 
a site-specific  basis,  to  ensure  adequate  monitoring  of  the  elevation  of  the  groundwater  table. 
Water  would  be  conveyed  through  6-inch  diameter  above-ground  pipelines  to  4 temporary  water 
storage  ponds.  Three  of  those  ponds  would  be  located  in  the  northern  portion  of  the  facility,  and 
one  would  be  located  in  the  southern  portion  of  the  facility.  Water  trucks  would  acquire  water 
from  the  ponds,  and  transport  the  water  to  its  point  of  use  during  construction. 

Under  Alternative  2,  2.9  miles  of  existing  routes  that  are  designated  as  open  by  BLM  would  be 
incorporated  into  the  facility,  and  would  be  closed.  These  routes  would  be  re-located  around 
the  project  perimeter  and  would  the  new  routes  would  be  designated  by  BLM  as  open  routes. 
The  length  of  the  new  open  routes  would  be  2.6  miles. 

Site  preparation  for  Alternative  2 would  be  the  same  as  Alternative  1,  consisting  of  site  clearing 
and  grading  to  maintain  the  entire  solar  array  at  a consistent  grade  limited  to  within  no  more 
than  3.0  percent.  Clearing  within  the  solar  array  field  would  be  accomplished  using  conventional 
farming  equipment  including  tractors  with  disking  equipment.  This  method  would  incorporate  the 
underground  root  structure  of  disturbed  plants,  top  soil  nutrients , and  seed  base  into  the  soils. 
Vibratory  rollers  would  also  be  used  in  the  solar  array  field  to  compact  the  soil  and  even  out  the 
surface  after  the  disking  is  complete.  The  sheet  grading  would  promote  sheet  flow  and 
minimize  the  potential  for  erosional  channels  to  develop.  Site  inspections  would  be  performed 
after  each  significant  storm  event,  as  well  as  bi-annuallv.  Any  rills  that  develop  ranging  from  4 
to  12  inches  deep  would  be  repaired  by  hand  compaction.  Rills  larger  than  12  inches  deep 
would  be  repaired  by  filling  and  compacting  with  small  ATVs  or  equivalent.  Similarly , 

inspections  and  repair  efforts  would  include  evaluating  and  addressing  scour  around  posts 
supporting  the  PV  modules. 
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Table  2-5  provides  the  total  acres  of  long-term  and  temporary  disturbance  associated  with 
Alternative  2.  Like  the  Proposed  Action,  the  final  ROW  requirement  is  larger  than  the  area  of 
long-term  disturbance  because  the  transmission  and  access  road  corridors  have  a minimum 
width  within  which  the  facilities  would  be  constructed.  The  roads  that  would  be  re-routed 
outside  of  the  project  fenceline  would  constitute  new  long-term  disturbance,  but  would  not  be 
included  within  the  Applicant’s  ROW  grant. 


Table  2-5.  Acres  of  Disturbance  and  ROW  for  Alternative  2 


Project  Component 

Lonq-term 

Disturbance 

Temporary 

Disturbance 

Final  ROW 

PV  Array  Area  - includes  PV  field,  internal  roads, 
drainage  structures,  O&M  Building,  Guard  Shack, 
and  Substation 

2,310 

2,310 

Roads  and  re-routed  pipelines  outside  fenceline 

10 

- 

0 

Transmission  ROW 

12 

4 

53 

Access  Roads  (includes  SCE  power  service  line) 

12 

- 

22 

Western  Wells  and  Access  Road 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

2,344 

4 

2,385 

2.3.3  Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Acre  Alternative 

As  discussed  In  Section  1.0  and  Section  2.8.2,  Revised  Alternative  3 was  developed  by  the 
Applicant  and  BLM  In  response  to  public  comments  on  the  Draft  EIS/EIR.  The  Revised 
Alternative  3 is  Included  entirely  within  the  original  Alternative  3 footprint , but  Incorporates 
modifications  intended  to  reduce  Impacts  to  biological  resources  and  other  ROW-holders.  In 
addition,  the  alternative  incorporates  a modified  site  preparation  technlgue  to  reduce  impacts  to 
vegetation  and  hydrology. 

Under  the  Revised  Alternative  3 , the  BLM  and  County  would  take  the  following  actions: 

• BLM  would  approve  the  proposed  ROW  grant  for  the  Revised  Alternative  3 site 
configuration,  which  totals  1,685  acres; 

• BLM  would  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  to  identify  the  Project  site  acreage  as  an  area 
suitable  for  solar  development  within  the  Plan; 

• BLM  would  modify  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA,  as  described  above  in 
Section  2.2.2; 

• BLM  would  modify  the  designations  of  open  routes;  and 

• The  County  would  issue  well  permits. 

This  alternative  is  conceptually  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1).  In  Revised 
Alternative  3,  the  Applicant  would  construct,  operate,  maintain,  and  decommission  the  proposed 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project,  a 300-MW  solar  PV  facility  encompassing  1,685  acres  on  a single, 
contiguous  footprint.  The  general  location  of  the  alternative,  including  proximity  to  the 
California-Nevada  border,  1-15,  Primm,  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  and  the  Stateline 
Wilderness  Area  is  approximately  the  same  as  described  for  Alternative  1.  The  location  of 
Revised  Alternative  3 is  shown  in  Figure  2-4,  and  the  layout  is  shown  is  shown  Figure  2-5. 

The  solar  arrays  under  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  bifurcated  into  a northern  and  a southern 
section,  in  order  to  avoid  inclusion  of  the  Primmadonna  groundwater  pipeline  and  access  road 
within  the  ROW.  The  bulk  of  the  arrays  would  be  located  to  the  south  of  the  pipeline  and  road, 
and  a small  section  of  arrays  would  also  be  constructed  to  the  north.  Both  sections  of  arrays 
would  be  separately  fenced,  leaving  the  access  road  open  between  the  fences.  The  access 
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road  would  have  a tortoise  trench  and  grate  installed  at  each  end  to  preclude  tortoises  from 
entering  the  area  and  becoming  trapped  between  the  fences.  The  north  and  south  sections  of 
the  facility  would  have  a 34.5  kV  overhead  transmission  line  strung  over  the  Primm  pipeline  and 
access  road.  The  height  of  the  line  would  be  determined  based  on  CPUC  reguirements,  and 
would  be  designed  to  not  interfere  with  vehicles  passing  on  the  road  beneath.  The  fence  on 
either  side  of  the  access  road  would  each  have  two  access  gates  to  allow  construction  traffic  to 
pass  between  the  sites.  The  two  crossings  would  be  improved  with  gravel  and  metal  plates  to 
protect  the  buried  pipeline.  A temporary  water  pipeline  would  also  be  placed  within  the  road 
crossing.  No  permanent  facilities  would  be  placed  within  the  Primm  ROW,  except  for  the 
transmission  line  which  would  be  strung  over  the  ROW. 

Revised  Alternative  3 was  developed  by  BLM,  in  coordination  with  the  Applicant,  to  increase  the 
area  for  potential  tortoise  connectivity  between  the  solar  facility  and  Metamorphic  Hill  to  the 
west , and  the  slope  of  the  Stateline  Hills  to  the  north.  Under  Alternative  1,  the  facility  would 
directly  about  the  rocky  slopes  of  Metamorphic  Hill.  Under  Revised  Alternative  3,  the  project 
fenceline  would  be  separated  from  the  base  of  Metamorphic  Hill  by  approximately  1,250  feet  at 
its  closest  point.  Similarly , the  northern  fenceline  of  Alternative  3 would  be  3, 000  feet  from  the 
slope  of  the  Stateline  Hills , as  compared  to  1,875  feet  in  Alternative  1. 

The  acreage  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 partially  overlaps  the  project  area  proposed 
for  Alternative  1.  However,  this  configuration  shifts  the  project  footprint  to  the  east,  placing  the 
eastern  boundary  of  the  facility  in  close  proximity  to  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake. 

Revised  Alternative  3 would  also  generate  300  MW  of  electrical  energy  from  a total  of  253  PV 
arrays,  each  with  an  associated  PCS.  The  arrays  would  be  connected  to  12  PVCS  units 
distributed  throughout  the  arrays.  The  project  would  connect  to  this  transmission  line  at  the 
Ivanpah  Substation  through  a 2.7-mile  long  gen-tie  line  proposed  on  a 160-foot  wide  BLM 
transmission  ROW. 

Revised  Alternative  3 would  also  include  translocation  of  desert  tortoises  into  an  area  as 
directed  by  USFWS  and  BLM.  The  Applicant’s  Draft  Desert  Tortoise  Translocation  Summary 
(First  Solar  201 2i)  identified  and  evaluated  four  potential  translocation  sites  within  the  East 
Mojave  Recovery  Unit.  These  sites  include: 

• Perimeter  Site,  comprising  4,700  acres  directly  surrounding  the  north,  west,  and  south 
sides  of  the  facility; 

• Stateline  North  Site,  comprising  2,500  acres  in  the  Stateline  Pass  area; 

• Mesquite  Site,  comprising  2,580  acres  in  Mesquite  Valley;  and 

• East  Lake  Site,  comprising  3,000  acres  on  the  eastern  side  of  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake. 

The  selected  area  would  not  be  included  within  the  ROW  grant,  and  would  continue  to  be 
available  for  current  uses  (grazing,  recreation)  and  future  uses  that  may  be  applied  for  under  the 
FLMPA,  and  that  would  be  in  conformance  with  the  CDCA  Plan,  NEMO  Amendments,  and  land 
uses  restrictions  associated  with  the  applicable  DWMA  (existing  or  newly  designated). 
Translocation  would  be  done  in  accordance  with  procedures  established  by  BLM,  USFWS,  and 
CDFW. 

The  construction,  operation,  and  decommissioning  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  require  the 
same  level  of  workforce,  materials  delivery,  fuel  use,  and  duration  of  schedule  as  the  Proposed 
Action. 

Revised  Alternative  3 would  include  the  construction  and  operation  of  two  groundwater 
production  wells;  the  primary  well  to  be  located  on  the  southeastern  corner  of  the  facility,  and 
the  secondary  well  located  approximately  4,250  feet  west  of  facility.  In  addition,  three 
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groundwater  monitoring  wells  would  be  installed  to  evaluate  potential  impacts  to  groundwater 
availability  and  quality.  The  production  wells  would  be  12  inches  in  diameter  and  670  feet  deep, 
with  a screened  interval  located  at  a depth  of  430  to  630  feet  below  ground  surface.  The  depths 
of  the  monitoring  wells  would  be  determined , on  a site-specific  basis,  to  ensure  adequate 
monitoring  of  the  elevation  of  the  groundwater  table.  Water  would  be  conveyed  through  a 6- 
inch  diameter  above-ground  pipeline  to  5 temporary  water  storage  ponds  spaced  throughout  the 
solar  arrays.  Water  trucks  would  acquire  water  from  the  ponds,  and  transport  the  water  to  its 
point  of  use  during  construction. 

Under  Revised  Alternative  3,  2.6  miles  of  existing  routes  that  are  designated  as  open  by  BLM 
would  be  incorporated  into  the  facility , and  would  be  closed.  These  routes  would  be  re-located 
around  the  project  perimeter,  and  would  the  new  routes  would  be  designated  by  BLM  as  open 
routes.  The  length  of  the  new  open  routes  would  be  2. 0 miles. 

Site  preparation  for  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  based  on  subdivision  of  the  project  site  into 
three  zones,  as  shown  in  Figure  2-6.  The  site  preparation  method  in  each  zone  would  vary,  as 
follows: 


• In  Zone  1,  the  portion  of  the  site  near  I van  pah  Dry  Lake  which  is  dominated  by  fine  to 
sandy  soil  with  minimal  rocks  and  ephemeral  washes  that  are  less  than  6 inches  in 
depth,  vegetation  would  be  mowed.  The  use  of  grading  or  disk  and  roll  methods  would 
be  minimized  to  the  extent  practicable.  Areas  with  soot  elevations  that  exceed  3.0 
percent  in  slope  would  be  rolled  or  dragged  to  meet  the  3. 0 percent  grade  reguirement. 
The  Applicant  estimates  that  the  total  area  of  Zone  1 would  be  509  acres,  of  which 
approximately  384  acres  would  be  mowed,  68  acres  subjected  to  disk  and  roll,  and  57 
acres  graded. 

• Zone  2 is  the  central  part  of  the  site  where  soils  are  gravelly  with  rocks,  and  ephemeral 
washes  are  greater  than  6 inches  deep.  In  this  area,  vegetation  will  be  mowed  to  the 
extent  possible,  with  disk  and  roll,  dragging,  and  spot  grading  methods  being  used  to 
achieve  the  3 percent  grade  as  needed.  The  Applicant  estimates  that  the  total  area  of 
Zone  2 would  be  748  acres,  of  which  approximately  190  acres  would  be  mowed,  380 
acres  subjected  to  disk  and  roll,  and  1 77  acres  graded. 

• Zone  3 is  the  highest  elevation  portion  of  the  site  where  soils  are  rocky,  and  ephemeral 
washes  are  greater  than  6 inches  deep.  In  this  area,  mowing  may  occur  in  flat  areas, 
but  most  of  the  area  would  be  graded  flat.  The  Applicant  estimates  that  the  total  area  of 
Zone  3 would  be  321  acres,  of  which  approximately  51  acres  would  be  mowed,  77  acres 
subjected  to  disk  and  roll,  and  194  acres  graded. 

As  in  Alternative  1,  the  sheet  grading  would  promote  sheet  flow  and  minimize  the  potential  for 
erosional  channels  to  develop.  Site  inspections  would  be  performed  after  each  significant  storm 
event,  as  well  as  bi-annuallv.  Any  rills  that  develop  ranging  from  4 to  12  inches  deep  would  be 
repaired  by  hand  compaction.  Rills  larger  than  12  inches  deep  would  be  repaired  by  filling  and 
compacting  with  small  ATVs  or  eguivalent.  Similarly,  inspections  and  repair  efforts  would 
include  evaluating  and  addressing  scour  around  posts  supporting  the  PV  modules. 

Table  2-6  provides  the  total  acres  of  long-term  and  temporary  disturbance  associated  with 
Revised  Alternative  3.  Like  the  Proposed  Action,  the  final  ROW  requirement  is  larger  than  the 
area  of  long-term  disturbance  because  the  transmission  and  access  road  corridors  have  a 
minimum  width  within  which  the  facilities  would  be  constructed.  The  roads  that  would  be  re- 
routed outside  of  the  project  fenceline  would  constitute  new  long-term  disturbance,  but  would 
not  be  included  within  the  Applicant’s  ROW  grant. 
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Table  2-6.  Acres  of  Disturbance  and  ROW  for  Revised  Alternative  3 


Project  Component 

Lonq-term 

Disturbance 

Temporary 

Disturbance 

Final  ROW 

PV  Array  Area  - includes  PV  field,  internal  roads, 
drainage  structures,  O&M  Building,  Guard  Shack, 
and  Substation 

1,609 

1,609 

Roads  re-routed  outside  fenceline 

14 

- 

0 

Transmission  ROW 

18 

5 

55 

Access  Roads  (includes  SCE  power  service  line) 

8 

- 

20 

Western  Wells  and  Access  Road 

2 

1 

3 

Total 

1.651 

4 

1.685 

2.3.4  Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 

This  alternative  was  developed  and  analyzed  in  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  as  an  alternative  that  would 
cover  a smaller  area  than  any  of  the  other  alternatives  evaluated  at  that  time.  As  a result , it  was 
named  the  “Reduced  Acreage  Alternative”.  Following  review  of  public  comments  on  the  Draft 
EIS/EIR , BLM  and  the  Applicant  developed  revised  Alternative  3,  which  has  even  a smaller 
acreage  requirement.  However , for  continuity,  the  name  of  “Reduced  Acreage  Alternative’’  is 
retained. 

Under  this  alternative,  the  BLM  and  County  would  take  the  following  actions: 

• BLM  would  approve  the  proposed  ROW  grant  for  the  Alternative  4 site  configuration, 
which  totals  1,766  acres; 

• BLM  would  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  to  identify  the  Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  facility  site 
acreage  as  an  area  suitable  for  solar  development  within  the  Plan; 

• BLM  would  modify  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA,  as  described  above  in 
Section  2.2.2; 

• BLM  would  modify  the  designations  of  open  routes;  and 

• The  County  would  issue  well  permits. 

This  alternative  is  conceptually  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1).  In  Alternative  4, 
the  Applicant  would  construct,  operate,  maintain,  and  decommission  the  proposed  Project  with 
a reduced  generating  capacity  and  facility  footprint.  Specifically,  Alternative  4 would  involve  the 
construction  of  a 232-MW  solar  PV  facility  encompassing  1,766  acres  on  a single,  contiguous 
footprint.  The  general  location  of  the  alternative,  including  proximity  to  the  California-Nevada 
border,  1-15,  Primm,  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  and  the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area  is 
approximately  the  same  as  described  for  Alternative  2.  The  location  of  Alternative  4 comprises 
the  northern  portion  of  the  bifurcated  alternative  in  Alternative  2,  and  is  shown  in  Figure  2-7. 
The  Alternative  was  developed  by  BLM  to  allow  consideration  of  a facility  that  would  generate  a 
lower  output,  but  with  a potentially  larger  reduction  in  resource  impacts  by  occupying  a smaller 
land  area. 

Like  Alternative  2,  the  acreage  associated  with  Alternative  4 partially  overlaps  the  project  area 
proposed  for  Alternative  1.  However,  this  configuration  shifts  the  project  footprint  to  the  east, 
placing  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  facility  in  close  proximity  to  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake. 

Alternative  4 would  generate  232  MW  of  electrical  energy  from  approximately  184  PV  arrays, 
each  with  an  associated  PCS.  The  arrays  would  be  connected  to  approximately  9 PVCS  units 
distributed  throughout  the  arrays.  The  project  would  connect  to  this  transmission  line  at  the 
Ivanpah  Substation  through  a 27  mile  long  gen-tie  line  proposed  on  a 160-foot  wide  BLM 
transmission  ROW. 
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Alternative  4 would  also  include  translocation  of  desert  tortoises  into  an  area  as  directed  by 
USFWS  and  BLM.  The  Applicant’s  Draft  Desert  Tortoise  Translocation  Summary  (First  Solar 
201 2i)  identified  and  evaluated  four  potential  translocation  sites  within  the  East  Mojave 
Recovery  Unit.  These  sites  include: 

• Perimeter  Site,  comprising  4,700  acres  directly  surrounding  the  north,  west,  and  south 
sides  of  the  facility; 

• Stateline  North  Site,  comprising  2,500  acres  in  the  Stateline  Pass  area; 

• Mesquite  Site,  comprising  2,580  acres  in  Mesquite  Valley;  and 

• East  Lake  Site,  comprising  3,000  acres  on  the  eastern  side  of  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake. 

The  selected  area  would  not  be  included  within  the  ROW  grant,  and  would  continue  to  be 
available  for  current  uses  (grazing,  recreation)  and  future  uses  that  may  be  applied  for  under  the 
FLMPA,  and  that  would  be  in  conformance  with  the  CDCA  Plan,  NEMO  Amendments,  and  land 
uses  restrictions  associated  with  the  applicable  DWMA  (existing  or  newly  designated). 
Translocation  would  be  done  in  accordance  with  procedures  established  by  BLM,  USFWS,  and 
CDFW. 

The  construction,  operation,  and  decommissioning  of  Alternative  4 would  require  the  same  level 
of  workforce,  materials  delivery,  and  fuel  use  as  the  Proposed  Action.  However,  because  of  the 
smaller  project  size,  the  duration  of  construction  would  be  shorter. 

Alternative  4 would  include  the  construction  and  operation  of  two  groundwater  production  wells; 
the  primary  well  to  be  located  on  the  southeastern  corner  of  the  facility,  and  the  secondary  well 
located  approximately  4,250  feet  west  of  facility.  In  addition,  three  groundwater  monitoring  wells 
would  be  installed  to  evaluate  potential  impacts  to  groundwater  availability  and  quality.  The 
production  wells  would  be  12  inches  in  diameter  and  670  feet  deep,  with  a screened  interval 
located  at  a depth  of  430  to  630  feet  below  ground  surface.  The  depths  of  the  monitoring  wells 
would  be  determined,  on  a site-specific  basis,  to  ensure  adequate  monitoring  of  the  elevation  of 
the  groundwater  table.  Water  would  be  conveyed  through  a 6-inch  diameter  above-ground 
pipeline  to  3 temporary  water  storage  ponds  spaced  throughout  the  solar  arrays.  Water  trucks 
would  acquire  water  from  the  ponds,  and  transport  the  water  to  its  point  of  use  during 
construction. 

Under  Alternative  4,  2.9  miles  of  existing  routes  that  are  designated  as  open  by  BLM  would  be 
incorporated  into  the  facility , and  would  be  closed.  These  routes  would  be  re-located  around 
the  project  perimeter  and  would  the  new  routes  would  be  designated  by  BLM  as  open  routes. 
The  length  of  the  new  open  routes  would  be  2.6  miles. 

Site  preparation  for  Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  Alternative  1,  consisting  of  site  clearing 
and  grading  to  maintain  the  entire  solar  array  at  a consistent  grade  limited  to  within  no  more 
than  3 percent.  Clearing  within  the  solar  array  field  would  be  accomplished  using  conventional 
farming  equipment  including  tractors  with  disking  equipment.  This  method  would  incorporate  the 
underground  root  structure  of  disturbed  plants , top  soil  nutrients,  and  seed  base  into  the  soils. 
Vibratory  rollers  would  also  be  used  in  the  solar  array  field  to  compact  the  soil  and  even  out  the 
surface  after  the  disking  is  complete.  The  sheet  grading  would  promote  sheet  flow  and 
minimize  the  potential  for  erosional  channels  to  develop.  Site  inspections  would  be  performed 
after  each  significant  storm  event , as  well  as  bi-annuallv.  Any  rills  that  develop  ranging  from  4 
to  12  inches  deep  would  be  repaired  by  hand  compaction.  Rills  larger  than  12  inches  deep 
would  be  repaired  by  filling  and  compacting  with  small  ATVs  or  equivalent.  Similarly, 
inspections  and  repair  efforts  would  include  evaluating  and  addressing  scour  around  posts 
supporting  the  PV  modules. 
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Table  2-7  provides  the  total  acres  of  long-term  and  temporary  disturbance  associated  with 
Alternative  4.  Like  the  Proposed  Action,  the  final  ROW  requirement  is  larger  than  the  area  of 
long-term  disturbance  because  the  transmission  and  access  road  corridors  have  a minimum 
width  within  which  the  facilities  would  be  constructed.  The  roads  that  would  be  re-routed 
outside  of  the  project  fenceline  would  constitute  new  long-term  disturbance,  but  would  not  be 
included  within  the  Applicant’s  ROW  grant. 


Table  2-7.  Acres  of  Disturbance  and  ROW  for  Alternative  4 


Project  Component 

Loncj-term 

Disturbance 

Temporary 

Disturbance 

Final  ROW 

PV  Array  Area  - includes  PV  field,  internal  roads, 
drainage  structures,  O&M  Building,  Guard  Shack, 
and  Substation 

1,689 

1,688 

Roads  and  re-routed  pipelines  outside  fenceline 

10 

- 

0 

Transmission  ROW 

12 

4 

53 

Access  Roads  (includes  SCE  power  service  line) 

10 

- 

22 

Western  Wells  and  Access  Road 

2 

1 

3 

Total 

1,725 

5 

1,766 

As  discussed  in  the  Purpose  and  Need  (Section  1.1),  one  objective  for  the  project  is  to  “create  a 
clean,  renewable  source  of  electricity  that  helps  meet  California’s  growing  demand  for  power 
and  helps  fulfill  national  and  state  renewable  energy  goals  and  greenhouse  gas  (GHG) 
emissions  reduction  requirements”.  Because  the  power  output  of  Alternative  4 would  be  lower 
than  that  of  the  other  action  alternatives,  Alternative  4 would  not  be  as  effective  in  achieving  the 
renewable  energy  goals  and  GHG  emission  reductions  as  the  other  action  alternatives.  The 
State’s  renewable  energy  goals  would  have  to  be  met  using  other  alternative  energy  projects  at 
other  locations. 

Additionally,  as  discussed  for  BLM’s  Purpose  and  Need,  the  reduced  output  under  Alternative  4 
means  that  this  Alternative  would  not  be  as  effective  as  Alternatives  1,  2,  and  3 in  meeting  the 
mandates  under  Executive  Order  13212,  dated  May  18,  2001,  Secretarial  Order  3285,  dated 
March  11,  2009,  and  amended  as  3285A1  on  February  22,  2010,  and  the  President’s  Climate 
Action  Plan  of  June  25,  2013. 


2.4  No  Action  Alternatives 

2.4.1  Alternative  5:  No  Issuance  of  a ROW  Grant,  No  County  Approval,  No  LUP 
Amendment 

Under  this  alternative,  the  BLM  and  County  would  take  the  following  actions: 

• BLM  would  not  approve  the  proposed  ROW  grant  for  the  facility; 

• BLM  would  not  amend  the  CDCA  Plan; 

• BLM  would  not  modify  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA; 

• BLM  would  not  modify  the  designations  of  open  routes;  and 

• The  County  would  not  issue  well  permits. 

As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be  constructed,  and  the  BLM  would  continue  to 
manage  the  site  consistent  with  the  existing  land  use  designation  in  the  CDCA  Plan.  Because 
there  would  be  no  amendment  to  the  CDCA  Plan  and  no  solar  project  approved  for  the  site 
under  this  alternative,  no  new  structures  or  facilities  would  be  constructed  or  operated  on  the 
site  and  no  new  ground  disturbance  would  occur.  The  land  on  which  the  project  is  proposed 
would  become  available  to  other  uses  that  are  consistent  with  the  CDCA  Plan.  New 
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applications  for  solar  development  would  be  subject  to  the  Solar  PEIS  ROD , which  makes  this 
area  unavailable  for  utility  scale  solar  development.  BLM’s  management  of  the  existing  Ivanpah 
DWMA  and  open  routes  on  the  project  site  would  continue  as  they  are  today. 

This  alternative  is  consistent  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality’s  (CEQ)  NEPA 
implementation  regulations.  (40  CFR  1502.14(d)).  The  No  Action  alternative  is  the  only 
alternative  that  must  be  analyzed  in  an  EIS  that  does  not  respond  to  the  purpose  and  need  for 
the  action.  It  provides  a useful  baseline  for  comparison  of  environmental  effects  (including 
cumulative  effects)  and  demonstrates  the  consequences  of  not  meeting  the  purpose  and  need. 


2.5  No  Project  Alternatives 

2.5.1  Alternative  6:  No  Issuance  of  a ROW  Grant,  No  County  Approval,  Approval  of  a 
LUP  Amendment  to  Exclude  Solar  Energy  Development  on  the  Site  of  the 
Proposed  Action 

Under  this  alternative,  the  BLM  and  County  would  take  the  following  actions: 

• BLM  would  not  approve  the  proposed  ROW  grant  for  the  facility; 

• BLM  would  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  to  identify  the  site  as  unsuitable  for  solar  energy 
development; 

• BLM  would  modify  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA; 

• BLM  would  not  modify  the  designations  of  open  routes;  and 

• The  County  would  not  issue  well  permits. 

As  a result  of  implementing  this  alternative,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be  constructed  on  the 
site,  and  the  BLM  would  continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the  existing  land  use 
designation  in  the  CDCA  Plan.  Because  the  CDCA  Plan  would  be  amended  to  identify  the  site 
as  unsuitable  for  future  solar  energy  development,  it  is  expected  that  the  site  would  continue  to 
remain  in  its  existing  condition,  with  no  new  structures  or  facilities  constructed  or  operated  on 
the  site.  Existing  uses  of  the  land,  including  its  inclusion  within  the  Clark  Mountain  Grazing 
Allotment,  would  continue. 

Under  this  alternative,  BLM  would  modify  the  boundaries  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  to  include  the 
entire  29,110  acre  area.  None  of  this  area  would  be  excluded  to  accommodate  acreage  for  a 
solar  facility. 


2.5.2  Alternative  7:  No  Issuance  of  a ROW  grant,  No  County  Approval,  Approval  of  a 
LUP  Amendment  to  Approve  Solar  Energy  Development  on  the  Site  of  the 
Proposed  Action 

Under  this  alternative,  the  BLM  and  County  would  take  the  following  actions: 

• BLM  would  not  approve  the  proposed  ROW  grant  for  the  facility; 

• BLM  would  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  to  identify  the  site  as  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development; 

• BLM  would  not  modify  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA; 

• BLM  would  not  modify  the  designations  of  open  routes;  and 

• The  County  would  not  issue  well  permits. 
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As  a result  of  implementing  this  alternative,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be  constructed  on  the 
site  at  this  time,  but  BLM  would  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  to  allow  for  other  solar  projects  on  the 
site.  As  a result,  it  is  possible  that  the  site  would  be  developed  with  the  same  or  a different  solar 
technology.  Different  solar  technologies  require  different  amounts  of  grading;  however,  it  is 
expected  that  all  solar  technologies  would  require  some  amount  of  grading  and  site 
maintenance.  In  the  interim,  existing  uses  of  the  land,  including  its  inclusion  within  the  Clark 
Mountain  Grazing  Allotment,  would  continue  until  such  time  that  those  uses  might  be  modified 
as  part  of  the  decision  to  authorize  a different  solar  project.  In  addition,  the  area  would  remain 
available  for  other  multiple  uses.  Potential  impacts  that  might  occur  in  connection  with  a future 
solar  energy  project  proposed  in  response  to  the  land  use  plan  contemplated  by  this  alternative 
are  speculative  at  this  time,  because  they  are  associated  with  some  future  project.  These 
impacts  would  need  to  be  evaluated  in  a later  environmental  analysis  associated  with  any 
projects  that  are  proposed  in  the  future. 


2.6  Comparison  of  Impacts  by  Alternative 

Table  2-8  presents  a comparison  of  the  differences  in  impacts  among  the  alternatives  described 
in  Sections  2.3  through  2.5  above.  The  information  in  Table  2-8  is  derived  from  the  analysis  of 
environmental  consequences  presented  in  Chapter  4 of  this  EIS/EIR. 
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Table  2-8.  Comparison  of  Impacts  by  Alternative 
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2.7  Federal  Lead  Agency  Preferred  Alternative  and  CEQA  Environmentally  Superior 
Alternative 

The  “preferred  alternative”  is  a preliminary  indication  of  the  federal  responsible  official’s 
preference  of  action,  which  is  chosen  from  among  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives.  The 
preferred  alternative  may  be  selected  for  a variety  of  reasons  (such  as  the  priorities  of  a 
particular  lead  agency)  in  addition  to  the  environmental  considerations  discussed  in  the 
EIS/EIR.  The  BLM’s  Preferred  Alternative  is  Revised  Alternative  3. 

In  accordance  with  CEQA  requirements,  an  “environmentally  superior  alternative”  must  be 
identified  among  the  alternatives  analyzed  in  an  EIR  or  EIS/EIR.  The  environmentally  superior 
alternative  is  the  alternative  found  to  have  an  overall  environmental  advantage  compared  to 
other  alternatives  based  on  the  impact  analysis  in  the  EIR.  If  the  environmentally  superior 
alternative  is  the  No  Project  alternative,  State  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15126.6(e)(2)  requires 
the  EIR  to  identify  an  environmentally  superior  alternative  from  among  the  other  alternatives. 
For  this  Proposed  Action,  the  No  Project  alternative  would  be  superior  to  any  of  the  action 
alternatives  because  the  impacts  of  implementing  the  Proposed  Action  would  be  avoided  for  the 
time  being.  Among  the  other  alternatives,  San  Bernardino  County  has  identified  Revised 
Alternative  3 as  the  environmentally  superior  alternative  because,  of  the  action  alternatives,  it 
would  have  the  smallest  impact  on  wildlife  habitat  and  connectivity. 


2.8  Alternatives  Considered  but  Eliminated  from  Detailed  Analysis 

The  ability  of  potential  alternatives  to  achieve  the  project’s  purpose  and  need  and  stated 
objectives  is  one  of  the  criteria  used  to  evaluate  alternatives.  The  NEPA  (40  CFR  1502.13)  and 
CEQA  (State  CEQA  Guidelines  151 24[b])  both  explain  that  an  agency’s  statement  of  objectives 
or  purpose  and  need  should  describe  the  underlying  purpose  of  the  Proposed  Action  and 
reasons  why  an  agency  is  responding.  Similar  to  CEQA,  NEPA  allows  for  consideration  of 
alternatives  that  meet  “most”  of  the  project  purpose. 

In  compliance  with  the  “NEPA  Compliance  for  Utility-Scale  Renewable  Energy  ROW 
Authorizations”  (IM  2011-059;  BLM  2011),  alternatives  not  carried  forward  did  not  meet  the 
BLM’s  or  the  County’s  purpose  and  need,  were  determined  to  be  technically  or  economically 
infeasible  because  they  could  not  meet  the  Project  objectives,  and/or  had  greater  environmental 
impacts  than  the  currently  Proposed  Action  or  alternatives. 


2.8.1  Alternative  Sites 

The  Applicant  considered  multiple  alternative  locations  for  the  project,  including  sites  on  private 
land  and  on  other  BLM-administered  lands,  as  described  in  the  subsections  below.  In  addition, 
BLM  and  the  County  considered  alternative  locations  based  on  knowledge  of  the  project  area, 
and  based  on  comments  received  from  the  public  during  the  scoping  period.  Consideration  of 
alternative  locations  for  large-scale  solar  facilities  is  restricted  by  several  factors,  including: 

• Large  land  area  requirements  for  the  facilities; 

• Technical  requirements,  including  solarity,  slope,  and  hydrology; 

• Resource  protection  requirements,  including  meeting  management  restrictions  and 
objectives  of  the  land  owner/manager,  as  well  as  requirements  of  resource  protection 
agencies;  and 

• Economic  factors,  especially  as  related  to  site  accessibility,  proximity  to  load  centers, 
and  proximity  to  transmission  infrastructure. 
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First  Solar’s  selection  of  the  proposed  location  for  the  Project  was  made  in  consideration  of 
these  factors.  Specifically,  their  site  selection  process  was  based  on  the  following  criteria: 

• High  level  or  solar  insolation,  based  on  climate,  topography,  and  elevation; 

• Availability  of  a contiguous  area  of  land  large  enough  to  generate  at  least  350  MW  of 
solar  PV  power; 

• Avoidance  of  areas  designated  for  protection  of  resources  or  with  known  sensitive 
resources,  including  ACECs,  DWMAs,  wilderness  areas,  National  Parks  or  Preserves, 
known  cultural  resources  sites,  and  Category  I desert  tortoise  habitat; 

• Proximity  to  existing  high  voltage  transmission  facilities,  including  suitable 
interconnection  and  priority  queue  position; 

• Proximity  to  highway  access;  and 

• Location  in  an  area  which  has  a previous  history  of  development  and  disturbance. 

To  meet  their  objective  of  creating  a renewable  source  of  electricity  to  help  fulfill  national  and 
state  renewable  energy  goals  and  GHG  emissions  reduction  requirements,  the  Applicant’s  site 
selection  process  began  with  a review  of  the  Transmission  Ranking  Cost  Report  filed  by  SCE 
with  the  California  Public  Utilities  Commission  (CPUC)  to  identify  feasible  interconnection 
locations.  In  this  review,  the  existing  Mountain  Pass  Substation  was  identified  as  a feasible 
location  for  interconnection  for  a renewable  energy  source.  This  resulted  in  a focus  on  the 
Mountain  Pass,  Ivanpah  Valley,  and  Shadow  Valley  areas  as  potential  locations  for  a solar 
energy  facility.  In  2009,  SCE  filed  a certificate  of  public  convenience  and  necessity  for  the 
Eldorado-lvanpah  Transmission  Project  (EITP),  which  would  provide  an  interconnection  point 
even  closer  to  areas  within  Ivanpah  Valley  that  have  suitable  solarity  and  topographic 
characteristics  relative  to  Mountain  Pass  or  Shadow  Valley.  For  these  and  other  reasons  as 
explained  in  the  subsections  below,  none  of  the  alternative  site  locations  were  carried  forward 
for  further  analysis. 


2.8. 1.1  Private  Land  Alternative 

Private  lands  were  considered  by  the  Applicant  for  siting  the  proposed  solar  energy  facility.  The 
BLM  does  not  typically  analyze  a non-federal  application  on  public  lands  because  such  an 
alternative  does  not  respond  to  the  BLM’s  purpose  and  need  to  consider  an  application  for  the 
authorized  use  of  public  lands  for  renewable  energy  development.  However,  the  use  of  private 
lands  was  identified  as  an  alternative  to  be  considered  during  scoping.  The  BLM,  to  inform  the 
analysis,  has  considered  private  land  alternatives  as  described  in  the  following  paragraphs. 
However,  based  on  this  information,  the  alternative  was  not  carried  into  Section  4 for  detailed 
analysis. 

As  discussed  above,  the  Applicant’s  siting  process  identified  the  Mountain  Pass,  Ivanpah 
Valley,  and  Shadow  Valley  areas  as  locations  where  the  characteristics  of  the  transmission 
system  make  interconnection  to  add  renewable  energy  sources  feasible.  However,  the  land 
ownership  in  these  areas  does  not  include  any  large  parcels  of  private  property,  or  multiple 
private  parcels  in  close  proximity  to  one  another.  Therefore,  it  is  not  feasible  to  site  a renewable 
energy  project  or  access  this  interconnection  location  from  a facility  located  exclusively  on 
private  lands,  and  therefore  such  an  alternative  would  be  technically  and  economically 
infeasible. 

In  general,  this  same  situation  applies  throughout  the  California  desert  region.  There  are  limited 
areas  where  contiguous  private  land  parcels  exist  that  have  the  appropriate  slope  and  solarity 
characteristic,  as  well  as  feasible  interconnection  access.  Locations  where  private  land  is 
available  also  often  include  parcels  that  are  designated  as  prime  farmland,  Williamson  Act 
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contracted  lands,  and  Unique  Farmland  of  Statewide  Importance,  further  limiting  the  feasibility 
of  acquiring  site  control  for  renewable  energy  development.  In  areas  where  such  parcels  do 
exist,  the  feasibility  and  timing  of  acquiring  the  necessary  site  control  agreements  with  multiple 
owners  to  acquire  a contiguous  site  is  sufficient  reason  for  the  BLM  to  reject  a private  land 
alternative  as  being  economically  infeasible  ( Western  Watersheds  v.  Salazar,  No.  11-cv-00492- 
DMG-E  (C.D.  Cal.  Aug.  10.  2011,  at  p.  31). 

As  result,  the  various  potential  private  land  sites  considered  during  project  scoping  were 
eliminated  from  further  review  because  they  do  not  meet  the  BLM’s  or  the  County’s  purpose  and 
need  for  the  Project,  the  Project  objectives,  and  project,  and  are  not  reasonable  alternatives  as 
described  above. 


2. 8. 1.2  Alternative  BLM-Administered  Land 

The  potential  for  siting  solar  facilities  on  other  BLM  land  in  the  area  was  proposed  during 
scoping,  and  was  also  raised  during  BLM’s  evaluation  of  the  nearby  Ivanpah  SEGS  project. 
Much  of  the  BLM-administered  land  in  the  Mountain  Pass,  Ivanpah  Valley,  and  Shadow  Valley 
areas  with  the  highest  solar  energy  production  potential  is  precluded  from  development  by 
special  designations  for  resource  protection  such  as  ACECs,  DWMAs,  and  wilderness,  and  thus 
utility-scale  solar  energy  development  is  inconsistent  with  basic  policy  objectives  for 
management  of  the  area.  Within  the  Mountain  Pass,  Ivanpah  Valley,  and  Shadow  Valley  areas, 
solar  development  on  public  lands  is  constrained  by  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  and  Critical  Habitat  for 
the  desert  tortoise  (east  of  1-15  in  Ivanpah  Valley)  and  by  the  Shadow  Valley  DWMA. 

Development  on  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  itself  is  precluded  due  to  technical  characteristics  as  this 
project  site  would  be  subject  to  seasonal  flooding.  The  dry  lake  bed  floods  sometimes  more 
than  once  per  year,  and  when  it  does,  vehicles  cannot  drive  on  the  dry  lake  bed  surface.  When 
it  floods,  the  dry  lake  bed  usually  remains  flooded  for  a period  of  weeks  or  months.  As  a result, 
any  alternative  that  resulted  in  development  of  a solar  facility  on  the  dry  lake  surface  would 
require  the  placement  of  a very  large  amount  of  fill  on  the  playa  so  that  the  facility  would  not  be 
flooded  during  every  storm  event.  Placing  enough  fill  material  across  the  footprint  of  the  2,143 
acre  site  would  require  such  a large  amount  of  excavation  at  another  site,  as  well  as  transport 
by  truck,  to  make  the  alternative  financially  infeasible.  In  addition  to  being  infeasible,  these 
activities  would  create  impacts  at  the  source  location,  and  due  to  increased  truck  traffic.  As  a 
consequence  of  placing  the  required  amount  of  fill  on  the  playa  surface,  the  fill  would  displace 
storm  water  storage  capacity  of  the  dry  lake  surface  by  an  enormous  volume.  This  would  force 
storm  waters  to  invade  the  low  lying  areas  surrounding  the  playa  and  flood  the  margins  of  the 
lake.  Depending  upon  the  topography,  these  lake  margins  would  become  playa  over  time.  It 
would  be  likely  that  substantial  areas  surrounding  the  current  playa  would  eventually  be  lost  to 
new  playa  surface.  Placement  of  the  facility  on  the  dry  lake  bed  would  also  eliminate  the  use  of 
the  dry  lake  bed  for  its  current  recreational  uses.  The  dry  lake  is  specifically  designated  within 
the  CDCA  Plan  for  nonmotorized  open-space  recreational  activities.  In  sum,  development  on 
the  Dry  Lake  would  be  technically  and  economically  infeasible  and  would  result  in  greater 
environmental  impacts  than  the  Proposed  Action  or  alternatives. 

Development  of  public  lands  outside  of  the  Mountain  Pass,  Ivanpah  Valley,  and  Shadow  Valley 
areas  is  not  a feasible  alternative  to  the  Proposed  Action  because  it  would  not  utilize  the 
existing  interconnection  capacity  available  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  for  such  a renewable  project. 
Additionally,  public  lands  located  outside  of  Mountain  Pass,  Ivanpah  Valley,  and  Shadow  Valley 
that  have  appropriate  technical  characteristics  and  would  avoid  resource  impacts  generally 
speaking  are  already  under  application  for  other  solar  development  necessary  to  meet  the 
California  and  federal  renewable  energy  goals.  Finally , a project  in  those  areas  would  not 
respond  to  the  BLM’s  purpose  and  need  which  is  to  consider  a request  for  a solar  energy 
generating  facility  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley. 
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As  a result  of  the  factors  discussed  above,  development  of  the  project  on  other  lands 
administered  by  BLM  would  not  be  feasible,  is  inconsistent  with  the  basic  policy  objectives  for 
management  of  the  area,  and  would  not  achieve  the  purpose  and  need  of  the  project  for  either 
CEQA  or  NEPA  purposes. 


2.8.1. 3 Brownfield  Sites 

The  EPA  tracks  480,000  contaminated  sites  for  potential  reuse  for  renewable  energy 
development  as  part  of  its  RE-Powering  America's  Lands  Initiative.  Of  these  sites,  EPA  has 
identified  5,000  sites  nationwide  as  potentially  suitable  for  PV.  Using  the  EPA's  Renewable 
Energy  Interactive  Mapping  Tool,  which  is  a Google  Earth  KMZ  file,  it  is  possible  to  view 
information  about  potential  utility  scale  PV  solar  energy  sites  on  contaminated  lands.  In  addition 
to  the  contaminated  site's  location,  the  tool  also  provides  the  site  name  and  identification 
information , a link  to  the  site's  cleanup  status  information , and  specific  acreage  and  renewable 
energy  resource  information.  BLM  used  the  tool  to  select  EPA  tracked  sites  ( i.e .,  abandoned 
mined  lands,  brownfields , RCRA  sites , federal  and  non-federal  Superfund  sites,  and  landfills ) as 
well  as  state-tracked  sites,  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Stateline  project  site.  No  sites  were  found  in  the 
vicinity.  The  closest  sites  are  in  Las  Vegas,  Nevada , 40  miles  away.  The  largest  of  these  is  the 
Sunrise  Landfill , which  covers  an  area  of  720  acres.  This  site  is  not  large  enough  to  accomplish 
the  objective  of  generating  300  MW.  The  next  nearest  site  is  in  Baker,  California,  more  than  50 
miles  away,  and  covers  only  10  acres.  In  general,  no  sites  which  are  of  a size  needed  to  meet 
the  space  reguirements  for  the  project  were  identified. 


2.8.2  Alternative  Site  Configurations 

Both  the  Applicant  and  the  agencies  have  developed  and  considered  alternative  configurations 
for  the  Proposed  Action  within  the  Project  Study  Area,  including  alternatives  that  avoid 
significant  current  surface  water  drainages,  avoid  biological  resources,  avoid  cultural  resources, 
and  minimize  the  amount  of  acreage  to  be  granted  in  the  ROW.  As  discussed  in  Section  1.0, 
the  approach  taken  by  the  Applicant  was  to  establish  a Study  Area  that  was  substantially  larger 
in  size  than  the  land  area  necessary  for  the  project.  The  Study  Area  was  then  subjected  to 
biological,  cultural,  and  other  resource  surveys  and  studies  to  identify  potential  project 
configurations  that  would  minimize  impacts  to  identified  resources.  As  part  of  the  process,  the 
Study  Area  itself,  which  originally  comprised  5,518  acres,  was  modified  and  shifted  slightly  to 
the  south  and  east.  Overall,  the  original  Project  Study  Area  and  the  current  Project  Study  Area 
together  comprise  6,400  acres. 

Within  that  Study  Area,  numerous  project  sizes  and  configurations  have  been  considered  by  the 
Applicant.  These  configurations  have  included  projects  of  the  following  size:  4,160  acres 
(2006);  6,400  acres  (2008);  3,011  acres  (2009);  3,000  acre  proposed  project  with  2,114  and 
2,013  acre  alternatives  (2010);  2,150  acre  proposed  project  with  1,900  acre  alternative  (August, 
2011);  and  2,150  acre  proposed  project  with  2,415  acre  alternative  (late  2011). 

Of  those  configurations,  the  2,150  acre  configuration  from  late  2011  is  the  basis  for  Alternative 
1,  which  is  analyzed  in  Chapter  4 of  this  EIS/EIR  as  the  Proposed  Action.  Similarly,  the  2,145 
area  alternative  is  the  basis  for  the  project  analyzed  as  Alternative  2 in  Chapter  4.  In  general, 
the  process  used  by  the  Applicant  and  the  agencies  has  been  to  reduce  the  size  of  the  project 
in  order  to  avoid  resources  identified  within  the  Project  Study  Area. 

Following  review  of  the  various  resource  surveys  and  proposed  configurations,  BLM  developed 
an  additional  alternative  configuration  to  reduce  biological  resource  impacts.  This  configuration, 
comprising  1,685  acres,  is  analyzed  as  Revised  Alternative  3 in  the  EIS/EIR.  In  addition,  BLM 
is  considering  a reduced  acreage,  reduced  output  alternative  as  Alternative  4.  Both  of  these 
alternative  configurations  are  analyzed  in  detail  in  Chapter  4 of  this  EIS/EIR.  As  a result,  BLM 
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has  determined  that  there  are  no  alternative  Project  configurations  within  the  existing  study  area 
that  would  result  in  fewer  impacts  than  those  already  analyzed  in  light  of  the  other  projects 
constraints.  As  result , there  were  no  other  alternative  configurations  carried  forward  for 
analysis. 


2.8.3  Alternative  Construction  Methods 

Several  public  comments  on  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  requested  that  the  agency  consider  an 
alternative  that  would  retain  onsite  ephemeral  drainages  and  implement  the  project  without 
grading  and  vegetation  removal.  In  response  to  these  comments,  the  agency  did  the  following: 

• Worked  with  the  Applicant  to  modify  their  proposed  action  to  reduce  the  use  of  grading , 
disk  and  roll , and  vegetation  removal  as  much  as  feasible; 

• Considered  evaluating  a separate  alternative  that  would  prohibit  the  use  of  grading  and 
disk  and  roll  as  part  of  the  construction  process. 

In  response  to  these  issues , the  Applicant  developed  a Revised  Site  Preparation  Plan  which 
considered  areas  where  grading  and  disk  and  roll  could  be  minimized,  and  proposed  a zoned 
approach  to  site  preparation.  This  approach  has  been  incorporated  into  Alternative  3,  which 
was  the  BLM’s  Preferred  Alternative  and  identified  by  the  County  as  the  Environmentally 
Superior  Alternative  in  the  Draft  EIS/EIR.  The  result  is  Revised  Alternative  3,  which  is  described 
in  Section  2.3.3,  and  evaluated  in  detail  in  Chapter  4. 

In  addition  to  revising  their  site  preparation  plan,  the  Applicant  provided  technical  justification 
explaining  why  some  level  of  site  grading  and  vegetation  removal  was  necessary  for 
construction  of  the  project  to  be  feasible , due  to  the  unevenness  of  the  terrain.  The  two  issues 
which  reguire  leveling  of  the  surface  include  safety , and  constructability. 

With  respect  to  safety,  removal  of  vegetation  and  leveling  of  the  ground  surface  is  necessary 
because  materials,  including  the  panels  and  the  modular  supports,  are  moved  about  the  site 
and  stored  in  stacks.  The  materials  are  brought  in  by  truck , but  then  must  be  moved  to  their 
installation  location  by  forklifts , and  set  on  the  ground  on  pallets  and  on  folding  tables.  Moving 
stacks  of  materials  by  forklift,  or  storing  them  on  pallets  in  stacks,  on  uneven  ground  presents  a 
very  high  risk  of  toppling  of  the  stacks.  This  process  would  not  only  damage  the  materials , but 
would  be  a substantial  safety  hazard  for  workers  in  the  vicinity.  In  addition , the  panel  installation 
process  occurs  by  workers  on  foot.  This  includes  workers  on  foot  moving  as  spotters  for  the 
forklifts  and  cranes  ( often  moving  backwards ),  and  also  workers  on  foot  attaching  panels  to  the 
modular  supports  with  clamps.  Performing  these  tasks  on  uneven  ground,  and  with  vegetation 
present , would  present  a substantial  tripping  hazard. 

In  addition  to  safety  issues , the  installation  of  PV  panels  reguires  very  limited  vertical  and 
horizontal  tolerances.  Each  row  of  panels  is  attached  to  a series  of  28  support  posts , and  the 
support  posts  must  be  perfectly  straight , and  aligned  to  within  0.5  inches  vertical  height. 
Installing  the  posts  within  this  tolerance  using  post  drivers  sitting  on  uneven  surfaces  is  not 
feasible. 

The  Draft  EIS/EIR  analyzed  the  impacts  associated  with  stormwater  drainage  modification,  air 
emissions,  and  groundwater  use  based  on  the  Applicant’s  original  plan  to  grade  or  disk  and  roll 
the  entire  project  site.  That  analysis  concluded  that  the  Applicant’s  proposed  stormwater 
management  system  of  detention  basins  would  effectively  ensure  that  no  erosion  or  surface 
water  modification  impacts  would  occur.  Although  the  agency  agrees  that  vegetation  impacts 
would  be  reduced  by  mowing  as  opposed  to  grading,  leaving  original  topography  and  vegetation 
onsite  would  increase  construction  safety  hazards  and  render  panel  installation  infeasible. 
Therefore,  an  alternative  which  would  maintain  all  on-site  drainages  and  vegetation  was 
eliminated  as  being  infeasible. 
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In  this  analysis,  BLM  determined  that  the  feasibility  constraint  was  limited  only  to  construction  of 
the  site,  and  not  to  operations.  Once  the  panels  have  been  installed , they  can  operate 
effectively  with  an  uneven  around  surface  and  vegetation  beneath  them,  as  long  as  corridors 
remain  between  sections  of  panels  for  maintenance  access  and  as  long  as  the  height  of  the 
vegetation  is  managed  so  that  it  does  not  shade  the  panels.  The  Applicant  has  acknowledged 
this  by  proposing  to  install  panels  over  mowed  areas  covering  40  percent  of  the  site.  Therefore , 
although  it  would  not  fully  compensate  for  construction-related  vegetation  impacts,  the  Applicant 
would  be  reguired,  under  mitigation  measure  MM-Veg-8,  to  decompact,  revegetate,  and  monitor 
the  solar  array  areas  immediately  following  construction.  Implementation  of  this  measure  would 
assist  in  reducing  the  potential  for  soil  erosion  by  wind  or  stormwater,  provide  some  level  of 
habitat  for  wildlife,  and  provide  a head  start  for  re-vegetation  that  would  be  reguired  during 
decommissioning.  Details  of  the  mitigation  measure  are  provided  in  Section  4.17.11. 


2.8.4  Other  Types  of  Energy  Projects,  Conservation  and  Demand-Side  Management,  and 
Distributed  Generation 

The  BLM  will  not  typically  analyze  an  alternative  for  different  technology  when  a ROW 
application  is  submitted  for  a specific  technology  because  such  an  alternative  does  not  respond 
to  the  BLM’s  purpose  and  need  to  consider  an  application  for  the  authorized  use  of  public  lands 
for  a specific  renewable  energy  technology.  For  renewable  energy  projects,  there  are  many 
different  types  of  alternatives  that  are  considered  by  the  BLM  and  the  Applicant  during  pre- 
application activities  and  that  are  suggested  to  the  BLM  by  external  parties  through  scoping  and 
comments  on  the  NEPA  document.  These  alternatives  include  wind,  geothermal,  biomass,  tidal, 
and  wave  energy.  Traditional  sources  of  energy  could  also  be  considered,  which  include  coal, 
natural  gas,  and  nuclear  energy. 

These  technologies  were  eliminated  from  detailed  consideration  because  they  would  not 
respond  to  the  BLM’s  purpose  and  need,  which  is  to  respond  to  the  Applicant’s  ROW  grant 
application  to  construct,  operate,  and  decommission  a solar  PV  facility  on  public  lands. 
Additionally,  non-renewable  energy  technologies  do  not  respond  to  the  purpose  and  need  to 
meet  the  goal  set  by  the  President’s  Climate  Action  Plan , which  will  reguire  approval  of  20,000 
MW  of  renewable  energy  projects  on  public  lands  by  2020.  In  addition,  none  of  these 
technologies  would  meet  the  Applicant’s  objectives  because  they  would  not  use  the  Applicant’s 
technology.  And  while , Applicant’s  objectives  are  not  controlling , they  are  taken  into 
consideration  by  the  BLM.  Finally,  no  alternative  technologies  were  identified  that  would 
address  the  unresolved  resource  conflicts  raised  by  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  alternative 
technologies  are  not  a reasonable  alternative  to  the  Applicant’s  proposed  technology. 

Conservation  and  demand-side  management  could  be  implemented  rather  than  creating  a new 
source  of  energy.  Conservation  and  demand-side  management  consist  of  a variety  of 
approaches  to  reduce  electricity  use,  including  energy  efficiency  and  conservation,  building  and 
appliance  standards,  and  load  management  and  fuel  substitution.  However,  conservation  alone 
is  not  sufficient  to  address  all  of  California’s  energy  needs,  and  would  not  provide  the  renewable 
energy  required  to  meet  the  California  RPS  requirements.  Additionally,  it  does  not  respond  to 
the  BLM’s  purpose  and  need  or  the  management  directives  established  by  the  President’s 
Climate  Action  Plan. 

Another  option  would  be  distributed  solar  generation.  A distributed  solar  alternative  would 
consist  of  PV  panels  that  would  absorb  solar  radiation  and  convert  it  directly  to  electricity.  The 
PV  panels  could  be  installed  on  building  rooftops  or  in  other  disturbed  areas  such  as  parking 
lots  or  adjacent  to  existing  substations.  However,  distributed  generation  does  not  respond  to  the 
purpose  and  need  to  consider  an  application  for  a ROW  grant  to  construct,  operate,  and 
decommission  a solar  PV  facility  on  public  lands.  Additionally,  the  President’s  Climate  Action 
Plan  establishes  a goal  for  the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  permit  20, 000  MW  of  electricity  from 
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non-hydropower  renewable  energy  projects  located  on  public  lands  by  2020.  Given  the  current 
state  of  the  technology,  only  utility-scale  renewable  energy  generation  projects  are  reasonable 
alternatives  to  achieve  this  level  of  renewable  energy  generation  on  public  lands.  Furthermore, 
the  BLM  has  no  authority  or  influence  over  the  installation  of  distributed  generation  systems, 
other  than  on  its  own  lands.  The  BLM  is  evaluating  the  use  of  distributed  generation  at  individual 
sites  through  other  initiatives  (Executive  Order  13514  and  Department  of  the  Interior 
implementing  actions). 

An  analysis  of  the  specific  types  of  alternative  energy  projects  identified  above  is  discussed  in 
Table  2-9  below.  Generally,  these  alternatives  were  not  carried  for  NEPA  analysis  by  the  BLM 
because  they  do  not  respond  to  the  Agency’s  purpose  and  need  for  the  Proposed  Action  to 
respond  to  an  application  for  a PV  solar  energy  generation  facility  on  public  lands,  and  they 
would  also  not  help  meet  the  BLM  or  State  renewable  energy  development  goals.  Table  2-9 
below  provides  additional  explanation  for  why  specific  alternative  technologies  were  not  carried 
forward  for  further  analysis,  including  an  explanation  of  why  they  were  eliminated. 
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3.0  Affected  Environment 

3.1  Introduction 

Chapter  3 describes  the  environmental  resources  in  the  project  area  that  could  be  affected  by 
implementation  of  the  proposed  Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  facility  (Proposed  Action  or 
Project).  Chapter  3 describes  resources,  resource  uses,  special  designations,  and  other 
important  topics  (i.e.,  public  health  and  safety,  social  and  economic  considerations,  and 
environmental  justice  conditions)  that  may  be  impacted  by  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternatives.  “Resources”  include  air,  climate  change,  soil,  water,  vegetative  communities,  wild 
horses  and  burros,  wildlife  and  plant  species,  wildland  fire  ecology  and  management,  as  well  as 
cultural,  paleontological,  and  visual  resources.  “Resource  uses”  include  livestock  grazing, 
minerals,  recreation  management,  transportation  and  public  access,  and  lands  and  realty. 
“Special  designations”  include  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern  (ACECs),  wilderness 
areas  (WAs),  and  areas  with  wilderness  characteristics. 

Information  and  data  used  to  prepare  this  chapter  were  obtained  from  the  California  Desert 
Conservation  Area  (CDCA)  Plan,  and  various  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  planning  and 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  documents.  Information  and  data  were  also  collected 
from  many  other  related  planning  documents  and  research  publications  prepared  by  various 
federal  and  state  agencies,  County  planning  documents,  and  from  private  sources  pertaining  to 
key  resource  conditions  and  resource  uses  found  within  the  project  area.  The  purpose  of  this 
chapter  is  to  provide  a description  of  affected  resources  and  BLM  program  areas  within  the 
existing  environment  of  the  project  area,  which  will  be  used  as  a baseline  to  evaluate  and 
assess  the  impact  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  described  in  Chapter  2 under  both 
NEPA  and  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA).  Descriptions  and  analyses  of  the 
impacts  under  NEPA  and  CEQA  are  presented  in  Chapter  4,  Environmental  Consequences. 
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3.2  Air  Resources 

This  section  provides  an  evaluation  of  the  air  quality  issues  associated  with  the  Desert  Stateline 
Solar  Farm  Project.  It  describes  the  existing  air  quality  and  climate  conditions  within  the  air 
basin  that  would  be  affected  by  the  construction  and  operation  of  the  proposed  facility.  This 
section  also  outlines  applicable  regulations,  plans,  and  standards  for  ambient  air  quality  and 
greenhouse  gas  (GHG)  emissions.  Descriptions  of  the  locations  of  facilities  can  be  found  in 
Chapter  2.  Chapter  2 also  includes  a description  of  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance 
techniques  for  the  proposed  facility  as  well  as  a detailed  discussion  of  alternatives. 


3.2.1  Environmental  Setting 

3. 2.1.1  Meteorological  Conditions 

The  project  site  is  located  in  the  southern  California  Mojave  Desert,  about  1.5  miles  southwest 
of  the  California-Nevada  border  at  an  elevation  of  approximately  2,800  to  3,400  feet  above  sea 
level. 

Prevailing  winds  in  the  project  area  are  out  of  the  west  and  southwest.  These  prevailing  winds 
are  due  to  the  proximity  of  the  Mojave  Desert  to  coastal  and  central  regions  and  the  blocking 
nature  of  the  Sierra  Nevada  Mountains  to  the  north;  air  masses  pushed  onshore  in  southern 
California  by  differential  heating  are  channeled  through  the  Mojave  Desert.  The  Mojave  Desert 
is  separated  from  the  southern  California  coastal  and  central  California  valley  regions  by 
mountains  (highest  elevation  approximately  10,000  feet),  the  passes  of  which  form  the  main 
channels  for  these  air  masses  (Mojave  Desert  Air  Quality  Management  District  CEQA 
Guidelines  2011). 

During  the  summer  the  project  area  is  generally  influenced  by  a Pacific  Subtropical  High  cell 
that  sits  off  the  coast,  inhibiting  cloud  formation  and  encouraging  daytime  solar  heating.  The 
project  area  is  rarely  influenced  by  cold  air  masses  moving  south  from  Canada  and  Alaska,  as 
these  frontal  systems  are  weak  and  diffuse  by  the  time  the  reach  the  desert.  Most  desert 
moisture  arrives  from  infrequent  warm,  moist  and  unstable  air  masses  from  the  south.  The 
Mojave  Desert  averages  between  three  and  seven  inches  of  precipitation  per  year  (from  16  to 
30  days  with  at  least  0.01  inches  of  precipitation).  The  Mojave  Desert  is  classified  as  a dry-hot 
desert  climate,  with  portions  classified  as  dry-very  hot  desert,  to  indicate  that  at  least  three 
months  have  maximum  average  temperatures  over  100.4  degrees  Fahrenheit  (°F;  Mojave 
Desert  Air  Quality  Management  District  CEQA  Guidelines  201 1 ). 


3.2.1 .2  Existing  Air  Quality 

The  U.  S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA),  California  Air  Resources  Board  (CARB),  and 
the  local  air  districts  classify  an  area  as  attainment,  unclassified,  or  nonattainment  depending  on 
whether  or  not  the  monitored  ambient  air  quality  data  shows  compliance,  insufficient  data 
available,  or  non-compliance  with  the  ambient  air  quality  standards,  respectively.  The  National 
and  California  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  (NAAQS  and  CAAQS)  relevant  to  the  proposed 
facility  area  are  provided  in  Table  3.2-1. 
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Table  3.2-1.  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 


Pollutant 

Averaging 

Time 

California  Standards*  ( 

Federal  Standards  (NAAQS)14’ 

Primary 

Secondary 

Ozone  (03) 

1-hour 

0.09  ppm  (180  pg/m3) 

- 

- 

8-hour 

0.07  ppm  (137  pg/m3) 

0.075  ppm(4)  (147  pg/m3) 

Same  as  primary 

PM10 

24-hour 

50  pg/m3 

150  pg/m3(5) 

Same  as  primary 

Annual 

20  pg/m3 

- 

- 

PM2.5 

24-hour <3) 

- 

35  pg/m3  (6) 

Same  as  primary 

Annual 

12  pg/m3 

15  pg/m3  {7) 

Same  as  primary 

Carbon 

Monoxide  (CO) 

8-hour 

9 ppm  (10  mg/m3) 

9 ppm  (10  mg/m3) 

- 

1-hour 

20  ppm  (23  pg/m3) 

35  ppm  (40  mg/m3) 

- 

Nitrogen 
Dioxide  (NO2) 

Annual 

0.030  ppm  (57  pg/m3) 

0.053  ppm(9>  (100  pg/m3) 

Same  as  primary 

1-hour 

0.18  ppm  (339  pg/m3) 

0.10  ppm(10)  (189  pg/m3) 

Same  as  primary 

Sulfur  Dioxide 
(S02) 

24-hour 

0.04  ppm  (105  pg/m3) 

- 

- 

3-hour 

- 

- 

0.50  ppm 
(1300  pg/m3) 

1-hour 

0.25  ppm  (655  pg/m3) 

0.075  ppm(11) 
(196  pg/m3) 

- 

Lead 

30-Day 

1 .5  pg/m3 

- 

- 

Quarterly 

— 

1 .5  pg/m3 

Same  as  primary 

3-Month 

— 

0.15  pg/m3(13) 

Same  as  primary 

Sulfates 

24-hour 

25  pg/m3 

- 

- 

Hydrogen 
Sulfide  (H2S) 

1-hour 

0.03  ppm  (42  pg/m3) 

- 

- 

Visibility 
Reducing 
Particles  (VRP) 

8-hour 

See  Note  13 

- 

- 

Vinyl  Chloride 

24-hour 

0.01  ppm  (26  pg/m3) 

- 

- 

Sources:  40  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  (CFR)  Part  50, 17  California  Code  of  Regulations  (CCR)  §§  70200 
Notes: 

ppm  = parts  per  million 

pg/m3  = micrograms  per  cubic  meter 

mg/m3  = milligrams  per  cubic  meter 

PMio  = Particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns 

PM2  5 — Particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  0)  Standards  for  ozone,  CO,  SO2  (1  and  24  hour),  NO2,  PM10,  PM  2.5,  and  VRP  are 
values  that  are  not  to  be  exceeded.  All  others  are  not  to  be  equaled  or  exceeded. 

<2)  Short-term  standards  (averaging  times  of  24  hours  or  less)  for  CO  and  SO2  are  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  per  year. 

(3)  Standard  attained  when  expected  number  of  days/year  with  maximum  hourly  average  concentration  above  standard  is  equal  to  or 
less  than  one. 

(4)  Annual  fourth-highest  daily  maximum  8-hour  concentration,  averaged  over  3 years. 

<5>  Not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  per  year  on  average  over  3 years. 

<6>  98th  percentile,  averaged  over  3 years. 

<7>  Annual  mean,  averaged  over  3 years. 

<8>  3-year  average  of  weighted  annual  mean  concentrations. 

(®)  Annual  Mean. 

<10>  Based  on  the  3-year  average  of  the  98th  percentile  of  the  yearly  distribution  of  1-hour  daily  maximum  concentrations. 

I11)  The  3-year  average  of  the  99th  percentile  of  the  daily  maximum  1-hour  average  must  not  exceed  0.075  ppm. 

<12>  Standard  is  based  on  rolling  3-month  average. 

<13)  Extinction  coefficient  of  0.23  per  kilometer  — visibility  of  10  miles  or  more  due  to  particles  when  relative  humidity  is  less  than  70 
percent 
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The  project  study  area  is  located  in  the  Mojave  Desert  Air  Basin  (MDAB)  and  is  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Mojave  Desert  Air  Quality  Management  District  (MDAQMD).  The  portion  of 
the  MDAB  in  which  the  project  area  is  located  is  designated  as  moderate  nonattainment  for  the 
state  ozone  standard,  nonattainment  for  both  the  state  and  the  federal  particulate  matter  less 
than  10  microns  in  size  (PM10)  standards,  attainment  for  Federal  ozone  standard,  and 
attainment  or  unclassified  for  the  State  and  Federal  carbon  monoxide  (CO),  nitrogen  dioxide 
(N02),  sulfur  dioxide  (S02),  and  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  (PM25)  standards. 
Table  3.2-2  summarizes  the  federal  and  State  attainment  status  of  criteria  pollutants  for  the 
project  site  area  based  on  the  NAAQS  and  CAAQS,  respectively. 


Table  3.2-2.  Federal  and  State  Attainment  Status  of  Criteria  Pollutants  in  the  Project  Region  of  the 
Mojave  Desert  Air  Basin3 


Pollutant 

Attainment  Status6 

Federal 

State 

o3 

Attainment 

Moderate  Nonattainment 

CO 

Attainment 

Attainment 

no2 

Attainment 

Attainment 

so2 

Attainment 

Attainment 

PM10 

Nonattainment 

Nonattainment 

PM2.5 

Attainment 

Attainment/Unclassified 

Source:  California  Air  Resources  Board  201 1 (http://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/desig.htm) 
Notes: 

a Attainment  status  for  the  site  area  only,  not  the  entire  MDAB. 
b Attainment  = Attainment  or  Unclassified. 


3. 2.1. 3 Criteria  Air  Pollutants 

The  following  is  a general  description  of  the  criteria  air  pollutants  that  would  be  emitted  by  the 
project’s  construction  and  operation  and  a summary  of  the  monitored  concentrations  for  each 
pollutant  at  sites  near  to  the  project  site.  The  MDAQMD  has  7 monitoring  stations  to  measure 
air  quality.  The  most  representative  MDAQMD  monitoring  stations  within  the  MDAQMD  are  the 
Barstow  Station  and  Victorville  Station,  which  have  been  used  to  represent  the  background  air 
quality  conditions  for  the  project  site.  Table  3.2-3  provides  a summary  of  the  last  three  years  of 
available  ambient  monitoring  data.  In  addition,  the  PM10,  PM25  and  ozone  concentrations  from 
air  monitoring  stations  at  the  Mojave  National  Preserve  and  Jean,  Nevada,  are  provided  in 
Table  3.2-4.  These  two  stations  are  closer  to  the  project  site  than  MDAQMD’s  Barstow  and 
Victorville  stations;  however,  the  available  air  quality  data  from  the  Mojave  National  Preserve 
and  Jean  stations  include  only  PM10,  PM2  5and  ozone  concentrations.  As  shown  in  Table  3. 2-2, 
the  only  pollutants  which  are  not  in  attainment  with  both  Federal  and  state  standards  are  ozone 
and  PM m,  both  of  which  are  monitored  in  the  nearby  Mojave  National  Preserve  and  Jean 
stations. 


Table  3.2-3.  Ambient  Air  Quality  Monitored  at  the  Barstow  and  Victorville  Stations 


Pollutant 

Standard 

2009 

2010 

2011 

Carbon  Monoxide  (CO)  - From  Barstow  Station 

Maximum  1 -hr  concentration  (ppm) 

1.2 

1.3 

* 

Number  of  Days  Exceeded: 

State:  >20  ppm 

0 

0 

* 

Federal:  >35  ppm 

0 

0 

* 

Maximum  8-hr  concentration 

0.9 

0.9 

1.35 

Number  of  Days  Exceeded: 

State:  >9  ppm 

0 

0 

0 

Federal:  >9  ppm 

0 

0 

0 
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Table  3.2-3.  Ambient  Air  Quality  Monitored  at  the  Barstow  and  Victorville  Stations 


Pollutant 

Standard 

2009 

2010 

2011 

Ozone  (O3)  - From  Barstow  Station 

Maximum  1 -hr  concentration  (ppm) 

0.095 

0.097 

0.093 

Number  of  Days  Exceeded 

State:  >0.09  ppm 

1 

1 

0 

Maximum  8-hr  concentration 

0.086 

0.078 

0.083 

Number  of  Days  Exceeded: 

State:  >0.07  ppm 

18 

7 

35 

Federal:  >0.075  ppm 

5 

1 

9 

Coarse  Particulates  (PM10)  - From  Barstow  Station 

Maximum  24-hr  concentration  (pg/m 

76 

38 

108 

Number  of  Days  Exceeded: 

, 

State:  >50  pg/m3 

2 

0 

2 

Federal:  > 150  pg/m3 

0 

0 

0 

Annual  arithmetic  average  concentration  (pg/mJ) 

26.8 

18.8 

22.6 

Exceeded  for  the  year: 

State:  > 20  pg/m3 

Yes 

No 

No 

Fine  Particulates  (PM2  5)  - From  Victorville  Station 

Maximum  24-hr  concentration  (pg/m3) 

20 

18 

15 

Number  of  Days  Exceeded: 

Federal:  >35  pg/m3 

0 

0 

0 

Annual  arithmetic  average  concentration  (pg/m3) 

8.9 

72 

* 

Exceeded  for  the  year: 

State:  > 12  pg/m3 

No 

No 

* 

Federal:  > 15  pg/m3 

No 

No 

•k 

Nitrogen  Dioxide  (NO2)  - From  Barstow  Station 

Maximum  1 -hr  concentration  (ppm) 

0.060 

0.062 

0.077 

Number  of  Days  Exceeded: 

State:  >0.18  ppm 

0 

0 

0 

Annual  arithmetic  average  concentration  (ppm) 

0.016 

0.017 

0.017 

Exceeded  for  the  year: 

State:  > 0.030  pg/m3 

No 

No 

No 

Federal:  > 0.053  pg/m3 

No 

No 

No 

Sulfur  Dioxide  (S02)  - From  Victorville  Station 

Maximum  24-hr  concentration  (ppm 

0.005 

0.007 

0.007 

Number  of  Days  Exceeded: 

State:  > 0.04  ppm 

0 

0 

0 

Federal:  > 0.14  ppm 

0 

0 

0 

Annual  arithmetic  average  concentration  (ppm) 

0 

0 

0.001 

Exceeded  for  the  year: 

Federal:  > 0.030  ppm 

No 

No 

No 

Sources:  EPA  and  CARB  websites:  www.epa.gov/air/data/index.html  and  www.arb.ca.gov/ 

Insufficient  data 

pg/m3  = micrograms  per  cubic  meter 
ppm  = parts  per  million 


Table  3.2-4.  Ambient  Air  Quality  Monitored  at  the  Mojave  National 
Preserve  and  Jean,  Nevada  Stations 


Location 

Air  Quality  Measurements11* 

PM10 
( Mg/m3) 

PM25 
( Mg/m3) 

Ozone 

(ppm) 

Annual 

24- 

hour 

Annual 

24-hour 

8-hour 

1 

hour 

San  Bernardino  County,  California 

Mojave  National 
Preserve 

- 

- 

- 

- 

0.080 

0.088 

Clark  County,  Nevada 

Jean 

- 

79 

- 

12.6 

0.083 

0.085 

Source:  EPA  http://www.epa.gov/airdata/ad_rep_mon.html 
Notes: 

|jg/m3=  micrograms  per  cubic  meter 
ppm  = parts  per  million 
C)  Data  for  2011. 
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Ozone  (03) 

In  the  presence  of  ultraviolet  radiation,  both  nitrogen  oxides  (NOx)  and  volatile  organic 
compounds  (VOCs)  go  through  a number  of  complex  chemical  reactions  to  form  ozone,  fable 
3.2-3  includes  the  maximum  hourly  and  8-hour  concentration  of  03  and  the  number  of  days  03 
exceeds  the  federal  and  State  standards.  As  shown  in  Table  3.2-3,  ozone  continues  to  exceed 
the  State  1-hour  standard  and  both  the  federal  and  State  8-hour  ozone  standards.  The  project 
site  is  within  an  area  designated  that  is  in  attainment  for  the  federal  ozone  standard  and 
nonattainment  for  State  ozone  standards. 


Carbon  Monoxide  (CO) 

CO  is  primarily  a byproduct  of  motor  vehicle  exhaust,  which  contributes  more  than  two-thirds  of 
all  CO  emissions  nationwide.  In  cities,  automobile  exhaust  can  cause  as  much  as  95  percent  of 
all  CO  emissions.  These  emissions  can  result  in  high  concentrations  of  CO,  particularly  in  local 
areas  with  heavy  traffic  congestion.  Other  sources  of  CO  emissions  include  industrial 
processes  and  fuel  combustion  in  sources  such  as  boilers  and  incinerators.  Despite  an  overall 
downward  trend  in  concentrations  and  emissions  of  CO,  some  metropolitan  areas  still 
experience  high  levels  of  CO.  Table  3.2-3  summarizes  the  CO  monitoring  data  collected  over 
the  past  three  years.  The  project  site  area  is  located  within  a region  designated  as  an 
attainment  region  for  the  State  and  federal  CO  standards. 


Nitrogen  Dioxide  (N02)  and  Nitrogen  Oxides  (NOx) 

Nitrogen  dioxide  is  a reddish  brown,  highly  reactive  gas  that  is  formed  in  the  ambient  air  through 
the  oxidation  of  nitric  oxide.  NOx,  the  generic  term  for  a group  of  highly  reactive  gases  that 
contain  nitrogen  and  oxygen  in  varying  amounts,  plays  a major  role  in  the  formation  of  ozone, 
particulate  matter  (PM),  and  acid  rain.  NOx  emissions  result  from  high-temperature  combustion 
processes  such  as  vehicle  exhaust  emissions  and  power  plants.  Home  heaters  and  gas  stoves 
can  also  produce  substantial  amounts  of  N02  in  indoor  settings.  The  majority  of  the  NOx 
emitted  from  combustion  sources  is  in  the  form  of  nitric  oxide  (NO),  while  the  balance  is  mainly 
N02.  NO  is  oxidized  by  03  in  the  atmosphere  to  N02  but  some  level  of  photochemical  activity  is 
needed  for  this  conversion.  Table  3.2-3  summarizes  the  N02  monitoring  data  collected  over  the 
past  three  years.  The  project  site  area  is  designated  in  attainment  of  the  State  and  federal  N02 
standards. 


Particulate  Matter  (PM) 

PM  pollution  consists  of  very  small  aerosol  and  solid  particles  floating  in  the  air.  PM  is  a mixture 
of  materials  that  can  include  smoke,  soot,  dust,  salt,  acids,  and  metals.  Some  PM,  such  as 
pollen,  is  naturally  occurring.  PM  also  forms  when  gases  emitted  from  motor  vehicles  and 
industrial  sources  undergo  chemical  reactions  in  the  atmosphere.  The  EPA  currently  regulates 
two  types  of  PM  emissions,  PM10  and  PM2  5.  PM10  refers  to  particles  less  than  or  equal  to  10 
microns  in  diameter  and  PM2  5 refers  to  particles  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter. 

Respirable  Particulate  Matter  (PM10).  PM10  can  be  emitted  directly  or  it  can  be  formed  many 
miles  downwind  from  emission  sources  when  various  precursor  pollutants  interact  in  the 
atmosphere.  Gaseous  emissions  of  pollutants  like  NOx,  sulfur  oxides  (SOx),  VOCs,  and 
ammonia,  given  the  right  meteorological  conditions,  can  form  PM  in  the  form  of  nitrates  (N03), 
sulfates  (S04),  and  organic  particles.  These  pollutants  are  known  as  secondary  particulates, 
because  they  are  not  directly  emitted,  but  are  formed  through  complex  chemical  reactions  in  the 
atmosphere.  Table  3.2-3  summarizes  the  ambient  PM10  monitoring  data  collected  over  the  past 
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three  years.  The  table  includes  the  maximum  24-hour  and  annual  arithmetic  average 
concentrations  and  the  number  of  days  above  the  federal  and  State  standards.  The  project  site 
area  is  designated  nonattainment  of  the  State  and  federal  PM10  standards. 

Fine  Particulate  Matter  (PM2.5).  Fine  particulate  matter,  or  PM25,  is  derived  mainly  from  either 
the  combustion  of  materials,  or  from  precursor  gases  (SOx,  NOx,  and  VOCs)  through  complex 
reactions  in  the  atmosphere.  PM2  5 consists  mostly  of  sulfates,  nitrates,  ammonium,  elemental 
carbon,  and  a small  portion  of  organic  and  inorganic  compounds.  Table  3.2-3  summarizes  the 
ambient  PM25  monitoring  data  collected  over  the  past  three  years.  The  project  site  area  is 
designated  in  attainment  of  the  State  and  federal  PM2  5 standards. 


Sulfur  Dioxide  (S02) 

Sulfur  dioxide  is  typically  emitted  as  a result  of  the  combustion  of  a fuel  containing  sulfur.  Fuels 
such  as  natural  gas  contain  very  little  sulfur  and  consequently  have  very  low  S02  emissions 
when  combusted.  By  contrast,  fuels  high  in  sulfur  content  such  as  coal  or  heavy  fuel  oils  can 
emit  very  large  amounts  of  S02  when  combusted.  Sources  of  S02  emissions  come  from  every 
economic  sector  and  include  a wide  variety  of  fuels,  gaseous,  liquid  and  solid. 

As  shown  in  Table  3.2-2,  the  MDAB  is  designated  attainment  or  unclassified  for  S02  State  and 
federal  ambient  air  quality  standards.  Due  to  the  restrictions  for  the  use  of  high  sulfur  fuels, 
reduction  in  gasoline  and  diesel  sulfur  contents  and  reduction  in  S02  emissions  from  other 
industrial  sources  (such  as  refineries),  S02  pollution  is  no  longer  a major  air  quality  concern  in 
most  of  California  including  the  project  site  area,  which  is  designated  in  attainment  of  the  State 
and  Federal  S02  standards. 


Summary 

As  discussed  above  and  presented  in  Table  3.2-2,  the  project  area  is  designated  nonattainment 
for  the  State  ozone  standard  and  the  State  and  federal  PM10  standards.  The  project  area  is 
designated  as  attainment  for  the  federal  ozone  standard  and  the  PM25,  CO,  N02,  and  S02 
Federal  and  State  standards. 


3. 2. 1.4  Sensitive  Receptors 

Some  land  uses  are  considered  more  sensitive  to  air  pollution  than  others  due  to  the  types  of 
population  groups  or  activities  involved.  Sensitive  population  groups  include  children,  the 
elderly,  the  acutely  ill  and  the  chronically  ill,  especially  those  with  cardio-respiratory  diseases. 

Residential  areas  are  also  considered  to  be  sensitive  to  air  pollution  because  residents 
(including  children  and  the  elderly)  tend  to  be  at  home  for  extended  periods  of  time,  resulting  in 
sustained  exposure  to  any  pollutants  present.  Recreational  land  uses  are  considered 
moderately  sensitive  to  air  pollution.  Although  exposure  periods  are  generally  short,  exercise 
places  a high  demand  on  respiratory  functions,  which  can  be  impaired  by  air  pollution.  In 
addition,  noticeable  air  pollution  can  detract  from  the  enjoyment  of  recreation.  Industrial  and 
commercial  areas  are  considered  the  least  sensitive  to  air  pollution.  Exposure  periods  are 
relatively  short  and  intermittent,  as  the  majority  of  the  workers  tend  to  stay  indoors  most  of  the 
time.  In  addition,  the  working  population  is  generally  the  healthiest  segment  of  the  public. 

The  nearest  residential  receptor  in  the  project  is  located  at  the  northeast  corner  of  the 
intersection  of  Interstate  15  (1-15)  and  Yates  Well  Road,  approximately  2 miles  east  of  the 
project  study  area  and  approximately  250  feet  from  a potential  project  construction  haul  route. 
The  hotels  in  Primm,  Nevada,  are  located  approximately  1.5  miles  to  the  northeast.  The  Primm 
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Valley  Golf  Club  is  located  adjacent  to  the  southeast  side  of  the  project  study  area  along  1-15. 
The  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club  golf  course  is  considered  a less  sensitive  land  use  than  the 
residence  and  hotels.  There  are  no  sensitive  receptors  (schools,  hospitals,  etc.)  located  near 
the  project  site. 


3.2.2  Applicable  Regulations,  Plans,  and  Standards 
3. 2. 2.1  Federal 

The  MDAQMD  is  responsible  for  issuing  federal  New  Source  Review  (NSR)  permits  and  has 
been  delegated  enforcement  of  the  New  Source  Performance  Standards  (NSPSs).  The  federal 
NSR  program  requires  air  quality  construction  and  operating  permits  for  stationary  sources 
when  they  exceed  specific  emissions  thresholds  for  nonattainment  pollutants,  NSR  air  quality 
permits,  and  for  attainment  pollutants,  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration  (PSD)  air  quality 
permits.  The  NSPSs  are  emission  control/performance  standards  for  specific  types  of 
stationary  sources,  such  as  boilers,  cement  kilns,  and  gas  turbines.  However,  this  project  would 
not  include  stationary  sources  of  air  pollution  that  would  have  emissions  high  enough  to  trigger 
federal  air  quality  permitting,  or  that  would  be  subject  to  any  of  the  NSPSs. 

The  project  site  is  located  in  a federal  nonattainment  area  and  requires  the  approval  of  a federal 
agency  (BLM).  Therefore,  the  proposed  facility  would  be  subject  to  the  general  conformity 
regulations  (40  CFR  Part  93).  The  project  area  is  classified  moderate  nonattainment  of  the 
federal  PM10  ambient  air  quality  standard.  The  general  conformity  emissions  applicability 
threshold  for  this  nonattainment  classification  is  100  tons/year  of  PM10  emissions.  The  EPA  has 
set  emission  standards  for  non-road  diesel  engines,  including  those  used  on  construction 
cranes.  These  standards  are  published  in  40  CFR  Part  89. 


3. 2. 2.2  State 

As  discussed  above  in  Section  3. 2. 1.2,  CARB  has  established  CAAQS  for  many  of  the  same 
pollutants  covered  under  the  federal  NAAQS  that  are  as  stringent  as  or  more  stringent  than  the 
NAAQS.  Pollutants  regulated  under  these  standards  include  03,  N02,  CO,  PM10,  PM2.5,  S02, 
lead,  sulfates,  hydrogen  sulfide,  vinyl  chloride,  and  visibility  reducing  particles.  Additional 
information  regarding  the  CAAQS  that  are  relevant  to  the  Project  is  provided  Section  3. 2. 1.2. 

CARB  also  has  on-road  and  off-road  engine  emission  reduction  programs  that  indirectly  affect 
the  project’s  emissions  through  the  phasing  in  of  cleaner  on-road  and  off-road  equipment 
engines.  Additionally,  CARB  has  a Portable  Equipment  Registration  Program  that  allows 
owners  or  operators  of  portable  engines  and  associated  equipment  to  register  their  units  under 
a statewide  portable  program  to  operate  their  equipment,  which  must  meet  specified  program 
emission  requirements,  throughout  California  without  having  to  obtain  individual  permits  from 
local  air  districts. 

The  State  has  also  enacted  a regulation  for  the  reduction  of  diesel  particulate  matter  (DPM)  and 
criteria  pollutant  emissions  from  in-use  off-road  diesel-fueled  vehicles  (California  Code  of 
Regulations  [CCR]  Title  13,  Article  4.8,  Chapter  9,  Section  2449).  This  regulation  provides 
target  emission  rates  for  PM  and  NOx  emissions  from  owners  of  fleets  of  diesel-fueled  off-road 
vehicles  and  applies  to  equipment  fleets  of  three  specific  sizes  and  the  target  emission  rates  are 
reduced  over  time  (CARB  2007). 
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3.2.2.3  Local 

Mojave  Desert  Air  Quality  Management  District  (MDAQMD)  Rules  and  Regulations 

The  MDAQMD  has  primary  responsibility  for  regulating  stationary  sources  of  air  pollution 
situated  within  its  jurisdictional  boundaries.  To  this  end,  the  MDAQMD  implements  air  quality 
programs  required  by  State  and  federal  mandates,  enforces  rules  and  regulations  based  on  air 
pollution  laws,  and  educates  businesses  and  residents  about  their  role  in  protecting  air  quality. 
The  MDAQMD  is  also  responsible  for  managing  and  permitting  existing,  new,  and  modified 
sources  of  air  emissions  within  the  County.  The  applicable  rules  and  regulations  include: 

• Rule  201  - Permits  Required.  This  rule  requires  an  Authority  to  Construct  and  Permit 
to  Operate  before  the  construction  or  operation,  respectively,  of  non-exempt  emission 
sources. 

• Rule  401  - Visible  Emissions.  This  rule  limits  visible  emissions  from  emissions 
sources.  This  rule  prohibits  discharge  of  any  emissions,  other  than  uncombined  water 
vapor,  for  more  than  three  minutes  in  any  hour. 

• Rule  402  - Nuisance.  This  rule  restricts  emissions  that  would  cause  nuisance  or  injury 
to  people  or  property  (identical  to  California  Health  and  Safety  Code  41700).  This  rules 
states  that  a person  shall  not  discharge  from  any  source  whatsoever  such  quantities  of 
air  contaminants  or  other  material  which  cause  injury,  detriment,  nuisance  or  annoyance 
to  any  considerable  number  of  persons  or  to  the  public,  or  which  endanger  the  comfort, 
repose,  health  or  safety  of  any  such  persons  or  the  public,  or  which  cause,  or  have  a 
natural  tendency  to  cause,  injury  or  damage  to  business  or  property. 

• Rule  403  - Fugitive  Dust.  A person  shall  not  cause  or  allow  the  emissions  of  fugitive 
dust  from  any  transport,  handling,  construction  or  storage  activity  so  that  the  presence  of 
such  dust  remains  visible  in  the  atmosphere  beyond  the  property  line  of  the  emission 
source  (does  not  apply  to  emissions  emanating  from  unpaved  roadways  open  to  public 
travel  or  farm  roads).  This  exclusion  shall  not  apply  to  industrial  or  commercial  facilities. 

• Rule  403.2  - Fugitive  Dust  Control  for  the  Mojave  Desert  Planning  Area.  This  rule 
requires  that  fugitive  dust  control  measures  are  implemented  during  a variety  of 
activities,  including  construction  and  activities  on  BLM  land.  This  rule  aims  to  ensure 
that  the  NAAQS  for  PM10  will  not  be  exceeded  due  to  anthropogenic  sources  of  fugitive 
dust  within  the  Mojave  Desert  Planning  Area,  and  to  implement  the  control  measures 
contained  in  the  Mojave  Desert  Planning  Area  Federal  PM10  Attainment  Plan. 
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3.3  Climate  Change 

3.3.1  Environmental  Setting 

3. 3. 1.1  Climate  Change 

There  is  general  scientific  consensus  that  climate  change  is  occurring  and  that  human  activity 
contributes  to  that  change.  Man-made  emissions  of  GHGs,  if  not  sufficiently  curtailed,  are  likely 
to  contribute  further  to  continued  increases  in  global  temperatures.  Increases  in  global 
temperature  will  cause  a reduction  in  the  polar  ice  caps  and  increase  sea  level,  which  will  flood 
low  lying  areas  of  the  world.  Additionally,  climate  change  will  shift  rainfall  patterns  that  will  cause 
significant  impacts  to  agriculture  and  fresh  water  availability  worldwide. 


3. 3. 1.2  Greenhouse  Gases 

Generation  of  electricity  can  produce  GHGs  in  addition  to  the  criteria  air  pollutants  that  have 
been  traditionally  regulated  under  the  Federal  and  State  Clean  Air  Acts.  GHGs  are  so  named 
because  of  their  ability  to  prevent  heat  from  the  surface  of  the  earth  from  escaping  to  space. 
The  principal  climate-change  gases  resulting  from  human  activity  that  enter  and  accumulate  in 
the  atmosphere  are  listed  below. 

Carbon  Dioxide  (C02):  C02  enters  the  atmosphere  through  the  burning  of  fossil  fuels  (oil, 
natural  gas,  and  coal),  solid  waste,  trees  and  wood  products,  and  chemical  reactions  (e.g.,  the 
manufacture  of  cement).  C02  is  also  removed  from  the  atmosphere  (or  “sequestered”)  when  it  is 
absorbed  by  plants  as  part  of  the  biological  carbon  cycle. 

Methane  (CH4):  CH4  is  emitted  during  the  production  and  transport  of  coal,  natural  gas,  and  oil. 
CH4  emissions  also  result  from  livestock  and  agricultural  practices  and  the  decay  of  organic 
waste  in  municipal  solid  waste  landfills. 

Nitrous  Oxide  (N20):  N20  is  emitted  during  agricultural  and  industrial  activities  as  well  as  during 
combustion  of  fossil  fuels  and  solid  waste. 

Fluorinated  Gases:  hydrofluorocarbons  (HFCs),  perfluorocarbons  (PFCs),  and  sulfur 

hexafluoride  (SF6)  are  synthetic,  powerful  climate-change  gases  that  are  emitted  from  a variety 
of  industrial  processes.  Fluorinated  gases  are  often  used  as  substitutes  for  ozone-depleting 
substances  (i.e.,  chlorofluorocarbons,  hydrochloro-fluorocarbons,  and  halons).  These  gases  are 
typically  emitted  in  smaller  quantities,  but  because  they  are  potent  climate-change  gases,  they 
are  sometimes  referred  to  as  high  Global  Warming  Potential  (GWP)  gases. 

GHG  emissions  in  the  United  States  come  mostly  from  energy  production.  Energy-related 
carbon  dioxide  emissions  resulting  from  fossil  fuel  exploration  and  use  account  for 
approximately  three-quarters  of  the  human-generated  GHG  emissions  in  the  United  States, 
primarily  in  the  form  of  carbon  dioxide  emissions  from  burning  fossil  fuels.  More  than  half  the 
energy-related  emissions  come  from  large  stationary  sources  such  as  power  plants; 
approximately  a third  comes  from  transportation;  while  industrial  processes,  agriculture,  forestry, 
other  land  uses,  and  waste  management  make  up  a majority  of  the  remainder  of  sources  (EPA 
2012a).  For  solar  power  energy  generation  facilities,  the  stationary  source  GHG  emissions  are 
much  smaller  than  fossil  fuel-fired  power  plants. 

Global  warming  potential  is  a relative  measure,  compared  to  carbon  dioxide,  of  a compound’s 
residence  time  in  the  atmosphere  and  ability  to  warm  the  planet.  Mass  emissions  of  GHGs  are 
mathematically  converted  into  carbon  dioxide  equivalent  (C02e)  emissions  for  ease  of 
comparison. 
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3. 3. 1.3  Forecasts  of  Impacts  of  Climate  Change  in  the  Local  Landscape 

Geologists  in  particular  link  changes  to  flooding  frequency  and  severity  to  climate  change. 
Higher  intensity  storms  with  increases  in  rainfall  and  runoff  are  forecast  under  some  modeled 
projections  of  climate  change  in  the  Southwest.  Flood  risks  are  likely  to  become  greater  as 
winter  precipitation  increases  under  changing  climate  conditions  (Robins  and  others  2009). 


3. 3. 1.4  Recent  Measures  in  Place  for  Climate  Change  Adaptation  in  the  Local 

Landscape 

Development  of  renewable  energy  installations  on  BLM  public  lands  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  will 
facilitate  a shift  away  from  the  dominant  use  of  non-fossil  fuels  in  the  United  States.  With 
development,  net  carbon  emissions  to  the  atmosphere  may  be  reduced  in  coming  years  and 
thus  may  reduce  the  pace  of  climate  change. 


3.3.2  Applicable  Regulations,  Plan,  and  Standards 
3.3.2.1  Federal 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA) 

On  April  2,  2007,  in  Massachusetts  v.  USEPA,  549  U.S.  497  (2007),  the  Supreme  Court  found 
that  GHGs  are  air  pollutants  covered  by  the  Clean  Air  Act  (CAA).  The  Court  held  that  the  EPA 
must  determine  whether  or  not  emissions  of  GHGs  from  new  motor  vehicles  cause  or  contribute 
to  air  pollution  which  may  reasonably  be  anticipated  to  endanger  public  health  or  welfare,  or 
whether  the  science  is  too  uncertain  to  make  a reasoned  decision.  In  making  these  decisions, 
the  EPA  is  required  to  follow  the  language  of  section  202(a)  of  the  CAA.  The  Supreme  Court 
decision  resulted  from  a petition  for  rulemaking  under  section  202(a)  filed  by  more  than  a dozen 
environmental,  renewable  energy,  and  other  organizations. 

On  April  17,  2009,  the  Administrator  signed  proposed  endangerment  and  cause  or  contribute 
findings  for  GHGs  under  Section  202(a)  of  the  CAA.  The  EPA  held  a 60-day  public  comment 
period,  which  ended  June  23,  2009,  and  received  over  380,000  public  comments.  These 
included  both  written  comments  as  well  as  testimony  at  two  public  hearings  in  Arlington, 
Virginia,  and  Seattle,  Washington.  The  EPA  carefully  reviewed,  considered,  and  incorporated 
public  comments  and  has  now  issued  these  final  Findings. 

The  EPA  found  that  six  GHGs  taken  in  combination  endanger  both  the  public  health  and  the 
public  welfare  of  current  and  future  generations.  The  EPA  also  found  that  the  combined 
emissions  of  these  GHGs  from  new  motor  vehicles  and  new  motor  vehicle  engines  contribute  to 
the  air  pollution  that  endangers  public  health  and  welfare  under  CAA  section  202(a).  These 
Findings  were  based  on  careful  consideration  of  the  full  weight  of  scientific  evidence  and  a 
thorough  review  of  numerous  public  comments  received  on  the  Proposed  Findings  published 
April  24,  2009.  These  Findings  became  effective  on  January  14,  2010  (EPA  2010). 

Specific  GHG  Regulations  that  the  EPA  has  adopted  to  date  are  as  follows: 


40  CFR  Part  98.  Mandatory  Reporting  of  Greenhouse  Gases  Rule 

This  rule  requires  mandatory  reporting  of  GHG  emissions  for  facilities  that  emit  more  than 
25,000  metric  tons  of  C02e  emissions  per  year  (EPA  2009).  The  Proposed  Action  would  not 
trigger  GHG  reporting  under  this  regulation. 
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40  CFR  Part  52.  Proposed  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration  and  Title  V Greenhouse 
Gas  Tailoring  Rule 

The  EPA  recently  mandated  that  PSD  requirements  apply  to  facilities  whose  stationary  source 
C02e  emissions  exceed  75,000  tons  per  year  (EPA  2012b).  The  Proposed  Action  would  not 
trigger  PSD  permitting  under  this  regulation. 


3. 3. 2. 2 State 

Executive  Order  (EO)  S-3-05 

EO  S-3-05  was  established  by  Governor  Arnold  Schwarzenegger  in  June  2006.  EO  S-3-05 
establishes  statewide  emission  reduction  targets  through  the  year  2050: 

• by  2010,  reduce  GHG  emissions  to  2000  levels; 

• by  2020,  reduce  GHG  emissions  to  1990  levels;  and 

• by  2050,  reduce  GHG  emissions  to  80  percent  below  1990  levels. 

This  EO  does  not  include  any  specific  requirements  that  pertain  to  the  proposed  Stateline  solar 
project.  However,  actions  taken  by  the  State  to  implement  these  goals  may  affect  the  project, 
depending  on  the  specific  implementation  measures  that  are  developed. 


Executive  Order  (EO)  S-14-08 

EO  S-14-08  was  established  by  Governor  Arnold  Schwarzenegger  in  November  2008. 
Executive  Order  S-14-08  establishes  a Renewable  Portfolio  Standard  (RPS)  for  all  retail  sellers 
of  electricity.  The  specifics  of  this  executive  order  include  the  following: 


• Requires  retail  sellers  of  electricity  shall  serve  33  percent  of  their  load  with  renewable 
energy  by  2020; 

• Requires  various  state  agencies  to  streamline  processes  for  the  approval  of  new 
renewable  energy  facilities  and  determine  priority  renewable  energy  zones;  and 

• Establishes  the  requirement  for  the  creation/adoption  of  the  Desert  Renewable  Energy 
Conservation  Plan  (DRECP)  process  for  the  Mojave  and  Colorado  Desert  regions. 

This  Executive  Order  does  not  include  any  specific  requirements  that  pertain  directly  to  the 
Proposed  Action.  However,  this  project,  as  a renewable  energy  project,  will  help  the  utility 
contracting  the  power  from  this  project  to  meet  the  established  RPS  standard. 


Senate  Bill  1368 

Senate  Bill  1368  (SB  1368)  was  enacted  in  2006,  and  required  the  California  Public  Utilities 
Commission  (CPUC)  to  establish  a C02  emissions  standard  for  base  load  generation  owned  by 
or  under  long-term  contract  with  publicly  owned  utilities.  The  CPUC  established  a GHG 
Emissions  Performance  Standard  (EPS)  of  1,100  pounds  of  C02  per  megawatt-hour.  SB  1368 
also  requires  the  posting  of  notices  of  public  deliberations  by  publically  owned  companies  on  the 
CPUC  website  and  establishes  a process  to  determine  compliance  with  the  EPS.  The  proposed 
solar  farm,  as  a renewable  energy  generation  facility,  is  determined  by  rule  to  comply  with  the 
GHG  EPS  requirements  of  SB  1368. 
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Assembly  Bill  32 

Assembly  Bill  32  (AB  32),  also  known  as  the  California  Global  Warming  Solutions  Act  of  2006, 
was  established  in  2006  to  mandate  the  quantification  and  reduction  of  GHGs  to  1990  levels  by 
2020.  The  law  establishes  periodic  targets  for  reductions,  and  requires  certain  facilities  to  report 
emissions  of  GHGs  annually.  The  bill  also  reserves  the  ability  to  reduce  emissions  targets  lower 
than  those  proposed  in  certain  sectors  which  contribute  the  most  to  emissions  of  GHGs, 
including  transportation. 

Additionally,  the  bill  requires: 

• GHG  emission  standards  to  be  implemented  by  2012;  and 

• That  CARB  develop  an  implementation  program  and  adopt  GHG  control  measures  “to 
achieve  the  maximum  technologically  feasible  and  cost-effective  GHG  emission 
reductions  from  sources  or  categories  of  sources.”  CARB  issued  a draft  Climate  Change 
Scoping  Plan  in  December  2008. 

The  AB  32  Scoping  Plan  contains  the  main  strategies  California  will  use  to  reduce  the  GHG  that 
cause  climate  change.  The  scoping  plan  has  a range  of  GHG  reduction  actions  which  include 
direct  regulations,  alternative  compliance  mechanisms,  monetary  and  non-monetary  incentives, 
voluntary  actions,  market-based  mechanisms  such  as  a cap-and-trade  system,  and  an  AB  32 
cost  of  implementation  fee  regulation  to  fund  the  program.  These  measures  have  been 
introduced  through  four  workshops  between  November  30,  2007,  and  April  17,  2008.  A draft 
scoping  plan  was  released  for  public  review  and  comment  on  June  26,  2008,  followed  by  more 
workshops  in  July  and  August  2008.  The  proposed  scoping  plan  was  released  on  October  15, 
2008,  and  approved  at  the  Board  hearing  on  December  12,  2008. 

Per  CARB’s  Updated  Scoping  Plan  Fact  Sheet  January  21,  2010  (http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/ 
facts/scoping_plan_fs.pdf),  the  following  has  occurred: 

• 12  of  30  CARB  regulations  approved,  including  all  nine  Discrete  Early  Actions; 

• Approved  measures  provide  approximately  70  million  metric  tons  (MT)  C02e  in  2020, 
40%  of  the  2020  goal  of  reducing  169  million  MT  C02e;  and 

• First  year  of  Mandatory  Reporting  complete  - 97%  compliance  rate. 

The  mandatory  reporting  requirements  are  effective  for  electric  generating  facilities  with  a 
nameplate  capacity  equal  or  greater  than  1 megawatt  (MW)  capacity  if  their  emissions  exceed 
25,000  MT  per  year.  However,  the  Proposed  Action,  as  a solar  energy  generation  project,  is 
exempt  from  the  mandatory  GHG  emission  reporting  requirements  for  electricity  generating 
facilities  as  currently  required  by  the  CARB  for  compliance  with  the  California  Global  Warming 
Solutions  Act  of  2006  (AB  32  Nunez,  Statutes  of  2006,  Chapter  488,  Health  and  Safety  Code 
sections  38500  et  seq.). 

On  December  16,  2010,  the  structure  of  the  cap  and  trade  regulations  were  adopted  and 
specific  enabling  regulations  must  be  adopted  by  CARB  by  October  2011  to  allow  these 
requirements  to  become  effective  January  2012.  The  approved  GHG  cap  and  trade  regulations 
still  have  several  remaining  action  items  and  will  have  several  amendments  until  they  will  have 
final  state  approval  by  the  end  of  2011.  However,  the  project  would  not  be  subject  to  this 
regulation  since  the  project’s  regulated  operating  emissions  would  be  well  below  the  regulation’s 
25,000  MT  C02e  annual  emissions  applicability  threshold. 


Senate  Bill  XI -2 

On  April  12,  2011,  Governor  Edmund  G.  Brown,  Jr.  signed  Senate  Bill  XI -2  into  law  to  codify 
the  ambitious  33  percent  by  2020  goal.  SBX1-2  directs  CPUC’s  Renewable  Energy  Resources 
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Program  to  increase  the  amount  of  electricity  generated  from  eligible  renewable  energy 
resources  per  year  to  an  amount  that  equals  at  least  20  percent  of  the  total  electricity  sold  to 
retail  customers  in  California  per  year  by  December  31,  2013,  25%  by  December  31,  2016  and 
33  percent  by  December  31,  2020.  The  new  RPS  goals  applies  to  all  electricity  retailers  in  the 
state  including  publicly  owned  utilities  (POUs),  investor-owned  utilities,  electricity  service 
providers,  and  community  choice  aggregators.  This  new  RPS  preempts  CARB's  33  percent 
Renewable  Electricity  Standard. 

This  Senate  Bill  does  not  include  any  specific  requirements  that  pertain  directly  to  the  Proposed 
Action.  However,  this  project,  as  a renewable  energy  project,  would  help  the  utility  contracting 
the  power  from  this  project  to  meet  the  established  RPS  standard. 
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3.4  Archaeological  and  Built-Environment 
3.4.1  Environmental  Setting 

This  section  describes  archaeological  and  built-environment  resources  located  within  the  area 
of  potential  effects  (APE)  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  project  alternatives.  The  locations  of 
Proposed  Action  facilities,  including  the  photovoltaic  (PV)  generating  facility,  the  220-kilovolt 
(kV)  generation  interconnection  (gen-tie)  line,  operations  and  maintenance  facilities,  and 
access  road  are  shown  in  Chapter  2.  Chapter  2 also  includes  a description  of  construction, 
operation,  and  maintenance  techniques  used  for  the  Proposed  Action  as  well  as  a detailed 
discussion  of  alternatives. 

The  APE  corresponds  to  the  project  area  of  analysis , as  follows: 

• The  full  extent  of  the  ROW  application  area. 

• Individual  historic  built-environment  resources  located  outside  of  the  areas  described 
above  that  could  sustain  indirect  non-physical  effects,  including  visual , auditory , and 
atmospheric  effects , as  a result  of  the  undertaking , BLM’s  issuance  of  a ROW  grant  for 
the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project. 

• For  ethnographic  resources , the  project  area  of  analysis  or  APE  is  expanded  to  take  into 
account  traditional  use  areas  and  traditional  cultural  properties.  These  resources  are 
often  identified  in  consultation  with  Native  Americans  and  other  ethnic  groups,  and 
issues  that  are  raised  by  these  groups  may  define  the  area  of  analysis. 

Descriptions  provided  in  this  section  are  based  on  information  from  the  Class  III  Cultural 
Resources  Inventory  (Chandler  and  others  2012),  which  consisted  of  surveys  which 
encompassed  the  entire  Project  Study  Area , as  defined  in  Section  1.0  and  Section  2.8.2. 
Windshield  surveys , consultation , and  review  of  historic  maps  were  used  to  identify  potential 
indirect  effects  in  the  portion  of  the  APE  outside  of  the  Project  Study  Area. 


3.4.1. 1 Cultural  Setting 

BLM  Manual  8100  defines  cultural  resources  as  a definite  location  of  human  activity, 
occupation,  or  use  identifiable  through  field  inventory,  historical  documentation,  or  oral 
evidence.  Cultural  resources  include  archaeological,  historic,  and  architectural  sites,  structures, 
or  places  with  important  public  and  scientific  uses.  They  may  include  definite  locations  or 
traditional  cultural  or  religious  importance  to  specified  social  or  cultural  groups. 

Understanding  the  context  in  which  archaeological  and  built-environment  resources  exist  is 
imperative  to  evaluating  impacts  of  projects  on  those  resources. 


Prehistoric 

Research  since  the  early  1980s  has  led  to  refinements  of  the  prehistoric  chronology  of  the 
Mojave  Desert  region.  This  research  has  contributed  new  information  that  has  expanded  our 
understanding  of  the  prehistoric  chronology  of  the  Mojave  Desert  region.  Sutton  and  others 
(2007)  discuss  these  refinements  in  depth,  and  present  a slightly  modified  chronological 
sequence  to  that  of  Warren  (1984).  Sutton  and  others  (2007)  place  their  chronology  in  the 
context  of  climatic  periods  (Pleistocene,  early  Holocene,  middle  Holocene,  and  late  Holocene) 
separated  further  by  cultural  complexes  based  on  technological  advances. 
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That  humans  were  present  in  the  Mojave  Desert  before  10,000  B.C.  cannot  be  discounted 
based  on  increasing  evidence  of  earlier  occupations  in  other  parts  of  North  America.  The  oldest 
identified  cultural  complex  in  the  Mojave  Desert  is  Clovis  (ca.  10,000-8000  B.C.).  This  complex 
is  characterized  by  the  long,  fluted  Clovis  projectile  point  and  Clovis-like  points  known  as  Great 
Basin  Concave  Base  points  (Basgall  and  Overly  2004). 

During  the  early  Holocene  the  Lake  Mojave  period  (8000  to  5000  B.C.)  is  characterized  by 
Great  Basin  Stemmed  (Lake  Mojave  and  Silver  Lake)  points,  numerous  bifaces  including 
crescents,  unifaces,  and  sometimes  groundstone  artifacts.  Social  groups  of  the  Lake  Mojave 
period  appear  to  have  been  small,  highly  mobile,  and  attracted  to  a variety  of  environments 
where  water  was  available. 

During  the  Mid-Holocene  climatic  warming  and  desiccation  in  the  Great  Basin,  including  the 
Mojave  Desert,  previous  researchers  such  as  Warren  (1984)  saw  Pinto  period  material  and 
settlement  patterns  reflecting  a response  to  the  change  in  environment.  In  this  scenario,  the 
Pinto  period  began  after  the  Lake  Mojave  period  at  about  5,000  B.C.,  corresponding  roughly 
with  the  Holocene  Maximum  warming  trend.  Information  collected  in  the  past  two  decades 
suggests  that  the  Pinto  period  began  during  the  early  Holocene  and  overlapped  the  Lake 
Mojave  period.  Radiocarbon  dates  from  Pinto  Basin,  Little  Lake,  Fort  Irwin,  and  Twentynine 
Palms  indicate  ages  of  at  least  9,000  years  for  some  Pinto  sites  (Sutton  and  others  2007). 
Although  there  is  still  some  debate  about  the  inception  of  the  Pinto  complex,  it  is  probably  older 
than  had  been  previously  thought. 

Toward  the  end  of  the  middle  Holocene,  the  climatic  conditions  associated  with  the  Holocene 
warming  trend  may  have  resulted  in  very  low  population  densities,  and  even  temporary 
abandonment,  of  portions  of  the  Mojave  Desert.  Very  few  sites  have  been  dated  to  a time  span 
between  about  3000  and  2000  B.C.  that  separates  the  Pinto  and  Gypsum  complexes.  The 
appearance  of  Elko  Corner-notched,  Humboldt  Concave-base,  and  Gypsum  Contracting- 
stemmed projectile  points  in  sites  signaled  the  start  of  the  Gypsum  period,  as  temperatures 
began  to  shift  at  the  beginning  of  the  late  Holocene  (Warren  1984;  Sutton  and  others  2007). 

Archaeological  information  suggests  an  increase  in  population,  especially  in  the  western  Mojave 
during  the  Saratoga  Spring  period  (A.D.  500  to  1200).  Projectile  points  indicate  that  the  bow 
and  arrow  were  introduced  to  the  Mojave  Desert  during  this  period.  These  technological 
advances  are  thought  to  have  improved  hunting  efficiency  and  increased  the  carrying  capacity 
of  the  land,  resulting  in  a rise  in  population  (Sutton  and  others  2007). 

Numerous  sites  in  the  Mojave  Desert  date  to  the  Late  Prehistoric  period  (A.D.  1200  to  Contact). 
The  several  tribes  that  occupied  the  Mojave  Desert  at  the  time  of  contact  with  Europeans  are 
believed  to  have  developed  from  the  separate  cultural  complexes  in  the  Late  Prehistoric  period 
(Warren  1984;  Sutton  and  others  2007).  Hakataya  and  Anasazi  cultural  influences  remained  in 
the  southern  and  eastern  parts  of  the  region,  respectively.  By  approximately  A.D.  1000,  the 
Numic  speakers  of  the  western  Mojave  Desert  formed  distinct  language  groups. 


Ethnographic 

A broad  territory  across  southern  Utah,  southern  Nevada  and  northern  Arizona  and,  following 
the  Colorado  River,  southward  into  California  as  far  as  present-day  Blythe  was  once  occupied 
by  the  Southern  Paiute.  The  Southern  Paiute  belong  to  the  Southern  Numic  branch  of  the  Uto- 
Aztecan  language  family.  Ethnographers  have  divided  the  Southern  Paiute  into  16  identifiable 
groups,  which  includes  the  Chemehuevi,  the  southernmost  of  the  groups.  There  was  no 
overarching  tribal  organization,  with  each  group  a geographic  unit  associated  with  a defined 
territory. 
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The  primary  territory  occupied  by  the  Southern  Paiute-Chemehuevi  was  west  of  the  Colorado 
River,  extending  approximately  from  present-day  Blythe  to  just  north  of  Needles,  and  into 
California  halfway  to  Twentynine  Palms  (Kelly  and  Fowler  1986;  Earle  1997).  The  name 
Chemehuevi  is  a Mojave  word,  possibly  meaning  “mixed  with  all”,  but  they  call  themselves 
Nuwuwu,  or  “the  people”  (Laird  1976).  The  Chemehuevi  language  is  a dialect  of  the  Ute 
language  of  the  Numic  branch  of  the  Uto-Aztecan  stock,  which  extends  from  the  Great  Basin  of 
North  America  through  Mexico  (Bean  1978). 


Historic 

Since  European  contact  in  the  late  18th  century,  the  history  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  is 
characterized  by  several  themes  including  exploration,  mining,  transportation,  development  of 
utility  corridors,  and  land  development.  Each  of  these  contributed  to  the  development  of  the 
area. 

Some  of  the  earliest  explorations  of  the  lower  Great  Basin  region  are  documented  in  the  diaries 
of  Padre  Francisco  Garces  during  his  overland  expedition  in  1776.  Beginning  the  journey  with 
Juan  Baptista  de  Anza,  Garces  separated  from  de  Anza  near  present-day  Yuma,  Arizona. 
Garces  took  a path  following  the  Colorado  River,  and  then  the  Mojave  River,  leading  the  priest 
across  California  and  eventually  to  Mission  San  Gabriel.  He  and  his  party  made  their  return  trip 
following  a northern  route  through  portions  of  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  before  returning  to  the 
Mojave  River  and  then,  to  Yuma,  roughly  re-tracing  the  route  that  had  first  brought  them 
westward  (Coues  1900).  Later  historical  accounts  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  were  provided  by 
travelers  who  passed  near  the  valley  on  their  way  to  eastern  and  western  destinations,  usually 
by  way  of  the  Old  Spanish  Trail,  the  Mojave  Road,  or  the  Mormon  Trail.  Several  notable 
explorers  made  their  way  through  the  region  during  the  early  to  mid-19th  century,  including 
Jedediah  Smith,  Kit  Carson,  and  John  C.  Fremont  (Durham  1997).  In  fact,  the  Ivanpah  Valley 
was  largely  used  as  a travel  route  due  to  a lack  of  water  in  the  region. 

The  1849  gold  rush  brought  thousands  of  miners  and  settlers  to  California.  Although  most  of 
the  gold-seekers  settled  farther  to  the  north,  some  sought  wealth  in  the  Mojave  Desert.  In  1869, 
the  Piute  Company  staked  over  100  claims  in  the  Clark  and  Yellow  Pine  mining  districts  after 
the  discovery  of  silver  and  copper  in  the  Clark  Mountains,  west  of  the  project  facility  site 
(Vrendenburgh  and  others  1981).  As  a result  of  this  mining  activity  the  town  of  Ivanpah  was 
established  in  the  foothills  of  the  Clark  Mountains.  Ivanpah  became  the  trading  center  for  the 
Clark  mining  district  and  a map  from  1885  shows  a wagon  road  that  passed  through  the  project 
site,  connecting  Ivanpah  to  Las  Vegas  (General  Land  Office  [GLO]  1885).  Ivanpah  boasted 
commercial  buildings,  saloons,  stores,  shoe-making  and  blacksmithing  shops,  hotels,  a smelter, 
and  two  mills.  A yield  between  3 to  4 million  dollars  in  silver  is  estimated  to  have  been  taken 
from  the  mines  surrounding  Ivanpah. 

Mining  claims  continued  to  be  made  in  the  region,  particularly  in  the  Clark  Mountains.  One 
mining  operation  of  note  is  the  old  Colosseum  Mine  complex.  Although  gold  was  first  noted  on 
the  property  in  1865,  exploratory  mining  did  not  occur  until  the  early  1900s.  After  closing  in  the 
1930s,  the  property  remained  dormant  until  the  1970s  when  a series  of  exploratory  ventures 
took  place.  The  property  was  acquired  in  1986  and  operated  until  1993. 

Ivanpah  Valley  has  long  been  a transportation  corridor.  In  the  late  1800s,  much  of  the  Ivanpah 
Valley  was  serviced  by  the  Old  Salt  Lake  Road,  via  the  North  Fork  of  the  Mojave  River  Route. 
The  1885  GLO  map  shows  the  main  route  to  Ivanpah  and  shows  roads  leading  from  the  town  of 
Ivanpah  north  to  Las  Vegas.  Locally  travelled  routes  throughout  the  valley  lead  to  natural 
springs  that  were  utilized  by  miners  and  early  ranchers  (von  Till  Warren  and  Roske  1981). 
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The  San  Pedro,  Los  Angeles,  and  Salt  Lake  Railroad  Company  built  a rail  line  from  Los  Angeles 
to  Las  Vegas  and  to  the  border  with  Utah  in  1905.  They  purchased  an  existing  rail  route  in  Utah 
to  make  the  connection  to  Salt  Lake  City.  The  route  in  California  used  the  existing  AT&SF  track 
from  Riverside  to  Barstow  and  Daggett  and  new  track  was  laid  from  Daggett  to  Las  Vegas  and 
the  Utah  border.  The  route  passed  through  Ivanpah  Valley  on  the  east  side  of  Ivanpah  Dry 
Lake.  The  railroad  was  acquired  by  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad  in  1921  (Robertson  1998).  A 
railroad  spur  built  north  from  the  AT&SF  main  line  at  Goffs  (west  of  Needles)  by  the  California 
Eastern  Railway  Company  reached  the  mining  town  of  Ivanpah  in  1902. 

In  the  early  1900s,  with  the  advent  of  the  automobile,  more  travelers  began  to  visit  the  desert. 
Several  of  these  routes  crossed  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  beginning  with  the  Arrowhead  Trail 
Highway.  The  Arrowhead  Trail  Highway  served  as  the  main  thoroughfare  from  San  Bernardino 
to  Salt  Lake  City  between  1914  and  1925.  The  southern  portion  of  this  route,  followed  the  old 
National  Trails  Road  (the  precursor  to  Route  66,  now  Interstate-40),  from  San  Bernardino 
through  Barstow  toward  Needles.  Before  reaching  Needles,  the  route  turned  northeast  to  Las 
Vegas,  Nevada,  via  Searchlight,  Nevada.  In  1925,  the  California  Highway  Department 
realigned  the  Arrowhead  Trail,  to  follow  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad  from  Daggett  to  a station  at 
Manix,  California,  where  it  continued  northeast  into  Ivanpah  Valley.  Here  the  road  once  again 
paralleled  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad  on  its  way  to  Las  Vegas.  The  new  route  was  called  US 
Route  91  (von  till  Warren  1980).  The  new  and  improved  route  brought  a significant  influx  of 
travelers  through  this  remote  Mojave  Desert  region,  which  initiated  the  construction  of  present- 
day  1-15  in  the  mid-1960s. 

Ivanpah  Valley  served  not  only  as  a transportation  route,  but  also  as  a corridor  for  electric 
transmission  and  communication  lines.  After  the  passage  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  in 
1929,  a series  of  electric  power  transmission  lines  were  built  to  transmit  electricity  from 
hydroelectric  plants  at  Boulder  Dam  (now  named  Hoover  Dam)  to  provide  power  to  the  growing 
population  of  Southern  California,  Nevada,  and  elsewhere.  Two  of  these  transmission  lines 
cross  the  Project  Study  Area.  The  Boulder  Transmission  Lines  1,  2,  and  3,  cross  the  northern 
part  of  the  Project  Study  Area  only,  while  the  Hoover  Dam  to  San  Bernardino  Transmission 
Line  crosses  the  southern  portion  of  the  Project  Study  Area  and  runs  along  the  proposed  Gen- 
tie  Corridor. 


3.4.1. 2 Identified  Archaeological  and  Built-Environment  Resources  - Stateline 

Solar  Farm  Site 

Archival  Research 

A records  search  was  conducted  at  the  San  Bernardino  Archaeological  Information  Center 
(SBAIC)  in  Redlands,  California  in  September  2009  (Chandler  2009).  An  updated  record 
search  was  conducted  in  April  2011.  The  records  search  covered  the  entire  Project  Study  Area 
plus  a 1-mile  buffer.  The  records  search  was  conducted  to  determine  the  extent  of  previous 
surveys  and  the  presence  of  previously  documented  archaeological  sites,  architectural 
resources,  or  traditional  cultural  properties.  In  addition,  historic  maps,  including  the  GLO  1885 
and  1933  plat  maps  and  California  topographic  quadrangle  maps  from  1963,  were  reviewed. 
The  Historic  Property  Data  File  for  San  Bernardino  County  was  also  reviewed  to  identify  any 
properties  within  1 mile  of  the  project  that  have  been  listed  on  or  determined  eligible  for  listing 
on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (NRHP),  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources 
(CRHR),  California  Points  of  Historical  Interest,  California  Landmarks,  and  National  Historic 
Landmarks. 
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A search  of  the  Sacred  Lands  File  was  conducted  with  the  Native  American  Heritage 
Commission  (NAHC)  in  Sacramento,  California  in  September  2009.  This  search  was  requested 
to  determine  whether  there  are  sensitive  or  sacred  Native  American  resources  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  project.  In  addition  to  the  records  search  conducted  with  the  SBAIC,  and  the  search  of  the 
Sacred  Land  File,  the  BLM  Archaeologist  in  the  Needles  Field  Office  was  consulted  to 
determine  if  BLM  had  any  additional  information  regarding  archaeological  and  built-environment 
resources  within  and  near  the  project. 


Site  Types 

The  records  search  results  identified  13  previously  recorded  resources  (four  archaeological 
sites,  five  built-environment  resources,  and  four  isolated  finds). 


Archaeological  Resources 

One  of  the  archaeological  resources  is  a U.S.  Geological  Survey  (USGS)  survey  marker  (P36- 
014501).  In  addition,  an  isolated  ceramic  insulator  (P36-014499),  and  three  isolated  historic- 
period  cans  (P36-014500,  P36-063199  and  P36-063201)  were  identified.  Another  three 
archaeological  sites  ( a prehistoric  ceramic  scatter  [P36-0631921  and  two  historic  period  refuse 
scatters  IP36-0231 55  and  P36-063200I)  were  identified  by  the  records  search. 


Historic  Built-Environment  Resources 

A historic-period  power  line  corridor,  Hoover  Dam  to  San  Bernardino  Transmission  Line,  (P36- 
- 010315/NRHP-E-93-007),  crosses  the  area  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  has  been  determined 

eligible  for  listing  on  the  NRHP.  The  Boulder  Transmission  Line , f P36-007694/NRHP-E-94-001I ) 
also  crosses  within  the  Project  Study  Area  ( but  not  the  area  of  the  Proposed  Action ),  and  is 
eligible  for  listing  on  the  NRHP.  Additional  built  environment  resources  include  the  Arrowhead 
Trail  Highway  (State  Route  31;  P36-007689/CA-SBR-7689H);  and  segments  of  two  historic- 
period  roads  (P36-013417/CA-SBR-12575H  and  P36-003048). 


Archaeological  Survey  Overview 

An  intensive  pedestrian  survey  was  conducted  of  the  Project  Study  Area  (Chandler  and  others 
2012).  The  survey  covered  the  entire  Project  Study  Area.  It  encompassed  a total  of  6,487 
acres,  and  included  all  proposed  project  components  and  alternatives,  as  well  as  at  least  a 30- 
meter  buffer  around  those  areas.  All  areas  were  surveyed  using  transects  at  an  interval  no 
greater  than  15  meters.  In  addition  to  recording  all  newly  identified  resources,  an  attempt  was 
made  to  locate  all  previously  recorded  sites  and  isolates  located  within  the  survey  area. 

During  the  field  survey  phase  of  this  project,  an  archaeological  site  was  defined  as  consisting  of 
at  least  three  artifacts  within  50  linear  meters  of  each  other  or  a single  feature.  Archaeological 
resources  not  meeting  the  site  criteria  were  recorded  as  isolated  finds.  As  discussed  in  Section 
4.4.2,  identified  archaeological  resources  were  also  evaluated  for  eligibility  for  listing  in  the 
NRHP. 
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impacts  Outside  the  Project  Area 

Indirect  effects  on  historic  properties  located  outside  of  the  project  area  must  also  be  considered 
under  NEPA,  CEQA  and  Section  106.  These  can  include  visual,  auditory,  and  atmospheric 
effects.  These  effects  would  be  considered  adverse  if  they  significantly  alter  any  of  the 
characteristics  of  a historic  property  that  qualify  the  property  for  inclusion  in  the  NRHP. 


Survey  Results 

Although  located  in  a desert  region,  the  Study  Area  is  near  Ivanpah  Lake,  which  would  have 
attracted  early  inhabitants.  Lake  sediments  have  been  dated  to  just  over  9500  B. P.,  indicating 
there  was  an  Early  Holocene  lake.  Ivanpah  Lake  was  probably  dry  during  several  periods,  a 
lake  stand  is  indicated  at  circa  3500  years  B.P.,  corresponding  with  the  early  part  of  the 
Gypsum  Period.  Although  there  is  no  direct  evidence  for  lake  stands  during  the  Late  Prehistoric, 
it  is  likely  there  was  water  in  Ivanpah  Lake  at  times  during  the  Little  Ice  Age.  The  geology  of  the 
majority  of  the  Project  Study  Area  consists  of  lakebed  sediments  and  alluvial  fans  that  are 
Pleistocene  to  Holocene  in  age  (Geosphere  Consultants  2008).  suggesting  that  buried  cultural 
deposits  are  possible. 

The  entire  Project  Study  Area,  an  area  larger  than  what  is  now  encompassed  within  the 
Proposed  Action  and  alternatives,  was  surveyed  for  the  project.  The  survey  confirmed  the 
presence  of  several  previously  recorded  resources  and  identified  a number  of  additional 
archaeological  and  built-environment  resources.  Although  the  majority  of  the  resources 
encountered  during  the  survey  date  to  the  historic  period,  evidence  of  prehistoric  habitation  and 
other  activities  was  also  documented. 

A total  of  84  newly  identified  isolated  finds  (71  historic  and  13  prehistoric)  were  identified  within 
the  survey  area  (Chandler  and  others  2012).  The  historic  isolates  are  predominately  historic 
period  items  such  as  metal  cans  and  glass  insulators.  The  prehistoric  isolates  consist  of 
groundstone  and  flaked  stone. 

The  2012  formal  Class  III  Survey  Report  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  identified  61 
archaeological  and  built-environment  resources,  comprised  of  52  newly-recorded  sites  and  nine 
previously  recorded  sites  (Chandler  and  others  2012).  Of  these  sites,  29  are  located  within  the 
project  footprint  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives.  Another  three  resources,  the  Boulder 
Dam-Los  Angeles  Transmission  Line  (P-007694),  and  two  roads  (P36-003048  and  P36- 
013417),  are  outside  of  the  proposed  project  footprint,  but  within  the  APE  for  indirect  effects  to 
historic  built-  environment  resources.  The  remaining  28  archaeological  resources  are  outside  of 
the  footprint  of  any  of  the  action  alternatives.  Table  3.4-1  provides  a summary  of  the  resources 
documented  by  the  survey. 


Table  3.4-1.  Archaeological  and  Built-Environment  Resources  Identified  in  Surveys 


Primary 

Number 

(P36-) 

Trinomial 

(CA-SBR-) 

Field 

Designation 

Site  Type 

Alternative 

Buffer 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Built-Environment  Resources 

003048 

3048H 

Old  Traction 
Road 

Historic-period 

Road 

007689 

7689H 

Arrowhead 
Trail  Highway 

Historic-period 

road 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

007694 

7694  H 

Boulder  Dam- 
Los  Angles 
Transmission 

Transmission  line 

X 
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Table  3.4-1.  Archaeological  and  Built-Environment  Resources  Identified  in  Surveys 


Primary 

Number 

(P36-) 

Trinomial 

(CA-SBR-) 

Field 

Designation 

Site  Type 

Alternative 

Buffer 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Line 

010315 

10315H 

Edison 
Company 
Hoover  Dam- 
San 

Bernardino 

Transmission 

Line 

Transmission  line 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

013416 

12574H 

Telephone  line 
and  road 

X 

. 

X 

013417 

12575H 

Historic-period 

Road 

. 

. 

m 

X 

021768 

13934H 

SL-30 

Segment  of 
Colosseum  Road 

X 

X 

Archaeological  Resources 

014501 

USGS  survey 
marker 

X 

X 

X 

021759 

13925H 

SL-1 

Historic-period 
refuse  scatter 

. 

. 

X 

021760 

13926H 

SL-4 

Historic-period 
refuse  scatter 

m 

X 

021761 

13927H 

SL-1 4 

Historic-period 
refuse  scatter 

m 

X 

021763 

13929H 

SL-1 8 

Historic-period 
refuse  scatter 

m 

X 

021764 

13930H 

SL-22 

Historic-period 
wagon  trail 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

021765 

13931H 

SL-24 

Historic-period 
refuse  scatter 

X 

021769 

13935H 

SL-31 

Historic-period 
rock  cairn 

. 

X 

021770 

13936H 

SL-32 

Historic-period 
rock  cairn 

X 

021771 

13937H 

SL-34 

Historic-period 
rock  ring 

X 

021772 

13938H 

SL-35 

Historic-period 
rock  ring 

X 

X 

021773 

13939H 

SL-36 

Historic-period 
refuse  scatter 

X 

X 

021774 

13940H 

SL-39 

Historic-period 
refuse  scatter 

X 

X 

021775 

13941H 

SL-40 

Historic-period 
refuse  scatter 

X 

X 

021776 

13942H 

SL-41 

Historic-period 
refuse  scatter 

X 

X 

. 

021777 

13943H 

SL-4  2 

Historic-period 
refuse  scatter 

X 

X 

021778 

13944H 

SL-4  3 

Historic-period 
refuse  scatter 

X 

X 

021779 

13945H 

SL-4  7 

Historic-period 
camp  site 

X 

X 

X 

X 

. 

021780 

13946H 

SL-48 

Historic-period 
rock  cairn 

X 

X 

X 

X 

. 

012781 

13947H 

SL-50 

Historic-period 
rock  cairn 

X 

X 

X 

X 

_ 
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Table  3.4-1.  Archaeological  and  Built-Environment  Resources  Identified  in  Surveys 


Primary 

Number 

(P36-) 

Trinomial 

(CA-SBR-) 

Field 

Designation 

Site  Type 

Alternative 

Buffer 

1 

2 

3 

4 

021782 

13948H 

SL-53 

Historic-period 
rock  cairn 

X 

021783 

13949H 

SL-54 

Historic-period 
refuse  scatter 

X 

X 

X 

X 

021784 

13950H 

SL-59 

Historic-period 
rock  hearth 

X 

X 

021785 

13951H 

SL-60 

Possible  modern 
survey  marker 

X 

X 

021786 

13952H 

SL-61 

Historic-period 
refuse  scatter 

X 

X 

023155 

14543H 

Historic-period 
refuse  scatter 

X 

063192 

Prehistoric 
ceramic  scatter 

NRL 

063200 

Historic-period 
refuse  scatter 

NRL 

024304 

15483H 

STL-1 

Historic-period 
fence  line 

X 

024305 

15484H 

STL-2 

Historic-period 
rock  alignment 

X 

24306 

15485H 

STL-3 

Historic-period 
two  track  road 

X 

024307 

15486H 

STL-4 

Historic-period 
refuse  scatter 

X 

024308 

15487H 

STL-5 

Historic-period 
earthen  holding 
pond  and  refuse 
scatter 

X 

X 

024309 

15488/H 

STL-6 

Multi-component 
prehistoric 
seasonal  camp 
and  historic- 
period  refuse 
scatter 

X 

024310 

15489H 

STL-8 

Historic-period 
refuse  scatter 

X 

024311 

15490H 

STL-9 

Historic-period 
refuse  scatter 

X 

024312 

15491 

STL-14 

Three  USGS 
survey  markers 

X 

024313 

15492 

STL-21 

Multi-component 
artifact  scatter 

X 

024314 

15493 

STL-22 

Prehistoric  lithic 
scatter 

X 

024315 

15494 

STL-23 

Prehistoric  lithic 
scatter 

X 

024316 

15495H 

STL-24 

USGLO  survey 
marker 

X 

024317 

15496 

STL-25 

Prehistoric 
temporary  camp 
site 

X 

024318 

15497/H 

STL-26 

Prehistoric  lithic 
scatter 

X 

024319 

15498H 

STL-28 

Historic-period 
refuse  scatter 

X 

X 

X 

024320 

15499H 

STL-30 

Historic-period 

- 

- 

- 

- 

X 
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Table  3.4-1.  Archaeological  and  Built-Environment  Resources  Identified  in  Surveys 


Primary 

Number 

(P36-) 

Trinomial 

(CA-SBR-) 

Field 

Designation 

Site  Type 

Alternative 

Buffer 

1 

2 

3 

4 

refuse  scatter 

024321 

15500H 

STL-31 

Historic-period 
refuse  scatter 

X 

024322 

15501H 

STL-32 

Historic-period 
refuse  scatter 

X 

024323 

15502H 

STL-33 

Historic-period 
refuse  scatter 

X 

024324 

15503H 

STL-35 

USGLO  survey 
marker 

X 

024325 

15504H 

STL-36 

Historic-period 
two-track  road 

X 

024327 

15505H 

STL-37 

Historic-period 
telephone  line 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

024327 

15506 

STL-202 

Prehistoric 
temporary  camp 
site 

X 

024328 

15507/H 

STL-204 

Multi-component 
prehistoric 
seasonal  camp 
and  historic- 
period 

X 

024329 

15508H 

STL-206 

USGLO  survey 
marker 

_ 

_ 

X 

NRL  =Not  Relocated 


3.4.2  Applicable  Regulations,  Plans,  and  Standards 
3.4.2. 1 Federal 

National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (42  United  States  Code  [U.S.C.]  4321  et.  seq.) 

Regulations  for  implementing  NEPA  (40  CFR  Parts  1500-1508)  require  federal  agencies  to 
identify  and  assess  reasonable  alternatives  to  proposed  actions.  NEPA  requires  the  analysis  of 
the  effect  of  federal  undertakings  on  the  environment  to  include  the  effect  on  cultural  resources. 


Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA)  as  amended 

FLPMA  establishes  policies  and  goals  to  be  followed  in  administration  of  public  lands  by  the 
BLM  to  include  preservation  of  historic  and  archaeological  resources. 


National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966,  as  Amended  (NHPA) 

Section  106  of  the  NHPA  (16  U.S.C.  470),  and  its  implementing  regulations  at  36  CFR  800, 
require  federal  agencies  with  jurisdiction  over  a proposed  federal  project  to  take  into  account  the 
effect  of  the  undertaking  on  historic  properties  listed  or  eligible  for  listing  on  the  NRHP,  and 
requires  that  the  agencies  afford  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  with  an 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  undertaking.  Section  106  also  requires  that  the  agency  consult 
with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office,  affected  Indian  Tribes,  and  other  interested  parties 
on  the  undertaking. 
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Archaeological  Resources  Protection  Act  of  1979  (ARPA) 

ARPA  (16  U.S.C.  470)  provides  for  the  protection  of  archaeological  resources  and  sites  that  are 
on  public  lands  and  Indian  lands 


Native  American  Graves  Protection  and  Repatriation  Act  of  1990  (NAGPRA) 

NAGPRA  (25  U.S.C.  3001)  provides  a requirement  for  federal  agencies  and  institutions  that 
receive  federal  funding  to  return  certain  Native  American  cultural  items,  including  human 
remains,  funerary  objects,  sacred  objects,  and  objects  of  cultural  patrimony,  to  lineal 
descendants  and  cultural  affiliated  Indian  tribes.  For  activities  on  federal  lands,  NAGPRA 
requires  consultation  with  “appropriate”  Indian  tribes  prior  to  the  intentional  excavation,  or 
removal  after  inadvertent  discovery,  of  several  kinds  of  cultural  items,  including  human  remains 
and  objects  of  cultural  patrimony. 


American  Indian  Religious  Freedom  Act  of  1978  (AIRFA) 

AIRFA  enforces  the  right  of  Native  Americans  to  have  access  to  their  sacred  places.  If  a place 
of  religious  importance  to  Native  Americans  may  be  affected  by  an  undertaking,  AIRFA 
promotes  consultation  with  Indian  religious  practitioners,  which  may  be  coordinated  with  Section 
106  consultation. 

Executive  Order  (EO)  13007  (1996),  Protection  and  Preservation  of  Native  American 
Sacred  Sites 

EO  13007  established  that  federal  land  stewards  shall,  to  the  extent  practicable,  permitted  by 
law,  and  not  clearly  inconsistent  with  essential  agency  functions,  accommodate  access  to  and 
ceremonial  use  of  Indian  sacred  sites  by  Indian  religious  practitioners  and  avoid  adversely 
affecting  the  physical  integrity  of  such  sacred  sites.  Where  appropriate,  agencies  shall  maintain 
the  confidentiality  of  sacred  sites. 


EO  13175  (2000),  Consultation  and  Coordination  with  Indian  Tribal  Governments 

EO  13175  establishes  regular  and  meaningful  consultation  and  collaboration  between  the 
United  States  government  and  tribal  officials  in  the  development  of  federal  policies  that  have 
tribal  implications. 


Antiquities  Act  of  1906 

The  Antiquities  Act  is  the  first  law  enacted  to  specifically  establish  that  archaeological  sites  on 
public  lands  are  important  public  resources,  and  obligated  federal  agencies  that  manage  public 
lands  preserve  the  scientific,  commemorative,  and  cultural  values  of  such  sites  on  these  lands. 


3. 4. 2. 2 State 

California  Environmental  Quality  Act  of  1970,  as  amended 

CEQA  establishes  statutory  requirements  for  the  formal  review  and  analysis  to  discretionary 
projects  causing  a substantial  adverse  change  in  the  significance  of  an  historical  or 
archaeological  resource  with  a significant  effect  on  the  environment.  CEQA  defines  a 
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substantial  adverse  change  as  demolition,  destruction,  relocation,  or  alteration  activities  which 
would  impair  historical  significance. 


Administrative  Code;  Title  14,  § 4307 

Title  14  § 4307  requires  that  no  person  shall  remove,  injure,  deface  or  destroy  any  object  of 
paleontological,  archaeological,  or  historical  interest  or  value. 


Health  and  Safety  Code  § 7050.5 

This  code  requires  that  construction  or  excavation  be  stopped  near  human  remains  until  a 
coroner  determines  whether  the  remains  are  Native  American;  requires  the  coroner  to  contact 
the  NAHC  if  the  remains  are  Native  American. 


Health  and  Safety  Code  § 7051 

This  code  addresses  the  removal  of  human  remains  from  internment,  and  requires  a place  of 
storage  while  awaiting  internment  or  cremation,  with  the  intent  to  sell  them  or  to  dissect  them 
with  malice  or  wantonness  as  a public  offense  punishable  by  imprisonment  in  a state  prison. 


Health  and  Safety  Code  § 7052  and  7050.5 

Section  7052  establishes  that  disturbance  of  Indian  cemeteries  is  a felony.  Section  7050.5 
establishes  that  construction  or  excavation  be  stopped  in  the  vicinity  of  discovered  human 
remains  until  the  coroner  can  determine  whether  the  remains  are  those  of  a Native  American. 


Penal  Code,  Title  14,  § 622.5,  623 

These  sections  establish  that  it  is  a misdemeanor  offense  for  any  person  other  than  the  owner 
to  willfully  damage  or  destroy  archaeological  or  historical  features  on  public  or  privately  owned 
land. 


Public  Resources  Code  § 5020  to  5029.5 

Section  5020  to  5029.5  created  the  California  Historical  Landmark  (CHL)  Committee  and 
authorizes  the  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation  to  designate  Registered  Historical 
Landmarks  and  Registered  Points  of  Historical  Interest.  This  section  establishes  the  California 
Historic  Resources  criterion,  and  creates  the  CHL  Committee  and  authorizes  the  Department  of 
Parks  and  Recreation  to  designate  CHLs  and  registered  Points  of  Historical  Interest;  establishes 
criteria  for  the  protection  and  preservation  of  historic  resources. 


Public  Resources  Code  § 5097.5 

Section  5097.5  provides  that  no  person  shall  knowingly  and  willfully  excavate  upon,  or  remove, 
destroy,  injure,  or  deface  any  historic  or  prehistoric  ruins,  burial  grounds,  archaeological  or 
vertebrate  paleontological  site,  including  fossilized  footprints,  inscriptions  made  by  human 
agency,  rock  art,  or  any  other  archaeological,  paleontological  or  historical  feature,  situated  on 
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public  lands,  except  with  the  express  permission  of  the  public  agency  having  jurisdiction  over 
the  lands.  Violation  of  § 5097.5  is  a misdemeanor. 


Public  Resources  Code  § 5097.9  to  5097.991 

Section  5097.9  to  5097.991  establishes  regulations  for  the  protection  of  Native  American 
religious  places;  establishes  the  NAHC;  establishes  repatriation  of  Native  American  artifacts; 
and  requires  notification  of  discovery  of  Native  American  human  remains  to  a most  likely 
descendant. 


Resolution  Number  43 

Resolution  Number  43  requires  all  state  agencies  to  cooperate  with  programs  of  archaeological 
survey  and  excavation,  and  to  preserve  known  archaeological  resources  whenever  reasonable. 


Senate  Bill  18 

Senate  Bill  18  provides  that  counties  and  cities  address  the  protection  of  Native  American 
Traditional  Cultural  Places  during  the  development  of  general  plans. 


Senate  Bill  922 

Senate  Bill  922  provides  an  exemption  for  Native  American  Graves,  cemeteries,  archaeological 
site  information,  and  sacred  places  in  the  possession  of  the  NAHC,  state,  or  local  agencies  from 
the  California  Public  Records  Act. 


3. 4.2. 3 Local 

San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan 

The  Conservation  Element  of  the  San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan  includes  goals  provided 
to  address  cultural  resources.  Goal  CO  3 states  that  the  County  will  preserve  and  promote  its 
historic  and  prehistoric  cultural  heritage;  Goal  D/CO  6 promotes  the  protection  of  cultural 
resources  within  the  Desert  Region;  and  Goal  M/CO  4 promotes  the  protection  of  cultural  and 
paleontological  resources  within  the  Mountain  Region.  The  San  Bernardino  County  General 
Plan  is  not  applicable  to  projects  located  entirely  on  federal  land. 
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3.5  Environmental  Justice 

Executive  Order  12898  (59  Federal  Register  [FR]  7629)  directs  Federal  agencies  to  identify  and 
address,  as  appropriate,  potential  disproportionately  high  and  adverse  human  health  and 
environmental  impacts  on  minority  and  low-income  populations.  The  U.S.  Department  of  the 
Interior  (DOI)  is  guided  by  the  Memorandum  of  Understanding  on  Environmental  Justice  and 
Executive  Order  12898  (EPA  2011).  Information  on  the  environmental  justice  analysis  is 
contained  in  Environmental  Justice:  Guidance  Under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(CEQ  1997)  and  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior  Environmental  Justice  Strategic  Plan,  2012  - 
2017  (DOI  2012).  This  section  provides  demographic  information  that  characterizes  the 
distribution  of  minority  and  low-income  populations  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  Project  site. 


3.5.1  Environmental  Setting 

In  identifying  minority  and  low-income  populations,  the  following  Council  on  Environmental 
Quality  (CEQ  1997)  definitions  of  minority  individuals,  populations,  and  low-income  populations 
were  used: 

Minority  individuals.  Individuals  who  identify  themselves  as  members  of  the  following 
population  groups:  American  Indian  or  Alaskan  Native,  Asian,  Native  Flawaiian  or  Other  Pacific 
Islander,  Black,  Hispanic,  or  two  or  more  races. 

Minority  populations.  Minority  populations  are  identified  where  (1)  the  minority  population  of  an 
affected  area  exceeds  50  percent  or  (2)  the  minority  population  percentage  of  the  affected  area 
is  meaningfully  greater  than  the  minority  population  percentage  in  the  general  population  or 
other  appropriate  unit  of  geographic  analysis. 

Low-income  populations.  Low-income  populations  in  an  affected  area  are  identified  with  the 
annual  statistical  poverty  thresholds  from  the  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Reports, 
Series  P-60,  on  Income  and  Poverty. 

The  “affected  area”  for  determining  environmental  justice  impacts  for  the  Proposed  Action 
includes  the  geographic  area  surrounding  the  proposed  site  within  which  adverse  human  health 
or  environmental  impacts  could  potentially  be  experienced.  Very  few  people  reside  in  the  area 
surrounding  the  proposed  site.  One  residence  is  located  at  the  northeast  corner  of  the  I- 
1 5/Yates  Well  Road  interchange  on  Yates  Well  Road,  approximately  3 miles  to  the  southeast  of 
the  proposed  facility.  The  closest  community  to  the  proposed  site  is  Primm,  Nevada,  located 
approximately  3 miles  to  the  northeast  of  the  proposed  facility.  Residents  of  Primm  are 
primarily  employees  at  the  resorts  and  hotels  serving  the  casinos  and  their  families.  The 
estimated  2011  population  of  Primm  is  741,  housed  in  apartments  and  mobile  homes  (CCDCP 
2011).  Accordingly,  populations  within  3 miles  of  the  proposed  site  were  evaluated  for 
identification  of  minority  and  low-income  populations. 

Census  block  data  for  2010  covering  the  area  within  3 miles  of  the  proposed  site  (the  affected 
area)  were  examined  (Table  3.5-1).  Population  was  reported  for  only  five  of  the  approximately 
60  Census  blocks  within  this  area.  Zero  persons  were  reported  as  living  in  the  remaining 
blocks  (because  either  no  people  live  in  the  block  or  the  number  of  people  is  so  small  that 
confidentiality  of  individuals  would  be  compromised  if  the  data  were  disclosed).  The  total  2010 
population  in  the  affected  area  is  340,  including  26  persons  within  two  blocks  in  San  Bernardino 
County,  California,  and  314  in  three  adjacent  blocks  in  Clark  County,  Nevada  (in  the  community 
of  Primm).  Minority  individuals  living  within  the  two  California  blocks  represent  15.4  percent  of 
the  total  population  of  those  blocks,  which  is  a smaller  proportion  when  compared  to  the  state 
(59.9  percent)  or  San  Bernardino  County  (66.7  percent).  Fourteen  of  the  25  residents  in  one 
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block  are  under  18  years  of  age  and  the  one  resident  in  the  other  block  is  65  years  or  older.  In 
Nevada,  the  minority  population  constitutes  82  percent  of  the  total  population  of  the  three 
blocks  (Primm).  The  community  of  Primm  includes  a higher  proportion  of  minority  individuals 
when  compared  to  the  state  (45.9  percent)  and  Clark  County  (52.0  percent).  Twenty  of  the  314 
residents  in  Primm  are  under  18  years  of  age  and  40  are  65  years  or  older. 

The  smallest  area  for  which  recent  Census  data  on  income  are  available  is  the  tract  level.  Due 
to  the  very  low  population  density  in  the  area,  the  Census  tracts  within  California  (103)  and 
Nevada  (57.03  and  58.27)  within  3 miles  of  the  proposed  site  are  very  large.  Census  tract  103, 
for  example,  extends  90  miles  or  more  from  the  proposed  site.  Therefore,  income  data  are  not 
available  to  determine  if  there  are  low-income  populations  within  the  affected  area. 


Table  3.5-1.  Minority  Population  Within  a 3-Mile  Radius,  2010 


Total  Population 

Minority  Population 

Percent  Minority 
Population 

California 

37,253,956 

22,297,703 

59.9 

San  Bernardino  County 

2,035,210 

1,357,612 

66.7 

Census  Tract  103 

Block  1224 

25 

4 

16.0 

Block  1962 

1 

- 

0.0 

Total 

26 

4 

15.4 

Nevada 

2,700,551 

1,238,470 

45.9 

Clark  County 

1,951,269 

1,015,314 

52.0 

Census  Tract  57.03 

Block  2173 

309 

255 

82.5 

Block  2174 

4 

3 

75.0 

Block  2185 

1 

- 

0.0 

Total 

314 

258 

82.2 

Total  3-Mile  Radius 

340 

262 

77.1 

Sources:  U.S.  Census  Board  (USCB)  2012a  and  2012b. 


3.5.2  Applicable  Regulations,  Plans,  and  Standards 
Federal 

Executive  Order  12898,  “Federal  Actions  to  Address  Environmental  Justice  in  Minority 
Populations  and  Low-Income  Populations,”  focuses  federal  attention  on  the  environment  and 
human  health  conditions  of  minority  communities  and  calls  on  agencies  to  achieve 
environmental  justice  as  part  of  this  mission.  The  order  requires  the  EPA  and  all  other  federal 
agencies  (as  well  as  state  agencies  receiving  federal  funds)  to  develop  strategies  to  address 
this  issue.  The  agencies  are  required  to  identify  and  address  any  disproportionately  high  and 
adverse  human  health  or  environmental  effects  of  their  programs,  policies,  and  activities  on 
minority  and/or  low-income  populations. 
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Memorandum  of  Understanding  on  Environmental  Justice  and  Executive  Order  12898  (EPA 
2011)  affirms  that  the  DOI  will  address  environmental  justice  with  the  following  areas  of  focus: 

1)  implementation  of  the  NEPA;  2)  implementation  of  Title  VI  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1964,  as 
amended;  3)  impacts  from  climate  change;  and  4)  impacts  from  commercial  transportation  and 
supporting  infrastructure  (“goods  movement”). 

The  applicable  CEQ  guidance  “Environmental  Justice  Guidance  Under  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act,”  suggests  that  agencies  should  consider  the  composition  of  the 
affected  area  to  determine  whether  minority  populations  or  low-income  populations  are  present 
in  the  area  affected  by  the  proposed  action,  and  if  so  whether  there  may  be  disproportionately 
high  and  adverse  environmental  effects  (CEQ  1997). 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior  Environmental  Justice  Strategic  Plan,  2012  - 2017  (DOI  2012), 
which  supports  and  compliments  the  DOI’s  stewardship  responsibilities,  lays  out  goals, 
strategies,  and  performance  measures  for  implementation  of  Executive  Order  12898.  The  five 
major  goals  include:  1)  ensure  awareness  and  implementation  of  the  provisions  of  EO  12898; 

2)  ensure  meaningful  involvement  for  Environmental  Justice  (EJ)  populations  in  the  DOI 
decision  making  process;  3)  identify  and  address  environmental  impacts  that  may 
disproportionately  affect  EJ  communities:  4)  use  existing  resources  to  build  and  sustain 
environmentally  and  economically  sound  communities;  and  5)  integrate  DOI  EJ  strategies  with 
its  Title  VI  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  enforcement  responsibilities. 

BLM  Land  Use  Planning  Handbook,  H-16010-1,  Appendix  D,  Section  IV  (Environmental  Justice 
Requirements)  provides  guidance  for  assessing  potential  impacts  on  population,  housing,  and 
employment  as  they  relate  to  environmental  justice.  It  also  describes  variables  such  as 
lifestyles,  beliefs  and  attitudes,  and  social  organizations  with  respect  to  environmental  justice. 
These  variables  were  not  evaluated  in  this  analysis,  as  they  are  cannot  be  readily  quantified  for 
the  purposes  of  impact  assessment  and  do  not  provide  any  additional  analytical  value  in  terms 
of  evaluating  potential  environmental  justice  impacts. 


State  and  Local 

No  State  or  local  regulations,  plans,  or  standards  related  to  environmental  justice  would  be 
applicable  to  the  Proposed  Action. 
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3.6  Lands  and  Realty 

This  section  describes  existing  land  use  conditions  in  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  (Proposed  Action 
or  Project)  project  area.  Land  use  can  be  assessed  by  analyzing  current  land  use  activities, 
land  ownership,  zoning  (where  applicable),  and  land  use  designations  in  adopted  land  use  plans 
and  policies.  An  assessment  of  land  use  must  also  consider  legal  guarantees  or  limitations  on 
land  use  such  as  those  provided  by  easements,  deeds,  rights-of-way  (ROWs),  claims,  leases, 
licenses,  and  permits.  BLM-administered  lands  are  not  zoned,  but  they  may  be  encumbered  by 
easements,  ROWs,  mining  claims,  leases,  and  permits.  Land  use  conditions  identified  in  this 
section  include:  current  uses  of  the  land  proposed  for  the  project;  BLM’s  management  policies 
for  that  land,  as  identified  in  the  applicable  land  use  plan;  and  other  existing  leases,  easements, 
claims,  or  permits  that  may  be  affected  by  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives.  Project  land 
use  impacts  are  addressed  in  Section  4.6. 


3.6.1  Environmental  Setting 

3. 6. 1.1  General  Characteristics 

The  Proposed  Action  would  be  located  entirely  on  BLM-administered  lands  in  the  eastern 
portion  of  San  Bernardino  County  (see  Figure  1-1).  The  Ivanpah  Valley  area  comprises 
approximately  37,280  acres  of  land  bounded  by  the  Mojave  National  Preserve  on  the  south  and 
southwest,  the  Nevada  border  on  the  northeast.  The  Stateline  and  Mesquite  Wilderness  Areas 
are  located  on  the  northwestern  boundary  of  Ivanpah  Valley. 

Existing  development  in  Ivanpah  Valley  includes  an  interstate  highway;  railroads;  grazing; 
overhead  transmission  lines;  solar  and  other  power  facilities  (both  completed  and  under 
construction);  subsurface  pipelines,  fiber-optic,  and  other  communications  lines;  and  active  and 
abandoned  mining  and  quarrying  operations  and  associated  activities. 

Interstate  15,  the  major  transportation  route  between  Las  Vegas  and  southern  California, 
transects  Ivanpah  Valley  from  Primm  at  the  Nevada  border  in  the  north  to  Mountain  Pass  on  the 
southwest.  The  portion  of  the  valley  near  the  Nevada  border  includes  casinos  and  associated 
hotels,  restaurants,  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  and  other  tourist  attractions  developed  on 
700  acres  of  private  land.  The  Union  Pacific  Railroad  also  transects  the  western  side  of  the 
valley  from  the  Nevada  border  in  the  north  towards  the  town  of  Ivanpah  in  the  south. 

The  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  System  (Ivanpah  SEGS),  a 370  MW  solar  facility  using 
concentrated  solar  power  tower  technology,  is  currently  under  construction  on  approximately 
3,700  acres  in  the  western  portion  of  Ivanpah  Valley.  Construction  was  completed  in  2011  on 
the  618  acres,  50  MW  Silver  State  North  Solar  Farm  northeast  of  Primm  on  the  Nevada  side  of 
the  border.  The  NV  Energy  Walter  Higgins  Power  Generating  Station,  a 598  MW  natural  gas 
fired  power  plant,  and  the  associated  Bighorn  Substation  are  also  located  northeast  of  Primm. 

The  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  is  located  approximately  0.5  miles  east  of  the  project  site  and  covers 
approximately  35  square  miles.  This  area  is  open  to  non-motorized  vehicles  and  is  a popular 
destination  for  recreational  activities  such  as  land  sailing,  archery,  and  kite  buggies.  The  area 
also  provides  diverse  recreational  and  scenic  opportunities  for  off-highway  vehicle  use. 


3. 6. 1.2  Land  Ownership/Management 

The  project  would  be  located  entirely  on  BLM-managed  public  land  and  would  be  under  federal 
jurisdiction.  BLM  land  use  designations  established  in  the  CDCA  Plan  apply  to  the  entire  project 
area. 
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The  BLM’s  CDCA  Plan  established  four  multiple  use  classes  (MUCs);  MUC  guidelines;  and  plan 
elements  for  specific  resources  and  activities  such  as  motorized  vehicle  access,  recreation,  and 
vegetation  harvesting.  The  MUCs  include  the  following: 

• Class  C (Controlled),  which  includes  areas  recommended  as  suitable  for  a wilderness 
designation; 

• Class  L (Limited  Use)  are  lands  that  are  managed  for  generally  lower  intensity  uses  for 
the  purposes  of  protecting  sensitive  natural,  scenic,  ecological,  and  cultural  resource 
values; 

• Class  M (Moderate  Use)  provides  for  a wide  variety  of  present  and  future  uses  including 
mining,  livestock  grazing,  recreation,  energy,  and  utility  development;  and 

• Class  I (Intensive  Use)  provides  for  concentrated  use  of  lands  and  resources  to  meet 
human  needs,  where  reasonable  protection  if  provided  for  sensitive  natural  and  cultural 
resources. 

Unclassified  lands  consist  of  scattered  and  isolated  parcels  in  the  CDCA  Plan  that  have  not 
been  placed  within  a MUC  and  are  managed  on  a case-by-case  basis.  The  entire  proposed 
facility  site  is  located  within  the  “Limited  Use”  category  of  BLM’s  CDCA  Plan. 

Because  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  would  be  located  entirely  on  Federal  lands,  the 
San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan  would  not  apply. 


3. 6. 1.3  Existing  Uses 

The  Proposed  Action  consists  of  2,143  acres  that  are  currently  vacant  and  undeveloped  desert 
land.  The  land  contains  habitat  for  native  vegetation  and  wildlife,  and  is  used  for  recreation. 
There  are  no  schools,  day-care  facilities,  convalescent  centers,  or  hospitals  within  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  the  project  study  area. 

The  CDCA  Plan  includes  the  implementation  of  a network  of  planning  corridors  to  meet 
projected  utility  needs,  the  identification  of  environmental  constraints  and  siting  procedures,  and 
the  identification  of  potential  sites  for  geothermal  development,  wind  energy  parks,  and  power 
plants.  Sixteen  planning  corridors  were  identified  in  the  Energy  Production  and  Utility  Corridors 
Element  of  the  CDCA  Plan,  and  the  Proposed  Action  location  is  situated  at  the  convergence  of 
two  designated  Utility  Corridors,  identified  as  Corridors  D and  BB.  Numerous  utilities  are 
located  within  these  corridors  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Project  site.  These  include  transmission  lines 
operated  by  the  Los  Angeles  Department  of  Water  and  Power  (LADWP)  and  SCE,  a natural  gas 
pipeline  operated  by  Kern  River  Gas  Transmission,  a petroleum  fuels  pipeline  operated  by 
Calnev,  and  a fiber-optic  line  operated  by  AT&T. 

The  Project  area  is  currently  included  within  the  Clark  Mountain  Grazing  Allotment.  Discussion 
of  that  grazing  allotment  is  provided  in  Section  3.7  of  this  EIS/EIR.  There  are  no  established 
communities  on  or  adjacent  to  the  project  site.  The  project  site  is  located  adjacent  to  the 
existing  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course. 

The  proposed  facility  area  includes  an  existing  ROW  (CA  21617)  held  by  Primmadonna 
Company,  LLC,  which  is  for  a water  pipeline,  access  road,  and  power  line.  These  lines  connect 
two  groundwater  supply  wells  (designated  WP-5  and  WP-6)  operated  by  Primm  on  the  western 
edge  of  the  Project  site  and  run  to  the  Primm  facilities  located  northeast  of  the  proposed  project 
site.  The  wells  supply  water  to  the  hotels  and  casinos  at  Primm,  and  to  the  NV  Energy  Walter 
Higgins  Power  Generating  Station. 

The  Project  area  also  includes  three  routes  of  travel  designated  by  BLM  as  open  routes.  These 
routes  include  route  699226  (1.4  miles  encompassed  by  the  Proposed  Action),  699198  (2.0 
miles),  and  699238  (1.4  miles). 
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The  Project  site  is  not  located  within  an  airport  land  use  plan  or  within  two  miles  of  a public  or 
private  use  airport. 


3.6.2  Applicable  Regulations,  Plan,  and  Standards 
3. 6.2.1  Federal 

Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA)  of  1976 

The  FLPMA  establishes  public  land  policy;  guidelines  for  administration;  and  provides  for  the 
management,  protection,  development,  and  enhancement  of  public  lands.  FLPMA  Title  V, 
Section  501,  establishes  BLM’s  authority  to  grant  ROWs  for  generation,  transmission,  and 
distribution  of  electrical  energy  (FLPMA,  as  amended,  2001).  BLM  is  responsible  for 
responding  to  requests  regarding  the  development  of  energy  resources  on  BLM-administered 
lands  in  a manner  that  balances  diverse  resource  uses  and  takes  into  account  the  long-term 
needs  for  renewable  and  non-renewable  resources  for  future  generations. 


California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan 

The  CDCA  encompasses  25  million  acres  in  southern  California  designated  by  Congress  in 
1976  through  the  FLPMA.  The  BLM  manages  approximately  10  million  of  those  acres. 
Congress  directed  the  BLM  to  prepare  and  implement  a comprehensive  long-range  plan  for  the 
management,  use,  development,  and  protection  of  public  lands  within  the  CDCA.  The  CDCA 
Plan,  as  amended,  is  based  on  the  concepts  of  multiple-use,  sustained  yield,  and  maintenance 
of  environmental  quality.  The  CDCA  Plan  provides  overall  regional  guidance  for  BLM- 
administered  lands  in  the  CDCA  and  establishes  long-term  goals  for  protection  and  use  of  the 
California  desert.  The  CDCA  Plan  establishes  four  MUCs;  MUC  guidelines;  and  plan  elements 
for  specific  resources  or  activities  such  as  motorized  vehicle  access,  recreation,  and  vegetation 
within  each  MUC. 


3. 6.2.2  State  and  Local 

Because  the  Proposed  Action  would  be  located  entirely  on  federal  lands,  no  state  or  local  land 
use  plans  would  apply. 
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3.7  Livestock  Grazing 

Livestock  grazing  has  historically  been,  and  continues  to  be,  a significant  use  of  renewable 
resources  on  public  land  in  the  California  desert.  The  FLPMA,  Taylor  Grazing  Act,  and  the 
Public  Rangelands  Improvement  Act  of  1978  recognize  livestock  grazing  as  a principal  use  for 
the  production  of  food  and  fiber  (BLM  1980). 

Under  the  CDCA  Plan,  4.5  million  acres  (36  percent  of  public  lands  in  the  CDCA)  in  54  grazing 
allotments  are  available  for  grazing.  The  CDCA  Plan  prescribes  the  area  and  the  amount  of 
forage  in  animal  unit  months  (AUMs)  available  in  each  allotment.  An  AUM  is  a measure  of 
forage  that  sustains  one  cow/calf  pair  for  one  month.  Allotments  with  perennial  forage  have  an 
established  limit  of  forage  based  on  the  quality  and  quantity  of  perennial  plants  and  are 
permitted  in  AUMs  for  a defined  period  of  grazing  use.  Perennial  forage  use  is  typically 
authorized  to  be  consumed  at  the  same  level  from  year-to-year  unless  forage  production  does 
not  meet  seasonal  norms. 


3.7.1  Environmental  Setting 

The  entire  Project  Study  Area  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  is  located  within  the  104,464 
ac  Clark  Mountain  Grazing  Allotment  (Allotment  #09003);  97,847  ac  of  which  are  on  BIM- 
managed  public  lands.  The  Clark  Mountain  Allotment  is  located  in  the  Clark  Mountain,  Sandy 
Valley,  and  Mesquite  Dry  Lake  geographic  areas.  It  is  an  ephemeral  and  perennial  allotment 
with  potential  forage  production  to  enable  the  BLM  to  authorize  cattle  grazing  on  ephemeral 
forage  when  it  meets  threshold  criteria.  The  elevation  within  the  allotment  ranges  from  200  feet 
to  over  5,000  feet  above  mean  sea  level  (asl).  The  dominant  vegetation  communities  are  the 
creosote-white  bursage,  mesquite  bosque  and  big  galleta  series.  The  vegetation  communities 
within  the  proposed  2,143  acre  solar  facility  site  produce  small  amounts  of  livestock  forage 
relative  to  more  productive  plant  communities  found  on  higher  elevation  areas  elsewhere  within 
the  allotment.  These  higher  elevations  produce  the  majority  of  the  forage  available  for  grazing. 
Below  3,500  feet  in  elevation,  forage  production  is  best  described  as  ephemeral  rangeland.  The 
term  ephemeral  rangelands  describes  the  Hot  Desert  Biome  regions  that  do  not  consistently 
produce  enough  forage  to  sustain  a livestock  operation  but  may  briefly  produce  unusual 
volumes  of  forage  to  accommodate  livestock  grazing. 

The  current  Clark  Mountain  Grazing  Allotment  lease  was  authorized  in  2012 , and  expires  in 
2022.  The  acreage,  AUMs,  and  number  of  cattle  associated  with  the  lease  as  originally  issued 
(and  currently  renewed)  are  shown  in  Table  3.7-1  below. 


Table  3.7-1.  Allotment  Land  Ownership  and  Stocking  Rates  in  2012  Lease 


Acreage 

Public 

97,560  ac 

Private 

1,023  ac 

State 

5,594  ac 

Total 

104.177  ac 

Cattle  Number* 

156 

AUMs** 

1.498 

Season  of  Grazing  Use*** 

March  1 to  February  28 

* The  number  of  cattle  authorized  to  graze  during  the  season  of  use. 

**  AUM  - the  amount  of  forage  necessary  for  the  sustenance  of  one  cow  or  its  equivalent  for  a period  of 


1 month. 

***  The  period  livestock  typically  graze  forage  on  the  allotment. 
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3.7.2  Applicable  Regulations,  Plan,  and  Standards 

Laws  that  apply  to  the  BLM’s  management  of  public  lands  grazing  include: 

• The  Taylor  Grazing  Act  of  June  28,  1934  as  amended  (43  U.S.C.  315,  315a  through 
31 5r). 

• The  FLPMA  (43  U.S.C.  1701  et  seq.)  as  amended  by  the  Public  Rangelands 
Improvement  Act  of  1978  (43  U.S.C.  1901  et  seq.). 

• The  Public  Rangelands  Improvement  Act  of  1978  (43  U.S.C.  1901  et  seq.). 

• Various  public  land  orders,  executive  orders,  and  agreements  that  authorize  the 
Secretary  to  administer  livestock  grazing  on  specified  lands  under  the  Taylor  Grazing 
Act  or  other  authority  as  specified. 

• Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA)  of  1973  as  amended. 

• 43  CFR  4100  Grazing  Administration  - Excluding  Alaska 

• Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966  (as  amended) 

In  addition,  the  CDCA  Plan  and  NEMO  Plan  amendments  provide  guidelines  for  BLM’s 
management  of  grazing  within  the  CDCA.  The  NEMO  Plan  amendments  to  the  CDCA  establish 
standards  and  guidelines  for  grazing  activities  in  the  NEMO  Planning  Area,  of  which  the  Clark 
Mountain  Grazing  Allotment  is  a part. 
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3.8  Mineral  Resources 

This  section  presents  a discussion  of  mineral  resources  that  could  be  destroyed  or  otherwise 
made  unavailable  due  to  implementation  of  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  project  or 
alternatives.  Baseline  geologic  data  was  collected  from  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  (USGS 
1985),  the  California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology  (CDMG),  the  Natural  Resources 
Conservation  Service,  the  BLM,  the  California  Department  of  Conservation  (CDOC),  the  County 
of  San  Bernardino,  the  Applicant,  and  the  Phase  1 Geotechnical  Reconnaissance  Report 
prepared  for  the  Applicant.  The  study  area  addressed  in  this  section  includes  lands  that  may  be 
affected  directly  and/or  indirectly  by  construction,  operation,  and  decommissioning  of  the 
proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  project. 


3.8.1  Environmental  Setting 

BLM  has  reviewed  applicable  geologic  maps  and  reports  for  this  area.  The  Stateline  Solar  Farm 
Project  site  occurs  within  the  Ivanpah  mining  district  (CDMG  2005).  Under  the  California  State 
Surface  Mining  and  Reclamation  Act  of  1975,  Mineral  Resource  Zones  (MRZs)  are  defined  by 
the  State  Geologist  to  classify  land  according  its  level  of  significance  as  a mineral  resource. 
MRZs  are  used  to  help  identify  and  protect  state  mineral  resources  from  urban  expansion  or 
other  irreversible  land  uses  that  might  preclude  mineral  extraction.  The  project  site  is  mapped 
as  Mineral  Resource  Zone  4;  the  geologic  information  that  is  available  in  this  area  “does  not  rule 
out  either  the  presence  or  absence  of  mineral  resources”  for  all  types  of  mineral  resources 
including  rare  earth  elements,  hydrothermal  mineralization,  and  industrial  minerals  (CDMG 
1987).  The  carbonate  bedrock  outcrops  west  and  north  of  the  project  site  are  classified  as 
Mineral  Resource  Zone  3a,  which  is  an  “area  underlain  by  geologic  terranes  within  which 
undiscovered  industrial  mineral  resources  similar  to  known  deposits  in  the  same  producing 
district  or  region  may  reasonably  expected  to  exist  (hypothetical  resources).  Such  areas  may 
include  prospects  of  undetermined  significance”  (CDMG  1987).  These  carbonate  rocks  could 
be  encountered  at  shallow  depths  beneath  the  solar  farm  site.  Limestone  would  be  the  primary 
mineral  resource  potentially  present. 

The  BLM  groups  minerals  on  federal  lands  into  three  distinct  categories:  (1)  Locatable 
resources  (subject  to  the  General  Mining  Law  of  1872,  as  amended);  (2)  Leasable  resources 
(subject  to  various  Mineral  Leasing  Acts);  and  (3)  Salable  resources  (subject  to  mineral 
materials  disposed  of  under  the  Materials  Act  of  1947,  as  amended)  (BLM  2010).  Locatable 
minerals  include  hardrock  resources  that  are  typically  metals  with  a unique  or  special  use,  such 
as  gold  and  silver.  Leasable  minerals  include  those  which  are  typically  found  in  bedded 
deposits,  such  as  oil,  gas,  and  geothermal  resources.  Salable  minerals  include  common  variety 
of  materials  such  as  sand,  stone,  and  gravel.  Local  BLM  Field  Offices  are  responsible  for  the 
management  of  mineral  materials  on  public  lands;  for  lands  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed 
Stateline  facility,  the  Needles  Field  Office  has  this  responsibility. 

There  are  no  active  mining  operations  within  the  solar  farm  project  boundaries  or  in  the 
immediate  surroundings.  The  closest  current  mining  operation  is  the  Molycorp  Minerals,  LLC 
rare  earth  minerals  mine  and  processing  facility  located  at  Mountain  Pass,  approximately  8 
miles  to  the  west  of  the  proposed  location.  Other  mining  operations  that  have  occurred  in  the 
local  area  in  the  past  include  the  Colosseum  Mine,  in  the  Clark  Mountain  Mining  District,  several 
miles  west  of  the  proposed  location.  The  Colosseum  Mine  produced  gold  from  1988  to  1993 
(EPA  1993).  Within  the  Ivanpah  mining  district,  mineral  production  includes  gold,  silver,  barite, 
copper,  fluorspar,  rare  earth  elements,  tungsten,  tin,  boron,  hectorite,  bentonite,  gypsum,  talc, 
zeolites,  sodium,  limestone,  sand,  gravel,  stone,  and  turquoise  (CDMG  1987;  CDMG  2005) 
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There  are  two  abandoned  mines  located  within  the  vicinity  of  the  solar  farm  project  site;  the 
Umberci  Mine  is  approximately  3.8  miles  and  the  Kally  Mine  is  approximately  4.7  miles  to  the 
northwest  of  the  project  site.  A small  amount  of  lead  and  zinc  was  mined  from  the  Kally  and 
Umberci  Mines.  Gypsum  was  mined  from  the  Shire  Gypsum  Mine  located  adjacent  to  the  Kally 
Mine. 

The  proposed  location  is  sited  on  alluvial  fan  materials.  The  general  area  is  potentially  leasable, 
and  there  has  been  limited  exploration  for  oil  and  gas.  However,  there  has  been  no  production, 
and  the  area  is  considered  to  have  low  potential  for  leasable  minerals.  The  solar  farm  project 
site  is  located  in  Geothermal  District  2,  however  the  nearest  oil  and  gas  fields  are  located 
roughly  100  miles  southwest  of  the  project  site  (CDOC  2001).  Some  dry  lake  beds  in  California 
are  sources  of  brine  and  salt  production,  but  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  is  not  expected  to  be  a potential 
resource  for  these  materials. 

The  presence  of  alluvial  fan  materials  on  the  proposed  location  means  that  the  property  could 
potentially  be  accessed  as  a source  of  salable  sand  and  gravel  resources.  During  construction, 
the  Applicant  may  need  or  desire  to  move  sand  and  gravel  either  offsite,  or  between  the 
different  units  of  the  facility.  Should  this  occur,  the  applicant  would  be  required  to  comply  with 
BLM  regulations  in  at  43  CFR  Part  3600,  which  regulates  the  production  and  use  of  sand  and 
gravel  from  public  lands.  Use  of  sand  and  gravel  or  other  mineral  materials  within  the 
boundaries  of  an  authorized  ROW  is  permitted;  however,  removal  of  these  materials  from  an 
authorized  ROW  would  require  payment  to  the  U.S.  of  the  fair  market  value  of  those  materials. 

There  are  no  known  currently  active  economic  commercial  operations  on  or  immediately 
adjacent  to  the  project  site.  The  proposed  site  is  currently  not  used  for  mineral  production,  nor 
is  it  under  claim,  lease,  or  permit  for  the  production  of  locatable,  leasable,  or  salable  minerals. 
As  the  proposed  site  has  not  been  withdrawn  from  the  Mineral  Leasing  or  Materials  Sales  Acts, 
it  is  possible  that  mineral  resources  could  be  identified  and  claimed  beneath  the  project  site 
prior  to  issuance  of  the  ROW  grant.  In  such  a case  there  would  be  a potential  conflict. 
However,  the  potential  for  this  scenario  is  expected  to  be  low.  If  it  did  occur,  conflicts  between 
the  surface  use  of  the  land  for  solar  energy  production  and  access  to  the  subsurface  minerals 
would  be  addressed  in  accordance  with  appropriate  regulations. 

Sand  and  gravel  resources  are  present  at  the  site;  however,  such  materials  are  present 
throughout  the  regional  area  and  therefore  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  should  not  have  an  adverse 
impact  on  the  availability  of  these  resources.  Following  decommissioning  of  the  project,  the 
sand  and  gravel  resources  present  at  the  project  site  would  again  become  available.  In  addition, 
only  limited  exploration  for  oil  and  gas  resources  has  been  performed  in  the  area,  and  no  active 
oil  or  gas  operations  are  located  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  project.  As  a result,  the 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  project  would  not  impact  any  current  or  reasonably  foreseeable 
development  of  geologic  or  mineral  resources. 


3.8.2  Applicable  Regulations,  Plan,  and  Standards 
3.8.2. 1 Federal 

General  Mining  Law  of  1872.  Declared  all  valuable  mineral  deposits  in  lands  belonging  to  the 
United  States  to  be  free  and  open  to  exploration  and  purchase.  This  law  remains  the  method  for 
disposal  of  minerals  in  Federal  lands  that  are  not  specifically  provided  for  in  later  mineral  leasing 
and  sales  laws. 


Materials  Act  of  July  31,  1947.  Authorizes  the  sale  of  certain  materials,  including  sand,  stone, 
gravel,  and  common  clay  from  public  lands,  if  not  otherwise  expressly  authorized  or  prohibited 
by  law. 


November  2013 


3.8-2 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
3.8  Mineral  Resources 


Surface  Resources  Act  of  1955.  Defined  common  varieties  of  sand,  stone,  gravel,  and  other 
materials  and  authorized  the  Government  to  manage  and  dispose  of  any  land  and  surface 
resources  that  are  not  incident  to  mining  on  unpatented  mining  claims. 


Mining  Claims  Rights  Restoration  Act  of  August  11,  1955.  Permits  the  mining, 
development,  and  utilization  of  mineral  resources  on  all  public  lands  withdrawn  or  reserved  for 
power  development. 


Mining  and  Mineral  Policy  Act  of  1970.  This  act  declared  that  the  federal  government  policy  is 
to  encourage  private  enterprise  in  the  development  of  a sound  and  stable  domestic  mineral 
industry  and  in  orderly  and  economic  development  of  mineral  resources,  research,  and 
reclamation  methods. 


California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan  (CDCA).  The  CDCA  Plan  defines  multiple-use 
classes  for  BLM-managed  lands  within  the  CDCA,  which  includes  land  area  encompassing  the 
proposed  Stateline  site.  With  respect  to  geological  resources,  the  CDCA  Plan  aims  to  maintain 
the  availability  of  mineral  resources  on  public  lands  for  exploration  and  development. 


3. 8. 2. 2 State 

State  Surface  Mining  and  Reclamation  Act  (SMARA)  of  1975.  The  SMARA  mandated  the 
initiation  by  the  State  Geologist  of  mineral  land  classification  in  order  to  help  identify  and  protect 
mineral  resources  in  areas  within  the  State  subject  to  urban  expansion  or  other  irreversible  land 
uses  which  would  preclude  mineral  extraction.  SMARA  also  allowed  the  State  Mining  and 
Geology  Board  (SMGB),  after  receiving  classification  information  from  the  State  Geologist,  to 
designate  lands  containing  mineral  deposits  of  regional  or  statewide  significance.  Mineral  lands 
are  mapped  according  to  jurisdictional  boundaries  (i.e.,  counties),  mapping  all  mineral 
commodities  at  one  time  in  the  area,  using  the  California  Mineral  Land  Classification  System. 
(CDOC  2000). 

The  objective  of  classification  and  designation  processes  is  to  ensure,  through  appropriate  lead 
agency  policies  and  procedures,  that  mineral  deposits  of  statewide  or  of  regional  significance 
are  available  when  needed.  The  SMGB,  based  on  recommendations  from  the  State  Geologist 
and  public  input,  prioritizes  areas  to  be  classified  and/or  designated.  Areas  which  are  generally 
given  highest  priority  are  those  areas  within  the  State  which  are  subject  to  urban  expansion  or 
other  irreversible  land  uses  which  would  preclude  mineral  extraction.  (CDOC  2000). 

Classification  is  completed  by  the  State  Geologist  in  accordance  with  the  SMGB’s  priority  list, 
into  MRZs,  as  defined  below.  Classification  of  these  areas  is  based  on  geologic  and  economic 
factors  without  regard  to  existing  land  use  and  land  ownership.  The  following  MRZ  categories 
are  used  by  the  State  Geologist  in  classifying  the  State’s  lands: 

• MRZ-1 — Areas  where  adequate  geologic  information  indicates  that  no  significant  mineral 
deposits  are  present,  or  where  it  is  judged  that  little  likelihood  exists  for  their  presence. 
This  zone  is  applied  where  well  developed  lines  of  reasoning,  based  on  economic- 
geologic  principles  and  adequate  data,  indicate  that  the  likelihood  for  occurrence  of 
significant  mineral  deposits  is  nil  or  slight. 

• MRZ-2a — Areas  underlain  by  mineral  deposits  where  geologic  data  show  that  significant 
measured  or  indicated  resources  are  present.  Areas  classified  MRZ-2a  contain 
discovered  mineral  deposits  that  are  either  measured  or  indicated  reserves  as 
determined  by  such  evidence  as  drilling  records,  sample  analysis,  surface  exposure,  and 
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mine  information.  Land  included  in  the  MRZ-2a  category  is  of  prime  importance  because 
it  contains  known  economic  mineral  deposits. 

• MRZ-2b — Areas  underlain  by  mineral  deposits  where  geologic  information  indicates  that 
significant  inferred  resources  are  present.  Areas  classified  MRZ-2b  contain  discovered 
deposits  that  are  either  inferred  reserves  or  deposits  that  are  presently  sub-economic  as 
determined  by  limited  sample  analysis,  exposure,  and  past  mining  history. 

• MRZ-3a — Areas  containing  known  mineral  deposits  that  may  qualify  as  mineral 
resources.  Further  exploration  work  within  these  areas  could  result  in  the  reclassification 
of  specific  localities  into  the  MRZ-2a  or  MRZ-2b  categories.  MRZ-3a  areas  are 
considered  to  have  a moderate  potential  for  the  discovery  of  economic  mineral  deposits. 

• MRZ-3b — Areas  containing  inferred  mineral  deposits  that  may  qualify  as  mineral 
resources.  Land  classified  MRZ-  3b  represents  areas  in  geologic  settings  which  appear 
to  be  favorable  environments  for  the  occurrence  of  specific  mineral  deposits.  MRZ-3b  is 
applied  to  land  where  geologic  evidence  leads  to  the  conclusion  that  it  is  plausible  that 
economic  mineral  deposits  are  present. 

• MRZ-4 — Areas  where  geologic  information  does  not  rule  out  either  the  presence  or 
absence  of  mineral  resources.  It  must  be  emphasized  that  MRZ-4  classification  does  not 
imply  that  there  is  little  likelihood  for  the  presence  of  mineral  resources,  but  rather  there 
is  a lack  of  knowledge  regarding  mineral  occurrence. 

If  new  information  becomes  available  for  a MRZ,  such  as  through  sampling  or  mining 
exploration,  re-classification  of  that  MRZ  can  occur.  For  example,  a MRZ-4  classification  could 
be  re-classified  to  any  of  the  other  MRZ  classifications.  (CDOC  2000). 


3. 8. 2. 3 Local 

California  Surface  Mining  and  Reclamation  Act.  San  Bernardino  County  is  the  lead  agency 
for  SMARA  within  the  County,  and  issues  permits  and  regulates  salable  mineral  operations. 
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3.9  Noise 

This  section  describes  the  existing  ambient  noise  conditions  and  applicable  laws  and 
regulations  for  the  area  where  the  Proposed  Action  and  its  alternatives  are  located. 

Section  3.9.1  presents  the  environmental  setting  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  relevant  to 
noise  and  vibration,  including  general  information  about  noise  and  vibration  fundamentals,  and 
Section  3.9.2  presents  the  regulatory  setting.  Section  4.9  presents  the  noise  and  vibration 
impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  its  alternatives,  including  noise  and  vibration  during 
construction  activities,  operation,  and  decommissioning  of  the  facility.  Section  4.9  also  lists 
mitigation  measures  that  would  minimize  those  impacts  to  the  extent  feasible. 


3.9.1  Environmental  Setting 
General  Information  on  Noise 

Noise  is  defined  as  unwanted  sound.  Noise  can  be  described  in  terms  of  three  variables: 
amplitude  (loud  or  soft),  frequency  (pitch),  and  time  pattern  (variability),  and  its  potential  effects 
can  be  described  in  terms  of  a noise  generating  source,  a propagation  path,  and  a receiver 
(FTA  2006).  The  ambient  sound  level  of  a region  is  defined  by  the  total  noise  generated  within 
the  specific  environment  and  is  usually  composed  of  sound  emanating  from  natural  sources 
(birds,  leaves,  etc.)  and  from  human  activities  (yard  maintenance,  vehicles,  talking,  etc.). 
Ambient  sound  levels  vary  with  time  of  day,  wind  speed  and  direction,  and  level  of  human 
activity.  In  this  context,  the  ambient  noise  level  constitutes  the  normal  or  existing  level  of 
environmental  noise  at  a given  location. 

Excessive  noise  exposure  has  been  shown  to  cause  interference  with  human  activities  at  home, 
work,  or  recreation;  community  annoyance,  hearing  loss,  and  affect  people’s  health  and  well- 
being. Even  though  hearing  loss  is  the  most  clearly  measurable  health  hazard,  noise  is  also 
linked  to  other  psychological,  sociological,  physiological,  and  economical  effects,  either 
temporary  or  permanent  (EPA  1974).  Potential  human  annoyance  and  health  effects 
associated  with  noise  may  vary  depending  on  factors  such  as:  (1)  the  difference  between  the 
new  noise  and  the  existing  ambient  noise  levels;  (2)  the  presence  of  tonal  noise,  noticeable  or 
discrete  continuous  sounds,  such  as  hums,  hisses,  screeches,  or  drones;  (3)  low  frequency 
noise  (frequency  range  of  8 to  1,000  Hertz  [Hz]);  (4)  intermittent  or  periodic  sounds,  such  as  a 
single  vehicle  passing  by,  backup  alarms,  or  machinery  that  operates  in  cycles;  and  (5) 
impulsive  sounds  from  impacts  or  explosions  (Bruel  and  Kjaer  2000).  In  some  cases,  noise  can 
also  disrupt  the  normal  behavior  of  wildlife.  Although  the  severity  of  the  effects  varies  depending 
on  the  species  being  studied  and  other  conditions,  research  has  found  that  wildlife  can  suffer 
adverse  physiological  and  behavioral  changes  from  intrusive  sounds  and  other  human 
disturbances  (NPS  2012). 

To  describe  environmental  noise  and  to  assess  impacts  on  areas  sensitive  to  community  noise, 
a frequency  weighting  measure  that  simulates  human  perception  is  customarily  used.  The 
frequency  weighting  scale  known  as  A-weighting  best  reflects  the  human  ear’s  reduced 
sensitivity  to  low  frequencies  and  correlates  well  with  human  perceptions  of  the  annoying 
aspects  of  noise.  The  A-weighted  decibel  scale  (dBA)  is  cited  in  most  noise  criteria.  In  general, 
a difference  of  more  than  3 dBA  is  a perceptible  change  in  environmental  noise,  while  a 5 dBA 
difference  typically  causes  a change  in  community  reaction.  An  increase  of  10  dBA  is  perceived 
by  people  as  a doubling  of  loudness,  and  almost  certainly  causes  an  adverse  community 
response.  Noise  containing  discrete  tones  (tonal  noise)  is  much  more  noticeable  and  more 
annoying  at  the  same  relative  loudness  level  than  other  types  of  noise,  because  it  stands  out 
against  background  noise  (BLM  2005). 

People  experience  a wide  range  of  sounds  in  the  environment.  Table  3.9-1  shows  the  relative 
A-weighted  noise  levels  of  common  sounds  measured  in  the  environment  and  industry  for 
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various  sound  levels.  Excessive  noise  cannot  only  be  undesirable  but  may  also  cause  physical 
and/or  psychological  damage.  The  amount  of  annoyance  or  damage  caused  by  noise  is 
dependent  primarily  upon  the  amount  and  nature  of  the  noise,  the  amount  of  ambient  noise 
present  before  the  intruding  noise,  and  the  activity  of  the  person  working  or  living  in  the  area. 
Environmental  and  community  noise  levels  rarely  are  of  sufficient  intensity  to  cause  irreversible 
hearing  damage,  but  disruptive  environmental  noise  can  interfere  with  speech  and  other 
communication  and  be  a major  source  of  annoyance  by  disturbing  sleep,  rest,  and  relaxation. 


Table  3.9-1.  Typical  Sound  Levels  Measured  in  the  Environment  and  Industry 


A-Weighted 
Sound  Level 

Qualitative 

Noise  source  at  a given  distance 

(dBA) 

Noise  Environments 

Description 

Carrier  deck  jet  operation 

140 

Carrier  flight  deck 

Painfully  loud 

Civil  defense  siren  (100  feet) 

130 

Jet  takeoff  (200  feet) 

120 

Threshold  of  pain 

Loud  rock  music 

110 

Rock  music  concert 

Pile  driver  (50  feet) 

100 

Very  loud  / very 

Ambulance  siren  (100  feet) 

90 

Boiler  room 

annoying 

Pneumatic  drill  (50  feet) 

80 

Noisy  restaurant 

Annoying 

Freeway  traffic  ( 50  feet) 

70 

Intrusive  / Moderately 

Air  conditioning  unit  (20  feet) 

60 

Data  processing  center 

loud 

Light  auto  traffic  (100  feet);  rainfall 

50 

Private  business  office 

Bird  calls 

40 

Average  living  room 
library 

Quiet 

Soft  whisper  (5  feet);  rustling  leaves 

30 

Quiet  bedroom 

Very  Quiet 

Broadcasting/Recording  studio 

20 

Normal  breathing 

10 

Threshold  of  hearing 

Source:  California  Energy  Commission  2008 


Decibels  are  logarithmic  units  that  conveniently  compare  the  wide  range  of  sound  intensities  to 
which  the  human  ear  is  sensitive.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  noise  level  from  two  or  more 
sources  will  combine  logarithmically,  rather  than  linearly  (i.e.,  simple  addition).  For  example,  if 
two  identical  noise  sources  produce  a noise  level  of  50  dBA  each,  the  combined  noise  level 
would  be  53  dBA,  not  100  dBA. 

Sound  is  generally  propagated  by  spherical  spreading  according  to  the  “inverse  square  law”. 
For  noise,  the  sound  energy  decreases  with  the  square  of  the  distance.  As  such,  the  sound 
pressure  level  would  be  reduced  by  6 decibels  (dB)  per  doubling  of  distance  from  a ground-level 
stationary  or  point  source.  For  a noise  source  which  is  relatively  long,  such  as  a constant 
stream  of  highway  traffic  (line  source),  the  sound  pressure  spreads  at  a rate  of  3 dB  per 
doubling  of  distance.  The  drop-off  rate  also  varies  with  both  terrain  conditions  and  the  presence 
of  obstructions  in  the  sound  propagation  path.  At  very  large  distances,  beyond  several  hundred 
feet,  wind  and  temperature  gradients  influence  sound  propagation.  Changes  in  noise  levels  due 
to  wind  are  generally  short-term  without  persistent  directional  winds,  where  some  hours  may  be 
a decibel  or  two  louder  than  others  within  the  margin  of  precision  of  such  an  assessment. 
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The  predominant  rating  scales  for  noise  impacts  to  human  communities  in  the  State  of 
California  are  the  equivalent  continuous  sound  level  (Leq)  and  Community  Noise  Equivalent 
Level  (CNEL)  based  on  dBA.  Leq  is  the  total  sound  energy  of  time-varying  noise  over  a sample 
period.  CNEL  is  the  time-varying  noise  over  a 24-hour  period,  with  a weighting  factor  of  5 dBA 
applied  to  the  hourly  Leq  for  noises  occurring  from  7:00  p.m.  to  10:00  p.m.  (defined  as  relaxation 
hours)  and  with  a weighting  factor  of  10  dBA  from  10:00  p.m.  to  7:00  a.m.  (defined  as  sleeping 
hours).  The  noise  adjustments  are  added  to  the  ambient  noise  levels  occurring  during  the  more 
sensitive  hours.  Day-night  average  noise  (Ldn)  is  similar  to  the  CNEL  but  without  the  adjustment 
for  nighttime  noise  events.  CNEL  and  Ldn  are  normally  exchangeable  and  within  1 dB  of  each 
other.  Other  noise-rating  scales  used  to  assess  an  annoyance  factor  include  the  maximum 
instantaneous  noise  level,  or  Lmax,  and  percentile  noise  exceedance  levels,  or  LN.  Lmax  is  the 
highest  exponential  time-averaged  sound  level  that  occurs  during  a stated  time  period.  It  reflects 
peak  operating  conditions  and  addresses  the  annoying  aspects  of  intermittent  noise.  LN  is  the 
noise  level  that  is  exceeded  “N”  percent  of  the  time  during  a specified  time  period.  For  example, 
the  L10  noise  level  represents  the  noise  level  exceeded  10  percent  of  the  time  during  a stated 
period.  The  L90  noise  level  represents  the  noise  level  exceeded  90  percent  of  the  time  and  is 
considered  the  lowest  noise  level  experienced  during  a monitoring  period.  It  is  normally  referred 
to  as  the  background  noise  level. 

Community  noise  levels  are  closely  related  to  the  intensity  of  human  activity  and  land  use. 
Noise  levels  are  generally  considered  low  when  ambient  levels  are  below  45  dBA,  moderate  in 
the  45  to  60  dBA  range,  and  high  above  60  dBA.  In  wilderness  areas,  the  Ldn  noise  levels  can 
be  below  35  dBA.  In  small  towns  or  wooded  and  lightly  used  residential  areas,  the  Ldn  is  more 
likely  to  be  around  50  or  60  dBA.  Levels  around  75  dBA  are  more  common  in  busy  urban  areas 
(e.g.,  downtown  Los  Angeles),  and  levels  up  to  85  dBA  occur  near  major  freeways  and  airports. 
Although  people  often  accept  the  higher  levels  associated  with  very  noisy  urban  residential  and 
residential-commercial  zones,  they  nevertheless  are  considered  to  be  adverse  to  public  health. 

The  surrounding  land  uses  dictate  what  noise  levels  would  be  considered  acceptable  or 
unacceptable.  Lower  levels  are  expected  in  rural  or  suburban  areas  than  what  would  be 
expected  for  commercial  or  industrial  zones.  Nighttime  ambient  levels  in  urban  environments 
are  about  seven  decibels  lower  than  the  corresponding  daytime  levels.  In  rural  areas  away  from 
roads  and  other  human  activity,  the  day-to-night  difference  can  be  considerably  less.  Areas  with 
full-time  human  occupation  that  are  subject  to  nighttime  noise  are  often  considered 
objectionable  because  of  the  likelihood  of  disrupting  sleep.  Noise  levels  above  45  dBA  at  night 
can  result  in  the  onset  of  sleep  interference  effects.  At  70  dBA,  sleep  interference  effects 
become  considerable  (EPA  1974). 


Noise  Sensitive  Land  Uses.  Some  land  uses  are  considered  more  sensitive  to  ambient  noise 
levels  than  others  due  to  the  types  of  activities  typically  involved.  Residences,  motels  and 
hotels,  schools,  libraries,  churches,  hospitals,  nursing  homes,  auditoriums,  natural  areas,  parks, 
and  outdoor  recreation  areas  are  generally  more  sensitive  to  noise  than  are  commercial  and 
industrial  land  uses.  Consequently,  the  noise  standards  for  sensitive  land  uses  are  more 
stringent  than  those  for  less  sensitive  uses,  such  as  commercial  and  industrial. 

Certain  human  activities  and  sensitive  land  uses  (e.g.,  residences,  schools,  and  hospitals) 
generally  require  lower  noise  levels.  An  exterior  noise  level  of  Ldn  55  to  60  dB  is  the  upper  limit 
for  speech  communication  to  occur  inside  a typical  home.  In  addition,  social  surveys  and  case 
studies  have  shown  that  complaints  and  community  annoyance  in  residential  areas  begin  to 
occur  at  Ldn  55  dB  (SCAG  2003). 
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General  Information  on  Vibration 

Vibration  is  a phenomenon  related  to  noise,  where  common  sources  include  trains,  buses  on 
rough  roads,  and  construction  activities  such  as  blasting,  pile-driving,  and  operating  heavy 
earth-moving  equipment  (FTA  2006).  Vibration  is  an  oscillatory  motion  through  a solid  medium, 
in  which  the  motion’s  amplitude  can  be  described  in  terms  of  displacement,  velocity,  or 
acceleration.  There  are  several  different  methods  that  are  used  to  quantify  vibration.  The  peak 
particle  velocity  (PPV)  is  defined  as  the  maximum  instantaneous  peak  of  the  vibration  signal. 
The  PPV  is  most  frequently  used  to  describe  vibration  impacts  to  buildings.  The  root  mean 
square  (RMS)  amplitude  is  most  frequently  used  to  describe  the  affect  of  vibration  on  the  human 
body.  The  RMS  amplitude  is  defined  as  the  average  of  the  squared  amplitude  of  the  signal. 
Decibel  notation  (VdB)  is  commonly  used  to  measure  RMS.  The  decibel  notation  acts  to 
compress  the  range  of  numbers  required  to  describe  vibration.  Table  3.9-2  shows  human 
reactions  to  typical  vibration  levels. 


Table  3.9-2.  Human  Reaction  to  Typical  Vibration  Levels 


Vibration  Level  Peak  Particle  Velocity 
(inches/second) 

Human  reaction 

0.0059-0.0188 

Threshold  of  perception,  possibility  of  intrusion 

0.0787 

Vibrations  readily  perceptible 

0.0984 

Continuous  vibration  begins  to  annoy  people 

0.1968 

Vibrations  annoying  to  people  in  buildings 

0.3937-0.5905 

Vibrations  considered  unpleasant  when  continuously  subjected 

Source:  City  of  Fontana  2003 


San  Bernardino  County’s  Development  Code,  General  Performance  Standards,  specifies  a 
vibration  standard  of  0.2  inches  per  second  for  development  projects.  The  General 
Performance  Standards  have  an  exemption  from  this  standard  for  temporary  construction, 
maintenance,  repair,  or  demolition  activities  occurring  between  7:00  am  and  7:00  pm  except 
Sundays  and  federal  holidays. 


Vibration  Sensitive  Land  Uses.  Several  land  uses  are  sensitive  to  vibrations,  and  include 
hospitals,  libraries,  residential  areas,  schools,  and  churches;  in  particular,  vibration-sensitive 
uses  include  research  and  manufacturing  where  vibration-sensitive  equipment  is  used  (e.g., 
electron  microscopes  and  high  resolution  lithographic  equipment),  concert  halls,  TV  recording 
studios,  theaters,  as  well  as  cultural  and  historic  resources. 

The  groundborne  energy  of  vibration  has  the  potential  to  cause  structural  damage  and 
annoyance;  it  can  be  felt  outdoors,  but  the  perceived  intensity  of  vibration  effects  are  much 
greater  indoors  due  to  the  shaking  of  structures.  For  residential  uses,  the  background  vibration 
velocity  level  is  usually  50  VdB  or  lower,  which  is  well  below  the  65  VdB  threshold  of  perception 
for  humans  (FTA  2006).  Although  the  perceptibility  threshold  is  65  VdB,  human  response  to 
vibration  is  not  usually  significant  unless  the  vibration  exceeds  70  VdB  (FTA  2006).  Rapid  transit 
or  light  rail  systems  typically  generate  vibration  levels  of  70  VdB  or  more  near  their  tracks; 
however,  buses  and  trucks  rarely  create  vibration  that  exceeds  70  VdB  unless  there  are  bumps 
in  the  road  (FTA  2006).  If  there  is  unusually  rough  road  or  track,  wheel  flats,  geologic  conditions 
that  promote  efficient  propagation  of  vibration,  or  vehicles  with  very  stiff  suspension  systems, 
the  vibration  levels  from  any  source  can  be  10  decibels  higher  than  typical  (FTA  2006).  Ground 
vibrations  from  construction  activities  do  not  often  reach  the  levels  that  can  damage  structures, 
but  they  can  achieve  the  audible  and  feelable  ranges  in  buildings  very  close  to  the  source  of  the 
vibration.  Typically,  groundborne  vibration  generated  by  heavy  equipment  or  traffic  on  rough 
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roads  attenuates  rapidly  with  distance  from  the  source  of  the  vibration  so  that  potential  impact 
areas  are  usually  confined  within  short  distances  (i.e.,  200  feet  or  less)  from  the  source  (FTA 
2006). 


3. 9. 1.1  Regional  Setting 

The  Project  study  area  is  located  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  along  the  western  flank  of  the  Ivanpah 
Dry  Lake  in  the  Mojave  Desert  in  eastern  San  Bernardino  County,  California.  The  project  area  is 
located  approximately  2 miles  south  of  the  California-Nevada  border  and  0.5  miles  west  of 
Interstate  15  (1-15)  in  eastern  San  Bernardino  County,  California.  Regional  access  to  the 
Project  study  area  is  provided  via  1-15. 


3.9. 1.2  Project  Setting 

The  project  study  area  is  comprised  of  largely  vacant,  undeveloped,  and  relatively  flat  land.  The 
project  study  area  covers  approximately  5,850  acres  of  Federal  land  managed  by  the  BLM.  The 
Primm  Valley  Golf  Club  is  adjacent  to  the  southeast  corner  of  the  project  study  area.  The  Golf 
Club  is  accessed  via  the  Yates  Well  Road  exit  from  1-15,  which  is  also  the  southern  access  for 
the  project  study  area. 


Sensitive  Receptors.  There  are  no  schools  or  churches  in  or  near  the  project  study  area.  The 
closest  residence  is  located  at  the  northeast  corner  of  the  intersection  of  1-15  and  Yates  Well 
Road,  approximately  2 miles  east  of  the  project  study  area  and  approximately  250  feet  from  a 
potential  project  construction  haul  route.  The  hotels  in  Primm,  Nevada,  are  located 
approximately  1.5  miles  to  the  northeast.  The  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club  is  located  adjacent  to  the 
southeast  of  the  project  study  area  along  1-15.  The  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club  golf  course  is 
considered  a less  noise-sensitive  land  use  than  the  residence  and  hotels. 


Existing  Ambient  Noise  Conditions.  The  project  study  area  is  located  in  a rural  environment, 
with  limited  surrounding  development.  The  primary  existing  noise  source  in  the  project  study 
area  is  traffic  along  1-15.  Noise  from  motor  vehicles  is  generated  by  engine  vibrations,  the 
interaction  between  the  tires  and  the  road,  and  the  vehicle  exhaust  systems.  The  noise  levels 
associated  with  roadways  vary  with  total  traffic  volume,  vehicular  speed,  the  relative  numbers  of 
trucks  and  cars  in  the  traffic  volumes,  the  roadway  cross-section  and  geometric  design,  and  the 
local  topography.  Typically,  the  greater  the  vehicle  speed  and  truck  percentage,  the  greater  the 
level  of  noise  emission  from  the  transportation  facility  (San  Bernardino  General  Plan  2007). 

Airports  in  the  project  area  also  incrementally  contribute  to  existing  ambient  noise.  Aircraft  noise 
generates  occasional,  but  intrusive  noise  levels  for  the  occupants  of  property  adjacent  to 
airports  and/or  under  the  flight  patterns  of  aircraft  using  airports  (San  Bernardino  General  Plan 
2007).  The  nearest  airport  to  the  project  area  is  Jean  Airport,  located  about  15  miles  north  in 
Jean,  Nevada.  McCarran  International  Airport  is  located  approximately  40  miles  northeast  of 
the  site  in  Las  Vegas,  Nevada.  The  closest  airport  in  San  Bernardino  County  is  the  Barstow- 
Daggett  Airport,  approximately  100  miles  south  of  the  project  area.  A new  commercial  airport, 
the  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport,  has  been  proposed  between  Jean  and  Primm, 
Nevada,  and  would  be  approximately  5 miles  north  of  the  project  study  area. 


Ambient  Noise  Monitoring.  A 24-hour  ambient  noise  survey  was  conducted  on  November  20 
to  21,  2008,  at  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  in  order  to  assess  the  existing  ambient  noise 
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levels  (Table  3.9-3).  The  noise  survey  was  conducted  as  part  of  the  EIR/EIS  prepared  for  the 
Ivanpah  SEGS,  a 370  MW  solar  thermal  power  facility.  The  Ivanpah  SEGS  project  is  currently 
being  constructed  immediately  south  and  west  of  the  project  study  area. 

The  noise  survey  was  conducted  using  a continuous  unattended  long-term  monitoring  station. 
Weather  conditions  during  the  survey,  as  measured  in  Henderson,  Nevada,  consisted  of  clear 
skies,  wind  speeds  between  4 and  10  miles  per  hour,  temperatures  between  45  and  72°F,  and 
relative  humidity  between  15  and  37  percent.  A Larson  Davis  820  Type  1 (precision)  sound 
level  meter  was  used.  The  meter  was  factory  calibrated  within  the  previous  12  months  and  was 
field  calibrated  prior  to  and  after  each  measurement  series  with  a Larson  Davis  CAL200  field 
calibrator.  A microphone  was  attached  to  tripods  at  a height  of  approximately  5 feet.  A Shroud 
and  windscreen  were  used  to  protect  the  microphone  from  moisture  and  wind. 


Table  3.9-3.  Noise  Survey  Results 


Noise 

Monitoring 

Location 

Description 

Primary 

Noise 

Source 

Monitoring 

Period 

Ldn 

(24  hour) 

Max 

Hourly 

(Leq) 

Min 

Hourly 

(Leq) 

Primm  Valley 
Golf  Club 

Rural 

1-15,  golf 
course 
activities 

24  hours 

62 

55 

58 

45 

Source:  BLM  2010,  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  System  EIS,  November  2010 


Since  the  noise  survey  was  conducted,  construction  of  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  has  commenced. 
Construction  of  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  project  began  in  October  2010  and  it  is  anticipated  that 
construction  will  continue  through  2013.  Construction  of  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  project  involves 
operation  of  construction  equipment  on  the  project  site  and  vehicle  trips  on  1-15  associated  with 
construction  workers  commuting  to  the  site  and  the  delivery  of  equipment  and  materials.  As  a 
result  of  the  current  Ivanpah  SEGS  construction  activities,  the  existing  ambient  noise  levels  in 
the  project  study  area  are  anticipated  to  be  incrementally  higher  than  the  noise  survey  results 
presented  in  Table  3.9-3. 


3.9.2  Applicable  Regulations,  Plan,  and  Standards 

Ambient  noise  standards  are  maintained  at  the  Federal,  state,  and  local  levels.  In  1974,  the 
EPA  published  “Information  on  Levels  of  Environmental  Noise  Requisite  to  Protect  Public  Health 
and  Welfare  with  an  Adequate  Margin  of  Safety”  (USEPA  550/9-74-004).  This  document 
provides  information  for  state  and  local  agencies  to  use  in  developing  their  ambient  noise 
standards  to  assist  state  and  local  government  entities  in  development  of  state  and  local 
ordinances,  regulations,  and  standards  for  noise  (Department  of  State  2007). 


3.9.2. 1 Federal 

There  are  no  Federal  noise  regulations.  However,  noise  and  land  use  guidelines  have  been 
produced  by  a number  of  federal  agencies  including  the  Federal  Highway  Administration,  the 
EPA,  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  and  the  American  National 
Standards  Institute.  These  guidelines  are  all  based  upon  statistical  noise  criteria  such  as  Leq,  Ldn 
or  CNEL,  and  provide  guidelines  for  assessing  the  noise  impacts  of  the  Project. 

The  EPA  “Information  on  Levels  of  Environmental  Noise  Requisite  to  Protect  Public  Health  and 
Welfare  with  an  Adequate  Margin  of  Safety”  identified  outdoor  and  indoor  noise  levels  to  protect 
public  health  and  assets  (Table  3.9-4).  A Leq  (24)  of  70  dB  was  identified  as  the  level  of 
environmental  noise  that  would  prevent  any  measurable  hearing  loss  over  a lifetime.  An  Ldn  of 
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55  dBA  outdoors  and  45  dBA  indoors  were  identified  as  noise  thresholds  that  would  prevent 
activity  interference  or  annoyance  (Department  of  State  2007). 


Table  3.9-4.  EPA  Noise  Control  Guidelines 


Use 

Measure 

Indoor 

activity 

interference 

(dBA) 

Hearing  loss 
consideration 
(dBA)  (b) 

To  protect 
against  both 
effects  (c) 
(dBA) 

Outdoor 

activity 

interference 

(dBA) 

Hearing  Loss 
consideration 
(dBA)  (b) 

To  protect 
against 
both 

effects  (c) 
(dBA) 

Residential  with 
Outside  Space 

Ldn 

Leq(24) 

45 

70 

45 

55 

70 

55 

Residential  with 
No  Outside  Space 

Ldn 

Leq(24) 

45 

70 

45 

Commercial 

Leq(24) 

(a) 

70 

70(d) 

(a) 

70 

70(d) 

Inside 

Transportation 

Leq(24) 

(a) 

70 

(a) 

Industrial 

Leq(24) 

(a) 

70 

70(d) 

(a) 

70 

70(d) 

Hospitals 

Ldn 

Leq(24) 

45 

70 

45 

55 

70 

55 

Educational 

Ldn 

Leq  (24) 

45 

70 

45 

55 

70 

55 

Recreational  Area 

Leq(24) 

(a) 

70 

70(d) 

(a) 

70 

70(d) 

Farm  Land  and 
General 

Unpopulated  Land 

Leq(24) 

(a) 

70 

70(d) 

Source:  City  of  Rialto  1992 

Notes: 

(a)  Since  different  types  of  activities  appear  to  be  associated  with  different  levels,  identification  of  a maximum  level 
for  activity  interference  may  be  difficult  except  in  those  circumstances  where  speech  communication  is  a critical 
activity. 

(b)  Level  of  hearing  loss  is  defined  as  the  exposure  period  which  results  in  hearing  loss  at  the  identified  level  is  a 
period  of  40  years. 

(c)  Based  on  lowest  level 

(d)  Based  on  hearing  loss 

A Leq  of  75  dBA  during  8 hours  may  be  identified  in  these  situations  so  long  as  the  exposure  over  the  remaining 
16  hours  per  day  is  low  enough  to  result  in  a negligible  contribution  to  the  24-hour  average. 

The  only  guidance  available  for  evaluation  of  vibration  is  published  by  the  Federal  Transit 
Administration  (FTA)  for  assessing  the  impacts  of  groundborne  vibration  associated  with 
construction  of  rail  projects.  These  guidelines  have  been  applied  by  other  jurisdictions  to  assess 
groundborne  vibration  of  other  types  of  projects.  The  FTA-recommended  vibration  standards 
are  expressed  in  terms  of  the  “vibration  level,”  which  is  calculated  from  the  peak  particle  velocity 
measured  from  groundborne  vibration.  The  FTA  measure  of  the  threshold  of  perception  is  65 
VdB,1  which  correlates  to  a peak  particle  velocity  of  about  0.002  inches  per  second  (in/sec).  The 
FTA  measure  of  the  threshold  of  architectural  damage  for  conventional  sensitive  structures  is 
100  VdB,  which  correlates  to  a peak  particle  velocity  of  about  0.2  in/sec. 


1 VdB  is  a common  measure  of  vibration  energy. 
November  2013 


3.9-7 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 

3.9  Noise 


3. 9. 2. 2 State 

California  Government  Code  section  65302(f)  encourages  each  local  governmental  entity  to 
perform  noise  studies  and  implement  a noise  element  as  part  of  its  General  Plan.  In  addition, 
the  California  Office  of  Planning  and  Research  has  published  guidelines  for  preparing  noise 
elements,  which  include  recommendations  for  evaluating  the  compatibility  of  various  land  uses 
as  a function  of  community  noise  exposure. 

The  California  Department  of  Health  Services  has  established  the  Office  of  Noise  Control,  which 
has  prepared  studies  associated  with  noise  levels  and  their  effects  on  various  land  uses.  Based 
upon  these  studies,  the  State  has  established  interior  and  exterior  noise  standards  by  land  use 
category  and  standards  for  the  compatibility  of  various  land  uses  and  noise  levels  (Table  3.9-5). 
In  addition,  noise  limits  for  highway  vehicles  are  regulated  under  the  California  Vehicle  Code, 
§§23130  and  23130.5.  The  limits  are  enforceable  on  the  highways  by  the  California  Highway 
Patrol  and  the  County  Sheriff’s  Office. 


Table  3.9-5.  Noise/Land  Use  Compatibility  Matrix  for  Community  Noise  Environments 


Land  Use  Category 

Community  Noise 

Exposure  Level  (CNEL,  dBA) 

50 

55 

60 

65 

70 

75 

80 

Residential  - Low  density  single- 

family,  duplex,  and  mobile  homes 

Residential  - Multi-family 


Transient  Lodging  - Hotels, 
motels 


Schools,  Libraries,  Churches, 
Hospitals,  Nursing  homes 


Auditoriums,  Concert  halls, 
Amphitheaters 


Sport  arenas,  Outdoor  spectator 
sports,  amusement  parks 


Playgrounds,  neighborhood 
parks 


Golf  courses,  riding  stables, 
Cemeteries 


Office  and  Professional 
Buildings,  Retail  Commercial, 
Banks,  Restaurants 

Industrial,  Manufacturing, 
Utilities,  Service  Stations, 
Warehousing,  Agriculture 
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Table  3.9-5.  Noise/Land  Use  Compatibility  Matrix  for  Community  Noise  Environments 


Land  Use  Category 


Community  Noise  Exposure  Level  (CNEL,  dBA) 


Source:  State  of  California  Office  of  Noise  Control,  Department  of  Health  Services  1976 


1 1 Normally  acceptable:  Specified  land  use  is  satisfactory  based  upon  the  assumption  that  any  buildings 

involved  are  of  normal  conventional  construction  without  any  special  noise  insulation  requirements. 


1 .... ....  1 Conditionally  acceptable:  New  construction  or  development  should  be  undertaken  only  after  a detailed 

analysis  of  the  noise  requirements  is  made  and  needed  noise  insulation  features  included  in  the  design. 
Conventional  construction,  but  with  closed  windows  and  fresh  air  systems  or  air  conditioning,  normally  suffices. 

□J  Normally  unacceptable:  New  construction  or  development  should  generally  be  discouraged.  If  it  does 
proceed,  a detailed  analysis  of  the  noise  reduction  requirements  must  be  made  and  needed  noise  insulation 
features  included  in  the  design. 

I Clearly  unacceptable:  New  construction  or  development  should  generally  not  be  undertaken. 


3. 9. 2.3  San  Bernardino  County 

The  Noise  Element  of  the  County  of  San  Bernardino  General  Plan  (2007)  states  that  noise 
levels  shall  not  exceed  performance  standards  listed  in  Chapter  83.01  of  the  County 
Development  Code  at  the  boundary  of  areas  planned  or  zoned  for  residential  or  other  noise- 
sensitive  land  uses.  Performance  standards  are  also  identified  in  Chapter  83.01  of  the  County 
Development  Code  (Table  3.9-6). 


Table  3.9-6.  Noise  Standards  for  Stationary  Noise  Sources,  San  Bernardino  County 


Affected  Land  Uses 
(Receiving  Noise) 

7 am  - 10  pm 
Leq  (dBA) 

10  pm  - 7 am 
Leq  (dBA) 

Residential 

55 

45 

Professional  Services 

55 

55 

Other  Commercial 

60 

60 

Industrial 

70 

70 

Source:  County  of  San  Bernardino  2007b 


The  above  limits  are  adjusted  as  follows  for  short-term  noise  events: 

• The  noise  standard  plus  5 dBA  for  a cumulative  period  of  more  than  15  minutes  in  any 
hour. 

• The  noise  standard  plus  10  dBA  for  a cumulative  period  of  more  than  5 minutes  in  any 
hour. 

• The  noise  standard  plus  15  dBA  for  a cumulative  period  of  more  than  1 minute  in  any 
hour. 

• The  noise  standard  plus  20  dBA  for  any  period  of  time. 

If  the  noise  consists  entirely  of  impact  noise  or  simple  tone  noise,  the  allowable  level  shall  be 
reduced  by  5 dBA. 

Temporary  construction,  maintenance,  repair,  or  demolition  activities  conducted  between  the 
hours  of  7:00  a.m.  and  7:00  p.m.,  except  Sundays  and  federal  holidays,  are  exempt  from  the 
above  limits  (COSB  2007a,  § 83.01 .080[g][3]). 

Vibration  is  limited  to  that  which  cannot  be  felt  without  the  aid  of  instruments  at  or  beyond  the  lot 
line,  and  that  which  does  not  produce  a particle  velocity  greater  than  or  equal  to  0.2  in/sec  at  the 
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lot  line  (COSB  2007a,  § 83.01 ,090[a]).  Construction  vibration  is  exempt  from  this  limit  between 
the  hours  of  7:00  a.m.  and  7:00  p.m.  except  Sundays  and  federal  holidays  (COSB  2007a,  § 
83.01. 090[c][2]). 

Note  that,  since  the  project  will  be  built  on  Federally  owned  land,  these  San  Bernardino  County 
laws  and  regulations  do  not  apply.  They  are  listed  here  solely  as  guidelines  to  evaluate  the 
impacts  of  the  noise  generated  by  the  Project. 
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3.10  Paleontology 

Paleontological  resources  are  the  fossilized  remains  of  deceased  and  most  commonly  of  extinct 
organisms.  Such  resources  provide  direct  evidence  of  ancient  life.  Because  such  fossils 
cannot  be  replaced  once  they  are  damaged  or  destroyed,  paleontological  resources  are 
considered  non-renewable  resources.  In  accordance  with  existing  BLM  policy  and  for  the 
purposes  of  this  analysis,  paleontological  resources  are  defined  as  “any  fossilized  remains, 
traces,  or  imprints  of  organisms,  preserved  in  or  on  the  earth’s  crust,  that  are  of  paleontological 
interest  and  that  provide  information  about  the  history  of  life  on  earth”  (16  U.S.C.  470aaa(4)). 

Ground  disturbing  activities  have  the  potential  to  cause  direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative  adverse 
impacts  on  paleontological  resources.  Direct  impacts  may  include  breakage  and  fragmentation 
on  fossils  in  both  unconsolidated  sedimentary  deposits  and  underlying  rock  units.  Indirect 
impacts  may  result  from  exposure  of,  or  increased  access  to,  paleontological  resources 
resulting  in  increased  visitation,  looting,  and/or  vandalism.  Cumulative  impacts  to 
paleontological  resources  result  when  there  is  a long-term  loss  to  science  and  society  of  the 
scientific  information  that  may  have  been  provided  by  that  resource  had  it  not  been  disturbed. 


3.10.1  Environmental  Setting 

BLM  has  reviewed  the  Paleontologic  Resources  assessment  in  Section  2.2.6  of  the  Stateline 
Solar  Farm  Plan  of  Development  (POD;  First  Solar  2011)  and  the  results  of  the  paleontological 
literature  and  records  search  for  the  project  site  reported  in  Appendix  I (Scott  2009)  of  the  POD. 
BLM  reviewed  the  online  records  database  maintained  by  the  University  of  California,  Museum 
of  Paleontology,  and  verified  that  no  records  were  available  for  the  Proposed  Project  area 
(University  of  California  Museum  of  Paleontology  2012).  All  research  was  conducted  in 
accordance  with  accepted  assessment  protocol  (Society  of  Vertebrate  Paleontologists  1995) 
and  BLM  protocols  required  in  BLM  IM  2008-009  and  IM  2009-011  (BLM  2007;  BLM  2008)  to 
determine  whether  any  known  paleontological  resources  exist  in  the  general  area. 

The  paleontological  resources  literature  and  records  review  for  the  solar  farm  project  area  was 
conducted  by  the  San  Bernardino  County  Museum’s  (SBCM)  Division  of  Geological  Sciences 
(Scott  2009).  Previous  geologic  mapping  by  C.W.  Jennings  in  1961  for  the  Geologic  Map  of 
California,  Kingman  Sheet  describes  the  project  area  as  Holocene  alluvium  probably  overlying 
subsurface  Quaternary  lake  sediments.  Lacustrine  sediments  of  similar  age  in  the  project 
vicinity  have  previously  yielded  fossil  resources.  For  example,  large  mammal  bone  fragments 
were  recovered  from  Quaternary  lacustrine  sediments  near  the  northern  end  of  Ivanpah  Lake. 
SBCM  concluded  that  the  possible  presence  of  Quaternary  lacustrine  sediments  beneath  the 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  site  indicates  there  may  be  a high  potential  for  paleontological 
resources,  however  this  could  not  be  confirmed  without  further  evaluation  (Scott  2009). 

The  SBCM’s  Regional  Paleontological  Locality  Inventory  (RPLI)  records  one  previously  known 
paleontological  resource  (SBCM  1.2.4,  remains  of  an  indeterminate  rodent  [ Rodentia ])  located 
in  the  southeastern  portion  of  the  solar  farm  study  area.  Additional  resources  (SBCM  1.2.1, 
1.2.2,  and  1.2.3)  were  located  within  one  mile  of  the  southeastern  end  of  the  study  area. 
Paleontological  resources  at  these  locations  included  fossil  remains  of  tortoise  ( Gopherus  sp.), 
kangaroo  rat  ( Dipodomys  sp.),  wood  rat  ( Neotoma  sp.),  other  small  vertebrates,  a partial 
hackberry  seed  ( Celtis  sp.),  and  clasts  of  tufa  from  the  high  stand  of  Ivanpah  Lake.  The  SBCM 
review  noted  that  previous  studies  recorded  assemblages  of  fossil  hackberry  seeds  in  nearby 
cave  deposits  containing  Pleistocene  vertebrate  faunas.  The  SBCM  also  noted  that  tufa  is 
common  at  the  top  of  sedimentary  sections  at  several  Pleistocene  lakes  (including  Valley  Wells, 
Piute  Valley,  and  Cadiz)  in  San  Bernardino  County.  None  of  the  paleontological  resource 
locations  near  Ivanpah  Lake  have  yielded  fossil  remains  diagnostic  of  a specific  temporal  age, 
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though  a Pleistocene  age  for  these  faunas  is  suggested  (Scott  2009).  The  Museum  did  not 
recommend  a paleontological  survey  of  the  project  site.  Paleontological  monitoring  of 
excavations  greater  than  5 feet  in  depths  was  recommended. 

As  discussed  in  Section  3.14  (Soil  Resources),  Geosphere  Consultants  conducted  a 
geotechnical  study  of  the  proposed  solar  farm  site  in  June  2008.  During  the  geological  field 
survey,  2 of  the  13  shallow  exploratory  borings  were  classified  all  or  partially  composed  of  “Ql” 
consisting  of  Quaternary  Lakebed  Deposits.  These  locations  would  have  the  greatest  potential 
for  paleontological  resources.  Geosphere  Consultants  recommended  a more  detailed  survey  to 
confirm  or  provide  additional  information  on  a number  of  geotechnical  concerns.  This  expanded 
survey  could  include  additional  subsurface  borings  and  potentially  gather  additional  information 
to  resolve  the  potential  for  paleontological  resources  beneath  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
site. 

No  records  were  identified  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  project  area  in  the  University  of 
California  Museum  of  Paleontology  database  (University  of  California  Museum  of  Paleontology 
2012). 

The  extent  and  distribution  of  possible  lacustrine  sediments  relative  to  the  proposed  solar  farm 
site  is  unknown  and  difficult  to  determine  without  subsurface  exploration.  The  nearest  mapped 
surface  exposure  of  lacustrine  sediments  are  late-Pleistocene  to  Holocene  in  age  and  are 
located  adjacent  to  the  east  side  of  the  project  site  at  an  elevation  of  approximately  2,624  feet 
above  mean  sea  level  (USGS  2006).  The  lowest  elevation  on  the  solar  farm  site  is  also 
approximately  2, 624  feet  above  mean  sea  level,  which  is  the  same  elevation  as  the  mapped 
lacustrine  sediments. 

The  Pre-Cambrian  metamorphic  rocks  in  the  bedrock  outcrops  southwest  of  the  solar  farm 
project  site  are  considered  to  have  negligible  paleontological  sensitivity. 

The  BLM’s  Potential  Fossil  Yield  Classification  (PFYC)  system  is  used  to  classify  the  “relative 
abundance  of  vertebrate  fossils  or  scientifically  significant  invertebrate  or  plant  fossils  and  their 
sensitivity  to  adverse  impacts”  in  mappable  geologic  units — groups  of  rock  with  distinct 
identifying  features.  The  PFYC  system  provides  a baseline  from  which  to  predict,  assess,  and 
mitigate  paleontological  resources.  There  are  five  classes  in  the  PFYC  system:  Class  1 (very 
low),  Class  2 (low),  Class  3 (moderate  or  unknown),  Class  4 (high),  and  Class  5 (very  high). 
The  classes  are  based  on  the  probability  that  a unit  contains  paleontological  resources  and  the 
significance  of  the  resources  (BLM  2007). 

The  letters  “a”  and  “b”  are  applied  to  Classes  3 to  5 to  indicate  the  potential  for  adverse  impacts 
to  fossils  due  to  ground-disturbing  activities  as  follows:  Class  3a  (moderate  potential),  Class  3b 
(unknown  potential),  Class  4a  (high  potential),  Class  4b  (high  potential  with  moderating 
circumstances),  Class  5a  (very  high  potential),  Class  5b  (very  high  potential  with  moderating 
circumstances).  The  term  “moderating  circumstances”  in  Class  4b  and  5b  indicates  that  though 
there  is  a high  potential  for  paleontological  resources,  the  potential  for  adverse  impact  is 
reduced  because  of  the  presence  of  specific  conditions  such  as  a bedrock  unit  with  a protective 
layer  of  soil,  thin  cover  of  alluvial  material,  topographic  conditions,  or  other  condition  providing 
some  protection  to  the  potential  resources  (BLM  2007). 

Paleo  Solutions  conducted  a review  of  the  available  geologic  maps  and  determined  a PFYC 
Classification  for  each  of  the  geologic  units  present  within  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  project  area. 
The  results  of  the  mapping  and  classification  are  included  in  Figure  3.10-1  (Appendix  A)  and 
Table  3.10-1. 
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Table  3.10-1.  PFYC  Classification  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  Site 


PFYC  Classification 

Fossil  Potential 

Geological  Unit 

1 

Very  Low 

Early  Precambrian  metamorphic 

2 

Low 

Pennsylvanian  Marine  (CP) 

2 

Low 

Paleozoic  marine  limestone  (IP) 

3a 

Moderate 

Pleistocene  nonmarine  (Qc) 

3a 

Moderate 

Quaternary  lake  deposits 

3b 

Unknown 

Quaternary  alluvium  (Qal) 

The  Early  Precambrian  metamorphic  geologic  units  were  determined  to  be  unlikely  to  contain 
fossil  remains.  Vertebrate  or  significant  invertebrate  or  plant  fossils  are  either  not  present  or  are 
very  rare  in  the  Pennsylvanian  Marine  and  Paleozoic  marine  limestone  and  therefore  concern 
for  paleontological  resources  is  low  in  these  units.  Pleistocene  nonmarine  and  Quaternary  lake 
deposits  are  known  to  contain  vertebrate  fossils  or  scientifically  significant  nonvertebrate  or 
plant  fossils.  Occurrences  of  these  significant  fossils  are  generally  widely  scattered.  Common 
invertebrate  or  plant  fossils  are  also  present  and  hobby  collecting  opportunities  may  exist  in  this 
area.  There  is  a low  potential  for  the  project  to  be  sited  on  or  to  impact  a significant  fossil 
locality  but  a higher  potential  for  the  project  to  be  sited  on  or  impact  common  fossils.  Ultimately, 
the  potential  fossil  yield  of  these  units  within  the  project  area  cannot  be  determined  without 
ground  reconnaissance,  therefore  these  units  are  rated  with  a moderate  potential  for  fossils. 
Quaternary  alluvium  units  exhibit  the  geologic  characteristics  and  preservational  conditions  that 
suggest  the  potential  for  the  presence  of  significant  fossils;  however,  little  information  is 
available  for  paleontological  resources  in  these  units  in  this  area.  Ground  reconnaissance  and 
assessment  is  necessary  before  ground-disturbing  activities  are  conducted  in  these  geological 
units  because  of  the  unknown  potential  to  contain  paleontological  resources. 

Based  on  the  above  discussion,  Society  of  Vertebrate  Paleontology  (SVP)  criteria,  the  Paleo 
Solutions  PFYC  classification,  and  the  confidential  paleontological  report  appended  to  the 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  Plan  of  Development,  the  probability  that  paleontological  resources  would 
be  encountered  during  grading  and  excavation  in  the  majority  of  the  project  area  is  considered 
to  be  unknown. 


3.10.2  Applicable  Regulations,  Plan,  and  Standards 
3.10.2.1  Federal 

The  management  and  preservation  of  paleontological  resources  on  public  lands  are  governed 
under  various  laws,  regulations,  and  standards.  For  the  past  several  decades,  the  BLM  has 
used  the  FLPMA  (1976)  as  the  legislative  foundation  for  its  paleontological  resource 
management  policies.  The  BLM  has  also  developed  general  procedural  guidelines  (Manual  H- 
8720-1;  Handbook  H8270;  Instructional  Memorandum  [IM]  2008-009;  IM  2009-011)  for  the 
management  of  paleontological  resources  (BLM  2007;  2008).  Paleontological  resource 
management  objectives  include  the  evaluation,  management,  protection  and  location  of  fossils 
on  BLM  managed  lands.  Management  policy  also  includes  measures  to  ensure  that  proposed 
land-use  projects  do  not  inadvertently  damage  or  destroy  scientifically  significant  paleontological 
resources. 

The  implementation  of  paleontological  mitigation  measures  designed  in  compliance  with  the 
following  Federal  and  state  laws  and  the  BLM  guidelines  cited  above  would  reduce  adverse 
impacts  on  scientifically  significant  paleontological  resources  by  preventing  the  destruction  of 
significant  fossils  during  project-related  ground  disturbance. 
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Paleontological  Resources  Preservation  Act  (PRPA)  of  2009,  Public  Law  111-11,  Title  VI. 

Subtitle  D 


Omnibus  Public  Land  Management  Act  of  2009 , Paleontological  Resources  Preservation 
Subtitle  ( popular  name  the  Paleontological  Resources  Preservation  Act),  123  Stat.  1172 , 16 
U.S.C.  470aaa  et  sea..  Sec.  6302.  The  Secretaries  of  the  Interior  and  Agriculture  “...shall 
manage  and  protect  paleontological  resources  on  Federal  lands  using  scientific  principles  and 
expertise.”  The  Act  defines  new  legal  authority  for  casual  collecting  and  issuance  of 
paleontological  resources  use  permits;  provides  criteria  for  permits;  reguires  confidentiality  of 
locality  data;  specifies  that  specimens  collected  under  permit  are  federal  property  and  must  be 
deposited  in  an  approved  repository;  defines  new  penalties  for  criminal  and  civil  violations  and 
provisions  for  rewards  and  forfeiture;  disallows  commercial  collection;  and , reguires  inventory 
and  monitoring  of  paleontological  resources , and  public  awareness  program. 


Antiquities  Act  of  1906,  16  United  States  Code  (U.S.C.)  431  et  seq. 

The  Antiquities  Act  was  the  first  law  enacted  to  specifically  establish  that  archaeological  sites  on 
public  lands  are  important  public  resources,  and  it  obligated  federal  agencies  that  manage 
public  lands  to  preserve  the  scientific,  commemorative,  and  cultural  values  of  such  sites 
National  Park  Service.  This  Act  does  not  refer  to  paleontological  resources  specifically; 
however,  the  protection  of  “objects  of  antiquity”  (understood  to  include  paleontological 
resources)  by  various  federal  agencies,  including  the  BLM  and  the  National  Park  Service  (NPS), 
is  included  in  the  Act. 


Archeological  Resources  Protection  Act  (ARPA)  1979,  16  U.S.C.  470aa-470mm 

ARPA  requires  protection  of  non-fossilized  and  fossilized  paleontological  specimens,  or  any 
portion  or  piece  thereof,  if  found  in  an  archeological  context. 


Federal  Land  Management  and  Policy  Act  of  1976  (43  U.S.C.  1712M.  1732fbl) 

FLPMA  defines  significant  fossils  as:  unique,  rare  or  particularly  well-preserved;  an  unusual 
assemblage  of  common  fossils;  being  of  high  scientific  interest;  or  providing  important  new  data 
concerning  [1]  evolutionary  trends,  [2]  development  of  biological  communities,  [3]  interaction 
between  or  among  organisms,  [4]  unusual  or  spectacular  circumstances  in  the  history  of  life,  [5] 
or  anatomical  structure. 

3.10.2.2  State  and  Local 

The  procedures,  types  of  activities,  persons,  and  public  agencies  required  to  comply  with  CEQA 
are  defined  in:  Guidelines  for  the  Implementation  of  CEQA,  as  amended  March  29,  1999  (Title 
14,  Chapter  3,  California  Code  of  Regulations:  15000  et  seq.).  One  of  the  questions  listed  in  the 
CEQA  Environmental  Checklist  (Section  15023,  Appendix  G,  Section  XIV,  Part  A)  is:  “Will  the 
proposed  project  directly  or  indirectly  destroy  a unique  paleontological  resource  or  site  or  unique 
geologic  feature?” 

The  State  of  California  Public  Resources  Code  (Chapter  1.7),  Section  5097.5  and  30244, 
includes  additional  State  level  requirements  for  the  assessment  and  management  of 
paleontological  resources.  These  statutes  require  reasonable  mitigation  of  adverse  impacts  to 
paleontological  resources  resulting  from  development  on  State  lands,  define  the  removal  of 
paleontological  “sites”  or  “features”  from  State  lands  as  a misdemeanor,  and  prohibit  the 
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removal  of  any  paleontological  “site”  or  “feature”  from  State  land  without  permission  of  the 
applicable  jurisdictional  agency.  These  protections  apply  only  to  State  of  California  land,  and 
therefore  do  not  apply  to  the  Proposed  Action. 

No  other  State  or  local  laws  and  regulations  are  applicable  to  the  Proposed  Action. 
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3.11  Public  Health  and  Safety 

The  following  discussion  addresses  the  existing  environmental  conditions,  and  applicable  laws 
and  regulations  applicable  to  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  (Proposed  Action  or 
Project)  related  to  potential  impacts  to  health  and  safety  of  the  public  and  workers.  The 
analyses  provided  in  Section  4.11  includes  evaluation  of  impacts  from  seismic  hazards, 
hazardous  materials  and  waste  management,  emergency  response,  intentionally  destructive 
acts,  and  worker  safety  at  the  proposed  Project  site. 


3.11.1  Environmental  Setting 

3.11.1.1  Seismic  and  Geologic  Setting 

Geologic  hazards  are  normally  associated  with  seismicity  (ground  shaking),  slope  instability, 
subsidence,  and  expansive  soils.  Hazards  related  to  ground  shaking  at  the  site  include  ground 
rupture,  slope  instability,  liquefaction,  and  seismic  compaction. 

The  Mojave  Desert  Province  of  southern  California,  in  which  the  solar  farm  project  site  is 
located  in  a seismically  active  area  of  regional  strike-slip  faulting  and  extensional  tectonics. 
BLM  reviewed  the  Alquist-Priolo  Special  Studies  Zone  map  database  (California  Geological 
Survey  2010b)  and  the  Fault  Activity  Map  of  California  (California  Geological  Survey  2010c). 
The  project  site  does  not  lie  within  an  earthquake  fault  zone  as  defined  by  the  Alquist-Priolo  Act 
of  1972  (California  Geological  Survey  2010b)  and  no  active  faults  are  shown  on  published  maps 
as  crossing  the  project  site  boundary. 

A review  of  published  geologic  maps  indicates  three  faults  are  adjacent  to  the  project  site.  To 
the  east  of  the  project  site  is  the  Quaternary  Stateline  fault  that  trends  northwest-southeast 
roughly  parallel  to  the  California-Nevada  state  line.  This  fault  is  mapped  as  concealed  beneath 
the  alluvial  deposits  in  the  valley  (California  Geological  Survey  2010c).  The  Stateline  Fault  is 
the  southern  segment  of  the  Pahrump  Valley  Fault  Zone,  which  has  been  interpreted  to  be  a 
right-lateral  strike-slip  structure  with  some  vertical  movement  (USGS  2006).  This  fault  has  had 
movement  in  the  early  to  middle  Pleistocene  (700,000  to  1,600,000  years)  (California 
Geological  Survey  2010c).  The  fault  borders  the  east  side  of  Ivanpah  Valley,  and  crosses  the 
valley  north  of  the  solar  farm  project  site.  Several  small  older  faults  are  located  within  the  range 
of  mountains  north  of  the  project  area  and  the  Ivanpah  Fault  is  located  several  miles  to  the  west 
(California  Geological  Survey  2010a).  No  known  recent  surface  rupture  has  been  associated 
with  any  of  these  faults,  however  because  several  of  these  faults  are  potentially  active, 
moderate  ground  shaking  could  occur  at  the  solar  farm  project  site  as  a result  of  earthquakes  on 
any  of  these  faults  or  as  a result  of  regional  earthquake  activity. 

The  closest  active  faults  to  the  project  site  are  the  Death  Valley  and  Garlock  Faults  in  California 
located  approximately  50  miles  to  the  west  (Geosphere  Consultants  2008).  Movement  on  the 
north-northwest-striking  Death  Valley  Fault  is  normal,  and  is  related  to  extensional  tectonics  in 
the  Great  Basin,  coupled  with  right-lateral  strike-slip,  related  to  San  Andreas-style  transform 
faulting.  The  Garlock  Fault  is  a major  east-west-striking,  left-lateral  strike-slip  fault,  also 
associated  with  regional  transform  faulting  to  the  west  (California  Geological  Survey  2010c). 

The  proposed  Project  does  not  lie  within  a designated  earthquake  fault  zone  as  defined  by  the 
Alquist-Priolo  Act  of  1972  and  no  faults  have  been  mapped  within  the  project  area  (California 
Geological  Survey  2010b).  The  site  is  located  in  Seismic  Risk  Zone  4.  The  potential  for  ground 
rupture  at  the  site  remains  low;  there  are  no  active  faults  on  the  solar  farm  project  site  and  both 
the  Stateline  and  the  Ivanpah  faults  are  distant  from  the  site.  Ground  acceleration  from  rupture 
of  the  Stateline  fault  system  could  be  fairly  high;  however,  the  California  Building  Code 
establishes  a high  standard  that  must  be  followed  for  seismic  design  in  the  State  of  California. 
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The  Applicant  conducted  a Phase  1 Geotechnical  Reconnaissance  Study  of  the  project  study 
area  in  2008  (Geosphere  Consultants  2008).  For  the  geotechnical  survey,  Geosphere 
Consultants  utilized  the  computer  project  EQSearch  to  identify  recent  seismicity  in  the  area. 
The  search  identified  one  earthquake  with  a magnitude  of  5.0  or  greater  and  ten  earthquakes 
with  a magnitude  of  4.0  or  greater  that  have  occurred  within  a 100  kilometer  (62  mile)  radius  of 
the  solar  farm  project  site  since  the  year  1800.  The  magnitude  5.0  earthquake  occurred  on  5 
May  1939;  the  published  epicenter  was  located  approximately  40.5  miles  northeast  of  the  solar 
farm  project  site.  Geosphere  Consultants  used  the  Bozorgnia,  Campbell,  and  Niazi  (1999) 
attenuation  relationship  for  Holocene  soil  sites  to  determine  the  peak  horizontal  ground 
acceleration  that  may  have  occurred  at  the  project  site  during  this  earthquake.  The  peak 
horizontal  ground  acceleration  was  estimated  to  be  0.021  g for  the  median-plus-one-standard 
deviation  (84th  percentile)  data  point  (Geosphere  Consultants  2008). 

The  Project  site  is  considered  to  have  low  potential  for  liquefaction  and  landslide.  There  is  no 
evidence  in  the  area  that  liquefaction  induced  by  seismic  ground  motions  have  occurred.  The 
depth  to  groundwater  of  more  than  200  feet  below  ground  surface  indicates  that  the  area  is  not 
prone  to  liquefaction  surface  distress. 

Other  geological  hazards  relate  to  the  emerging  field  of  medical  geology  (Finkelman  and  others 
2010).  Dusts  may  be  a vector  for  naturally  occurring  medical  geologic  hazards  such  as  arsenic 
and  valley  fever  (coccidioidomycosis)  fungal  spores.  The  Centers  for  Disease  Control  (CDC) 
depicts  the  project  area  within  the  natural  range  of  Coccidioides  spp.  fungi  which  cause  valley 
fever  (CDC  2012).  No  human  health  risk  assessment  exists  for  the  project  site  and  its 
landscape  setting  at  present.  Occupational  effects  during  construction  and  maintenance  and 
effects  on  residents  in  the  region  remain  hypothetical  without  seeking  information  and  analysis. 


3.11.1.2  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste  Management 

Several  characteristics  of  a project  location  affect  the  potential  for  an  accidental  release  of  a 
hazardous  material  that  could  cause  public  health  impacts.  These  include: 

• local  meteorology; 

• terrain  characteristics; 

• location  of  population  centers  and  sensitive  receptors  relative  to  the  project; 

• existing  public  health  concerns;  and 

• existing  environmental  site  contamination. 


Meteorological  Conditions 

Meteorological  conditions,  including  wind  speed,  wind  direction,  and  air  temperature,  affect  both 
the  extent  of  accidentally  released  and  air-dispersed  hazardous  materials  and  the  direction  in 
which  they  would  be  transported.  This  interaction  affects  the  potential  magnitude  and  extent  of 
the  public’s  exposure  to  such  materials,  as  well  as  human  health  risks.  When  wind  speeds  are 
low  and  the  atmosphere  is  stable,  dispersion  is  lessened.  Such  stagnation  can  lead  to  increased 
localized  human  exposure.  In  contrast,  high  wind  speeds  can  mobilize  hazardous  components 
and  transport  them  to  nearby  populations.  Both  conditions  can  occur  at  the  project  site. 

Table  3.13-1  below  summarizes  recorded  wind  speeds  and  ambient  air  temperatures  are 
summarized  in  for  201 1 and  for  the  last  five  years,  respectively. 
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Table  3.11-1.  Summary  of  Historical  Temperature  and  Wind  Data 


Parameter 

Max 

Avg 

Min 

February  14 

, 2011  - February  14,  2012 

Max  Temperature 

110 

78 

43 

Mean  Temperature 

97 

66 

34 

Min  Temperature 

86 

55 

24 

Wind 

51 

9 

0 

Wind  Gust 

62 

32 

16 

February  14,  2007  - February  14,  2012 

Max  Temperature 

117 

80 

41 

Mean  Temperature 

102 

69 

34 

Min  Temperature 

90 

57 

24 

Wind 

45 

10 

0 

Wind  Gust 

58 

32 

16 

Source:  www.wunderqround.com  accessed  on  February  14,  2012. 
Units:  Temperature  - °F;  Wind  speed  - miles  per  hour 


Terrain  Characteristics 

The  topography  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  and  its  immediate  surrounding  areas  is 
essentially  flat.  The  site  is  adjacent  to  the  north-northwest  edge  of  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  in  the 
Ivanpah  Valley,  on  a series  of  alluvial  fans  slope  gently  toward  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake.  The  Stateline 
Solar  Farm  Project  is  generally  bounded  by  the  Clark  Mountains  to  the  north  and  west  and  the 
Lucy  Gray  Mountains  to  the  east. 

Maximum  change  in  ground  surface  elevation  across  the  site  is  approximately  130  feet.  The 
upper  portions  of  the  alluvial  fans  slope  gently  toward  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  with  a change  in 
ground  elevation  on  the  order  of  15  feet  of  fall  per  1500  feet  of  horizontal  run  (slope  of  100:1 
horizontal  to  vertical)  or  less.  The  central  portion  of  the  site  is  relatively  flat  with  a change  in 
ground  elevation  on  the  order  of  less  than  5 feet  of  fall  per  1500  feet  of  horizontal  run  (slope  of 
300:1  horizontal  to  vertical)  or  less.  The  general  slope  and  drainage  is  toward  Ivanpah  Dry 
Lake,  except  where  locally  modified  by  access  roads  or  other  manmade  features.  The  local 
terrain  slope  moves  runoff  from  the  local  area  and  any  uncaptured  liquid  runoff  from  the  site  in 
an  easterly  direction  (Geosphere  Consultants,  Inc  2008). 


Location  of  Exposed  Populations  and  Sensitive  Receptors 

The  general  population  includes  many  sensitive  groups  that  may  be  at  greater  risk  from 
exposure  to  emitted  pollutants.  These  sensitive  subgroups  include  the  very  young,  the  elderly, 
and  those  with  existing  illnesses.  The  location  of  the  population  in  the  area  surrounding  the 
project  site  may  be  important  to  potential  health  risk. 

There  are  no  sensitive  receptors  in  the  project  vicinity.  There  are  no  schools  or  churches  in  or 
near  the  project  study  area.  The  nearest  schools,  Sandy  Valley  Elementary  School  and  Sandy 
Valley  Middle  School,  are  located  approximately  17  miles  north-northeast  of  the  project  area  in 
Nevada.  The  closest  residence  is  located  at  the  northeast  corner  of  the  intersection  of  1-15  and 
Yates  Well  Road,  approximately  2 miles  east  of  the  Project  Study  Area  and  approximately  250 
feet  from  a potential  project  construction  haul  route.  The  hotels  in  Primm,  Nevada,  are  located 
approximately  1.5  miles  to  the  northeast. 
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Existing  Environmental  Site  Contamination 

According  to  the  California  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control  (DTSC)  Hazardous  Waste 
and  Substances  site  “Cortese”  List,  no  hazardous  waste  facilities  subject  to  corrective  action  are 
located  on  the  proposed  Desert  Stateline  site  (DTSC  2012).  A Phase  I Environmental  Site 
Assessment  for  the  project  was  performed  by  Earth  Systems  Southwest  in  December  2010,  and 
updated  in  2012,  to  evaluate  the  potential  for  the  presence  of  soil  or  groundwater  contamination 
due  to  past  handling,  storage,  and  disposal  of  hazardous  materials  or  petroleum  products  on  or 
near  the  property  (Earth  Systems  Southwest  2012).  Based  on  the  results  of  this  assessment, 
no  documented  releases  of  hazardous  materials  have  occurred  within  the  study  area.  Known 
contaminated  sites  in  the  general  area  include  the  former  Biogen  Power  Plant  located  0.14 
miles  northeast  of  the  project  site,  and  the  former  Molycorp  New  Ivanpah  Evaporation  Pond 
(NIEP,  now  owned  by  Chevron  Environmental  Management  Company)  located  on  Ivanpah  Dry 
Lake  approximately  2 miles  southeast  of  the  site.  The  Biogen  facility  has  been  removed  and 
Molycorp  has  permanently  ceased  use  of  the  NIEP.  The  NIEP  is  currently  undergoing 
remediation  under  the  oversight  of  the  Lahontan  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board. 
Contamination  from  the  Molycorp  Mine  and  its  offsite  waste  disposal  system  has  undergone 
substantial  investigation,  and  no  hazardous  materials  have  been  released  or  migrated  to  the 
location  of  the  Proposed  Project. 


3.11.1.3  Emergency  Response 

Although  the  solar  PV  panels  and  associated  components  contain  few  flammable  components, 
the  presence  of  electrical  generating  equipment  and  electrical  cables,  along  with  various  oils 
(lubricating,  cooling,  and  hydraulic),  and  petroleum  fuel  products  creates  the  potential  for  fire  or 
a medical  emergency  within  the  facility  during  construction  and  maintenance.  Storage  and  use 
of  these  substances  may  occur  at  the  project  substation,  in  electrical  transmission  structures, 
staging  areas,  and  the  O&M  facility.  A comprehensive  Fire  Management  Plan  would  be 
prepared  and  included  in  the  Plan  of  Development. 

Emergency  response  services  to  the  site  would  be  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Bernardino 
County  Fire  Department  (SBCFD).  Station  53  is  approximately  40  miles  from  the  project  site, 
located  at  65  Kingston  Circle,  Baker,  California,  and  would  be  the  first  responder  to  the  Stateline 
Solar  Farm  Project,  with  a response  time  of  approximately  45  minutes.  The  SBCFD  also  has  a 
Mutual  Aid  Agreement  with  Clark  County  (Nevada)  Fire  Department  for  responses  requiring 
more  assistance,  but  this  assistance  is  voluntary. 

In  San  Bernardino  County,  hazardous  materials  permits  are  issued  by  SBCFD,  which  is  also  a 
first  responder  in  the  case  of  releases..  Because  of  the  highly  remote  and  rural  area  of  Stateline 
Solar  Farm  Project,  services  are  limited  and  spread  out.  San  Bernardino  County  Firefighters 
receive  specialized  training  to  address  emergency  responses  to  industrial  hazards.  The 
response  time  to  the  project  site,  with  full  resources  capable  of  managing  large-scale  hazardous 
materials  spills,  would  be  3 to  4 hours.  Hazardous  materials  service  is  provided  out  of  the 
SBCFD  station  in  the  City  of  Fontana,  Station  78,  which  is  located  approximately  170  miles  from 
the  project  site.  The  San  Bernardino  County  HazMat  Team  response  time  to  a hazmat 
emergency  call  from  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  would  be  approximately  3 hours  (Peebles 
2012).  The  remote  location  of  the  facility  lengthens  the  response  time,  but  also  reduces  the  risk 
of  off-site  consequences  to  the  public.  The  SBCFD  also  has  a Mutual  Aid  Agreement  with  Clark 
County  (Nevada)  Fire  Department  for  responses  requiring  more  assistance,  but  this  assistance 
is  voluntary. 
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3.1 1 .1 .4  Worker  Safety 

Construction  and  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Project  would  follow  the  site-specific  Health 
and  Safety  Plan.  The  program  would  be  designed  to  meet  the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health 
Administration  (OSHA)  and  California  OSHA  (CalOSHA)  requirements.  As  part  of  the  health  and 
safety  program,  an  Illness  and  Injury  Prevention  Program,  Fire  Prevention  Program,  Personal 
Protective  Equipment  Program,  Hazardous  Spill  Program,  and  an  Emergency  Action  Plan  would 
be  developed  covering  the  construction,  operation  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning  of 
the  Project. 


3.1 1 .1 .5  Intentionally  Destructive  Acts 

The  number  and  high  profile  of  international  and  domestic  terrorist  attacks  during  the  last 
decade  presents  a new  and  realistic  threat  to  the  safety  and  security  of  the  people  of  the  U.S., 
infrastructure,  and  resources.  There  is  a potential  for  intentional  destructive  acts,  such  as 
sabotage  or  terrorism  events,  to  cause  impacts  to  human  health  and  the  environment.  As 
opposed  to  industrial  hazards,  collisions,  and  natural  events,  where  it  is  possible  to  estimate 
event  probabilities  based  on  historical  statistical  data  and  information,  it  is  not  possible  to 
accurately  estimate  the  probability  of  an  act  of  terrorism  or  sabotage.  These  risk  events 
generally  focus  on  the  consequences  of  such  events.  In  general,  the  consequences  of  a 
sabotage  or  terrorist  attack  on  a solar  facility  would  be  expected  to  be  similar  to  those  discussed 
with  respect  to  seismic  hazards  and  hazardous  materials  regarding  accidental  and  natural 
events. 


3.11.2  Applicable  Regulations,  Plans,  and  Standards 

The  following  federal,  state,  and  local  laws  and  policies  apply  to  the  protection  of  public  health, 
worker  safety,  and  hazardous  materials  management.  BLM’s  analysis  examines  the  project’s 
compliance  with  these  requirements. 


3.11.2.1  Federal 

Comprehensive  Environmental  Response  and  Liability  Act  (CERCLA).  Superfund 
Amendments  and  Reauthorization  Act  (SARA)  of  1986  (42  U.S.C.  Section  9601  et  seq.) 

The  SARA  amends  CERCLA  and  governs  hazardous  substances.  The  applicable  part  of  SARA 
for  the  proposed  Project  Solar  Farm  is  Title  III,  otherwise  known  as  the  Emergency  Planning 
and  Community  Right-To-Know  Act  of  1986  (EPCRA).  Title  III  requires  states  to  establish  a 
process  for  developing  local  chemical  emergency  preparedness  programs  and  to  receive  and 
disseminate  information  on  hazardous  substances  present  at  facilities  in  local  communities.  The 
law  provides  primarily  for  planning,  reporting,  and  notification  concerning  hazardous 
substances.  Key  sections  of  the  law  are: 

Section  302  — Requires  one  time  notification  when  extremely  hazardous  substances  (EHSs) 
are  present  in  excess  of  their  threshold  planning  quantities  (TPQs).  EHSs  and  their  TPQs  are 
found  in  Appendices  A and  B to  40  CFR  Part  355. 

Section  304  — Requires  immediate  notification  to  the  local  emergency  planning  committee 
(LEPC)  and  the  state  emergency  response  commission  (SERC)  when  a hazardous  material  is 
released  in  excess  of  its  reportable  quantity  (RQ).  If  a CERCLA-listed  hazardous  substance  RQ 
is  released,  notification  must  also  be  given  to  the  National  Response  Center  in  Washington, 
D.C.  (RQs  are  listed  in  40  CFR  Part  302,  Table  302.4).  These  notifications  are  in  addition  to 
notifications  given  to  the  local  emergency  response  team  or  fire  personnel. 
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Section  311  — Requires  that  either  material  safety  data  sheets  (MSDSs)  for  all  hazardous 
materials  or  a list  of  all  hazardous  materials  be  submitted  to  the  SERC,  LEPC,  and  local  fire 
department. 


Clean  Air  Act  (CAA)  (42  U.S.C.  7401  et  seq.  as  amended) 

Regulations  under  the  CAA  are  designed  to  prevent  accidental  releases  of  hazardous  materials 
to  the  air.  The  regulations  require  facilities  that  store  a Threshold  Quantity  (TQ)  or  greater  of 
listed  regulated  substances  to  develop  a Risk  Management  Plan  (RMP),  including  hazard 
assessments  and  response  programs  to  prevent  accidental  releases  of  listed  chemicals. 


Clean  Water  Act  (CWA)  (40  CFR  112) 

The  Spill  Prevention,  Control,  and  Countermeasures  (SPCC)  program  under  the  CWA  is 
designed  to  prevent  or  contain  the  discharge  or  threat  of  discharge  of  oil  into  navigable  waters 
or  adjoining  shorelines.  Regulations  under  the  CWA  require  facilities  to  prepare  a written  SPCC 
Plan  if  they  store  oil  and  its  release  would  pose  a threat  to  navigable  waters. 


Toxic  Substances  Control  Act  (15  U.S.C.  2605)/Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act 
(RCRA)  (42  U.S.C.  6901  et  seq.)/Hazardous  and  Solid  Waste  Act  (HSWA) 

The  Federal  Toxic  Substances  Control  Act  (1976)  and  the  RCRA  of  1976  established  a program 
administered  by  the  EPA  for  the  regulation  of  the  generation,  transportation,  treatment,  storage, 
and  disposal  of  hazardous  waste.  The  RCRA  was  amended  in  1984  by  the  HSWA,  which 
affirmed  and  extended  the  “cradle  to  grave”  system  of  regulating  hazardous  wastes. 


U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  (DOT).  Hazardous  Materials  Transport  Act  (49  U.S.C. 
5101) 

The  DOT,  in  conjunction  with  the  EPA,  is  responsible  for  enforcement  and  implementation  of 
federal  laws  and  regulations  pertaining  to  transportation  of  hazardous  materials.  The 
Hazardous  Materials  Transportation  Act  of  1974  directs  the  DOT  to  establish  criteria  and 
regulations  regarding  the  safe  storage  and  transportation  of  hazardous  materials.  CFR  49, 
171-180,  regulates  the  transportation  of  hazardous  materials,  types  of  material  defined  as 
hazardous,  and  the  marking  of  vehicles  transporting  hazardous  materials. 


Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  (OSHA),  Title  29  CFR  1910 

OSHA’s  mission  is  to  ensure  the  safety  and  health  of  America’s  workers  by  setting  and 
enforcing  standards;  providing  training,  outreach,  and  education;  establishing  partnerships;  and 
encouraging  continual  improvement  in  workplace  safety  and  health.  The  OSHA  staff  establishes 
and  enforces  protective  standards  and  reaches  out  to  employers  and  employees  through 
technical  assistance  and  consultation  programs. 
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3.11.2.2  State 

Health  and  Safety  Code,  Section  25249.5  et  seq. 

Safe  Drinking  Water  and  Toxics  Enforcement  Act,  Proposition  65.  This  law  identifies 
chemicals  that  cause  cancer  and  reproductive  toxicity,  provides  information  for  the  public,  and 
prevents  discharge  of  the  chemicals  into  sources  of  drinking  water.  Lists  of  the  chemicals  of 
concern  are  published  and  updated  periodically.  The  Act  is  administered  by  California’s  Office  of 
Environmental  Health  Hazard  Assessment. 


Health  and  Safety  Code,  Section  25270,  Aboveground  Petroleum  Storage  Act.  Health  and 
Safety  Code  Sections  25270  to  25270.13  ensure  compliance  with  the  federal  CWA.  The  law 
applies  to  facilities  that  operate  a petroleum  aboveground  storage  tank  (AST)  with  a capacity 
greater  than  660  gallons  or  combined  ASTs  capacity  greater  than  1,320  gallons  or  oil-filled 
equipment  where  there  is  a reasonable  possibility  that  the  tank(s)  or  equipment  may  discharge 
oil  in  “harmful  quantities”  into  navigable  waters  or  adjoining  shore  lands.  If  a facility  falls  under 
these  criteria,  it  must  prepare  a SPCC  plan. 


Health  and  Safety  Code,  Section  25500  et  seq. 

This  code  and  the  related  regulations  in  19  CCR  2620,  et  seq.,  require  local  governments  to 
regulate  local  business  storage  of  hazardous  materials  in  excess  of  certain  quantities.  The  law 
also  requires  that  entities  storing  hazardous  materials  be  prepared  to  respond  to  releases. 
Those  using  and  storing  hazardous  materials  are  required  to  submit  a Hazardous  Materials 
Business  Plan  (HMBP)  to  their  local  Certified  Unified  Program  Agency  (CUPA)  and  to  report 
releases  to  their  CUPA  and  the  State  Office  of  Emergency  Services. 


Health  and  Safety  Code,  Section  25531  et  seq. 

This  code  and  the  California  Accidental  Release  Program  (CalARP)  regulate  the  registration 
and  handling  of  regulated  substances.  Regulated  substances  are  any  chemicals  designated  as 
an  extremely  hazardous  substance  by  the  EPA  as  part  of  its  implementation  of  SARA  Title  III. 
Health  and  Safety  Code  Section  25531  overlaps  or  duplicates  some  of  the  requirements  of 
SARA  and  the  CAA.  Facilities  handling  or  storing  regulated  substances  at  or  above  TPQs  must 
register  with  their  local  CUPA  and  prepare  a RMP. 


Health  and  Safety  Code,  Section  41700 

This  section  states  that  “no  person  shall  discharge  from  any  source  whatsoever  such  quantities 
of  air  contaminants  or  other  material  which  cause  injury,  detriment,  nuisance,  or  annoyance  to 
any  considerable  number  of  persons  or  to  the  public,  or  which  endanger  the  comfort,  repose, 
health,  or  safety  of  any  such  persons  or  the  public,  or  which  cause,  or  have  a natural  tendency 
to  cause  injury  or  damage  to  business  or  property.” 


CCR  Title  8,  Section  5189,  Process  Safety  Management  of  Acutely  Hazardous  Materials. 

Requires  facility  owners  to  develop  and  implement  effective  safety  management  plans  to  ensure 
that  large  quantities  of  hazardous  materials  are  handled  safely.  While  these  requirements 
primarily  provide  for  the  protection  of  workers,  they  also  indirectly  improve  public  safety  and  are 
coordinated  with  the  RMP  process. 
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Hazardous  Materials  Release  Response  Plans  and  Inventory  Act  of  1985 

The  Hazardous  Materials  Release  Response  Plans  and  Inventory  Act,  also  known  as  the 
Business  Plan  Act,  requires  businesses  using  hazardous  materials  to  prepare  a plan  that 
describes  their  facilities,  inventories,  emergency  response  plans,  and  training  programs. 
Hazardous  materials  are  defined  as  unsafe  raw  or  unused  materials  that  are  part  of  a process 
or  manufacturing  step.  They  are  not  considered  hazardous  waste.  Health  concerns  pertaining  to 
the  release  of  hazardous  materials,  however,  are  similar  to  those  relating  to  hazardous  waste. 


Hazardous  Waste  Control  Act  (HWCA) 

The  HWCA  created  the  State  hazardous  waste  management  program,  which  is  similar  to  but 
more  stringent  than  the  federal  RCRA  program.  The  act  is  implemented  by  regulations 
contained  in  Title  26  of  the  CCR,  which  describes  the  following  required  aspects  for  the  proper 
management  of  hazardous  waste: 

• Identification  and  classification; 

• Generation  and  transportation; 

• Design  and  permitting  of  recycling,  treatment,  storage,  and  disposal  facilities; 

• Treatment  standards; 

• Operation  of  facilities  and  staff  training;  and 

• Closure  of  facilities  and  liability  requirements. 

These  regulations  list  more  than  800  materials  that  may  be  hazardous  and  establish  criteria  for 
identifying,  packaging,  and  disposing  of  such  waste.  Under  the  HWCA  and  Title  26,  the 
generator  of  hazardous  waste  must  complete  a manifest  that  accompanies  the  waste  from 
generator  to  transporter  to  the  ultimate  disposal  location.  Copies  of  the  manifest  must  be  filed 
with  the  California  DTSC. 


Unified  Hazardous  Waste  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Regulatory  Program 
(Unified  Program) 

This  program  requires  the  administrative  consolidation  of  six  hazardous  materials  and  waste 
programs  (Program  Elements)  under  one  agency,  a CUPA.  The  Program  Elements 
consolidated  under  the  Unified  Program  are: 

• Hazardous  Waste  Generator  and  On-site  Hazardous  Waste  Treatment  Programs  (a.k.a., 
Tiered  Permitting); 

• Aboveground  Petroleum  Storage  Tank  SPCC; 

• Hazardous  Materials  Release  Response  Plans  and  Inventory  Program  (a.k.a.  Hazardous 
Materials  Disclosure  or  “Community-Right-To-Know”); 

• CalARP; 

• Underground  Storage  Tank  (UST)  Program;  and 

• Uniform  Fire  Code  Plans  and  Inventory  Requirements. 

The  Unified  Program  is  intended  to  provide  relief  to  businesses  complying  with  the  overlapping 
and  sometimes  conflicting  requirements  of  formerly  independently  managed  programs.  The 
Unified  Program  is  implemented  at  the  local  government  level  by  CUPAs.  Most  CUPAs  have 
been  established  as  a function  of  a local  environmental  health  or  fire  department.  SBCFD  acts 
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as  the  CUPA  for  this  project  area.  Some  CUPAs  have  contractual  agreements  with  another 
local  agency,  a participating  agency,  which  implements  one  or  more  Program  Elements  in 
coordination  with  the  CUPA. 


California  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (Cal/EPA) 

The  Cal/EPA  was  created  in  1991,  which  unified  California’s  environmental  authority  in  a single 
cabinet-level  agency  and  brought  the  Air  Resources  Board  (ARB),  State  Water  Resources 
Control  Board  (SWRCB),  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Boards  (RWQCBs),  Integrated  Waste 
Management  Board  (IWMB),  DTSC,  Office  of  Environmental  Health  Hazard  Assessment 
(OEHHA),  and  Department  of  Pesticide  Regulation  (DPR)  under  one  agency.  These  agencies 
were  placed  within  the  Cal/EPA  “umbrella”  for  the  protection  of  human  health  and  the 
environment  and  to  ensure  the  coordinated  deployment  of  State  resources.  Their  mission  is  to 
restore,  protect  and  enhance  the  environment,  to  ensure  public  health,  environmental  quality, 
and  economic  vitality. 


Department  of  Toxic  Substance  Control  (DTSC) 

The  DTSC  is  a department  of  Cal/EPA  and  is  the  primary  agency  in  California  that  regulates 
hazardous  waste,  cleans-up  existing  contamination,  and  looks  for  ways  to  reduce  the  hazardous 
waste  produced  in  California.  The  DTSC  regulates  hazardous  waste  in  California  primarily 
under  the  authority  of  the  federal  RCRA  and  the  California  Health  and  Safety  Code  (primarily 
Division  20,  Chapters  6.5  through  10.6,  and  Title  22,  Division  4.5).  Other  laws  that  affect 
hazardous  waste  are  specific  to  handling,  storage,  transportation,  disposal,  treatment, 
reduction,  cleanup,  and  emergency  planning. 

Government  Code  §65962.5  (commonly  referred  to  as  the  “Cortese”  List)  includes  the  DTSC 
listed  hazardous  waste  facilities  and  sites,  Department  of  Health  Services  (DHS)  lists  of 
contaminated  drinking  water  wells,  sites  listed  by  the  SWRCB  as  having  underground  storage 
tank  leaks  and  which  have  had  a discharge  of  hazardous  wastes  or  materials  into  the  water  or 
groundwater,  and  lists  from  local  regulatory  agencies  of  sites  that  have  had  a known  migration 
of  hazardous  waste/material. 


California  Office  of  Emergency  Services  (OES) 

In  order  to  protect  the  public  health,  safety,  and  the  environment,  the  California  OES  is 
responsible  for  establishing  and  managing  statewide  standards  for  business  and  area  plans 
relating  to  the  handling  and  release  or  threatened  release  of  hazardous  materials.  Basic 
information  on  hazardous  materials  handled,  used,  stored,  or  disposed  of  (including  location, 
type,  quantity,  and  the  health  risks)  needs  to  be  available  to  firefighters,  public  safety  officers, 
and  regulatory  agencies.  This  basic  information  needs  to  be  included  in  business  plans  in  order 
to  prevent  or  mitigate  the  damage  to  the  health  and  safety  of  persons  and  the  environment  from 
the  release  or  threatened  release  of  these  materials  into  the  workplace  and  environment.  These 
regulations  are  covered  under  Chapter  6.95  of  the  California  Health  and  Safety  Code  Article  1- 
Hazardous  Materials  Release  Response  and  Inventory  Program  (Sections  25500  to  25520)  and 
Article  2-Hazardous  Materials  Management  (Sections  25531  to  25543.3). 

CCR  Title  19,  Public  Safety,  Division  2,  OES,  Chapter  4-Hazardous  Material  Release 
Reporting,  Inventory,  And  Response  Plans,  Article  4 (Minimum  Standards  for  Business  Plans) 
establishes  minimum  Statewide  standards  for  HMBPs.  These  plans  shall  include  the  following: 
(1)  a hazardous  material  inventory  in  accordance  with  Sections  2729.2  to  2729.7;  (2) 
emergency  response  plans  and  procedures  in  accordance  with  Section  2731;  and  (3)  training 
program  information  in  accordance  with  Section  2732.  Business  plans  contain  basic  information 
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on  the  location,  type,  quantity,  and  health  risks  of  hazardous  materials  stored,  used,  or  disposed 
of  in  the  State.  Each  business  shall  prepare  a HMBP  if  that  business  uses,  handles,  or  stores  a 
hazardous  material  or  an  extremely  hazardous  material  in  quantities  greater  than  or  equal  to  the 
following: 

• 500  pounds  of  a solid  substance; 

• 55  gallons  of  a liquid; 

• 200  cubic  feet  of  compressed  gas; 

• A hazardous  compressed  gas  in  any  amount;  and 

• Hazardous  waste  in  any  quantity. 


California  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  (CalOSHA) 

CalOSHA  is  the  primary  agency  responsible  for  worker  safety  in  the  handling  and  use  of 
chemicals  in  the  workplace.  CalOSHA  standards  are  generally  more  stringent  than  federal 
regulations.  The  employer  is  required  to  monitor  worker  exposure  to  listed  hazardous 
substances  and  notify  workers  of  exposure  (8  CCR  Sections  337-340).  The  regulations  specify 
requirements  for  employee  training,  availability  of  safety  equipment,  accident-prevention 
programs,  and  hazardous  substance  exposure  warnings. 


California  Highway  Patrol  (CHP) 

A valid  Hazardous  Materials  Transportation  License,  issued  by  the  CHP,  is  required  by  the  laws 
and  regulations  of  State  of  California  Vehicle  Code  Section  3200.5  for  transportation  of  either: 

• Hazardous  materials  shipments  for  which  the  display  of  placards  is  required  by  State 
regulations;  or 

• Hazardous  materials  shipments  of  more  than  500  pounds,  which  would  require  placards  if 
shipping  greater  amounts  in  the  same  manner. 

Additional  requirements  on  the  transportation  of  explosives,  inhalation  hazards,  and  radioactive 
materials  are  enforced  by  the  CHP  under  the  authority  of  the  State  Vehicle  Code. 
Transportation  of  explosives  generally  requires  consistency  with  additional  rules  and  regulations 
for  routing,  safe  stopping  distances,  and  inspection  stops  (Title  14,  CCR,  Chapter  6,  Article  1, 
Sections  1150-1152.10).  Inhalation  hazards  face  similar,  more  restrictive  rules  and  regulations 
(Title  13,  CCR,  Chapter  6,  Article  2.5,  Sections  1157-1157.8).  Radioactive  materials  are 
restricted  to  specific  safe  routes  for  transportation  of  such  materials. 


California  Public  Utilities  Commission  (CPUC)  General  Order  (GO)  95:  Rules  for 
Overhead  Electric  Line  Construction 

GO  95  is  the  key  standard  governing  the  design,  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
overhead  electric  lines  in  the  State.  It  was  adopted  in  1941  and  updated  most  recently  in  2006. 
GO  95  includes  safety  standards  for  overhead  electric  lines,  including  minimum  distances  for 
conductor  spacing,  minimum  conductor  ground  clearance,  standards  for  calculating  maximum 
sag,  electric  line  inspection  requirements,  and  vegetation  clearance  requirements.  The  latter, 
governed  by  rule  35,  and  inspection  requirements,  governed  by  Rule  31.2  are  summarized 
here. 

GO  95,  Rule  35:  Tree  Trimming,  defines  minimum  vegetation  clearances  around  power  lines. 
Rule  35  guidelines  require  10-foot  radial  clearances  for  any  conductor  of  a line  operating  at 
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110,000  Volts  or  more,  but  less  than  300,000  Volts.  This  requirement  would  apply  to  the 
proposed  230-kV  lines. 

GO  95,  Rule  31.2:  Inspection  of  Lines,  requires  that  lines  be  inspected  frequently  and 
thoroughly  for  the  purpose  of  ensuring  that  they  are  in  good  condition,  and  that  lines  temporarily 
out  of  service  be  inspected  and  maintained  in  such  condition  as  not  to  create  a hazard. 


Public  Resources  Code  (PRC)  4292,  Powerline  Hazard  Reduction 

PRC  4292  requires  a 10-foot  clearance  of  any  tree  branches  or  ground  vegetation  from  around 
the  base  of  power  poles  carrying  more  than  110  kV.  The  firebreak  clearances  required  by  PRC 
4292  are  applicable  within  an  imaginary  cylindrical  space  surrounding  each  pole  or  tower  on 
which  a switch,  fuse,  transformer  or  lightning  arrester  is  attached  and  surrounding  each  dead- 
end or  corner  pole,  unless  such  pole  or  tower  is  exempt  from  minimum  clearance  requirements 
by  provisions  of  PRC  4296.  Proposed  project  structures  would  be  primarily  exempt  due  to  their 
design  specifications. 


PRC  4293,  Powerline  Clearance  Required 

PRC  4293  presents  guidelines  for  line  clearance  including  a minimum  of  10  feet  of  vegetation 
clearance  from  any  conductor  operating  at  1 10,000  volts  or  higher. 


CCR  Title  14,  Section  1254 

CCR  14  Section  1254  presents  guidelines  for  minimum  clearance  requirements  on  non-exempt 
utility  poles.  The  proposed  project  structures  would  be  primarily  exempted  from  the  clearance 
requirements  with  the  exception  of  cable  poles  and  dead-end  structures. 

As  shown  in  Figure  4.8-1  of  CCR  14  Section  1254,  the  firebreak  clearances  required  by  PRC 
4292  are  applicable  within  an  imaginary  cylindrical  space  surrounding  each  pole  or  tower  on 
which  a switch,  fuse,  transformer  or  lightning  arrester  is  attached  and  surrounding  each  dead- 
end or  corner  pole,  unless  such  pole  or  tower  is  exempt  from  minimum  clearance  requirements 
by  provisions  of  14,  CCR,  1255  or  PRC  4296.  The  radius  of  the  cylindroid  is  3.1  meters  (10  feet) 
measured  horizontally  from  the  outer  circumference  of  the  specified  pole  or  tower  with  height 
equal  to  the  distance  from  the  intersection  of  the  imaginary  vertical  exterior  surface  of  the 
cylindroid  with  the  ground  to  an  intersection  with  a horizontal  plane  passing  through  the  highest 
point  at  which  a conductor  is  attached  to  such  pole  or  tower.  Flammable  vegetation  and 
materials  located  wholly  or  partially  within  the  firebreak  space  shall  be  treated  as  follows: 

At  ground  level  - remove  flammable  materials,  including  but  not  limited  to,  ground  litter,  duff  and 
dead  or  desiccated  vegetation  that  will  propagate  fire 

From  0 to  2.4  meters  (0  to  8 feet)  above  ground  level  remove  flammable  trash,  debris  or  other 
materials,  grass,  herbaceous  and  brush  vegetation.  All  limbs  and  foliage  of  living  trees  shall  be 
removed  up  to  a height  of  2.4  meters  (8  feet). 

From  2.4  meters  (8  feet)  to  horizontal  plane  of  highest  point  of  conductor  attachment  remove 
dead,  diseased  or  dying  limbs  and  foliage  from  living  sound  trees  and  any  dead,  diseased  or 
dying  trees  in  their  entirety. 
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3.11.2.3  Local 

Certified  Unified  Program  Authority  (CUPA) 

The  SBCFD  acts  as  the  CUPA,  and  is  responsible  for  reviewing  Hazardous  Materials  Business 
Plans. 


Mojave  Desert  Air  Quality  Management  District  (MDAQMD) 

Activities  of  the  Proposed  Project  in  San  Bernardino  County  would  be  subject  to  MDAQMD  rules 
and  regulations,  including: 


Rule  403  - Fugitive  Dust 

A person  shall  not  cause  or  allow  the  emissions  of  fugitive  dust  from  any  transport,  handling, 
construction  or  storage  activity  so  that  the  presence  of  such  dust  remains  visible  in  the 
atmosphere  beyond  the  property  line  of  the  emission  source  (does  not  apply  to  emissions 
emanating  from  unpaved  roadways  open  to  public  travel  or  farm  roads).  This  exclusion  shall  not 
apply  to  industrial  or  commercial  facilities. 


Rule  403.2  - Fugitive  Dust  Control  for  the  Mojave  Desert  Planning  Area 

This  rule  aims  to  ensure  that  the  NAAQS  for  PM10  will  not  be  exceeded  due  to  anthropogenic 
sources  of  fugitive  dust  within  the  Mojave  Desert  Planning  Area,  and  to  implement  the  control 
measures  contained  in  the  Mojave  Desert  Planning  Area  Federal  PM10  Attainment  Plan. 


Rule  402  - Nuisance 

A person  shall  not  discharge  from  any  source  whatsoever  such  quantities  of  air  contaminants  or 
other  material  which  cause  injury,  detriment,  nuisance  or  annoyance  to  any  considerable 
number  of  persons  or  to  the  public,  or  which  endanger  the  comfort,  repose,  health  or  safety  of 
any  such  persons  or  the  public,  or  which  cause,  or  have  a natural  tendency  to  cause,  injury  or 
damage  to  business  or  property. 
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3.12  Recreation  and  Tourism 

The  following  discussion  addresses  existing  recreational  resources  within  and  near  the  Project 
area,  and  describes  existing  laws  and  regulations  relevant  to  those  resources.  The  affected 
environment  represents  “baseline”  conditions  that  contribute  to  recreational  resources  of  the 
Project  Study  Area.  For  the  purposes  of  this  analysis,  the  recreation  study  area  has  been 
defined  as  the  area  within  Ivanpah  Valley.  Additional  recreation  resources  that  are  outside  of 
the  recreation  study  area,  but  which  have  national,  regional,  or  local  significance  that  could  be 
impacted  by  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives,  are  also  included  in  this  analysis.  This  is  an 
appropriate  study  area  for  recreation  because  it  captures  all  major  recreation  resources  that 
contribute  to  baseline  conditions  and  could  potentially  be  affected  by  activities  related  to  the 
proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  facility. 


3.12.1  Environmental  Setting 

Recreation  has  been  and  continues  to  be  an  important  use  of  public  land  in  the  California 
Desert,  including  the  Clark  Mountain  and  Ivanpah  Valley  areas.  The  FLPMA  recognizes 
recreation  as  a principal  or  major  use  of  public  land,  and  in  its  Declaration  of  Policy  (Title  I) 
states  that  it  is  the  policy  of  the  United  States  that  the  public  lands  be  managed  in  a manner  that 
will  provide  for  outdoor  recreation.  Recreational  uses  of  public  lands  may  either  be  informal, 
casual  uses  which  are  managed  by  BLM  through  the  land  use  planning  process,  or  formally- 
approved  uses  managed  through  a BLM  permitting  process. 


3.12.1.1  Recreation  Resources  on  the  Project  Site 

The  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  facility  would  be  located  on  2,143  acres  of  open  desert  land 
in  San  Bernardino  County  that  is  currently  used  for  recreation  activities.  The  entire  project  site 
is  located  within  the  Multiple-Use  Class  (MUC),  Limited  Use  (L),  under  the  BLM’s  CDCA  Plan. 
This  classification  allows  for  low  to  moderate  recreation  activities,  including  non-competitive 
vehicle  touring  and  events  on  approved  routes  of  travel  (BLM  1980). 

In  addition,  the  NEMO  amendments  to  the  CDCA  Plan  (BLM  2002)  designated  open  routes  of 
travel  in  the  area,  including  routes  that  pass  through  the  site  of  the  proposed  facility.  The 
proposed  facility  area  includes  three  routes  of  travel  designated  by  BLM  as  open  routes.  These 
routes  include  route  699226  (1.4  miles  encompassed  by  the  Proposed  Action),  699198  (2.0 
miles),  and  699238  (1.4  miles).  Off-road,  recreational  vehicle  trails  currently  authorized  by  BLM 
which  run  through  the  proposed  site  would  be  re-located  outside  of  the  project  boundary  fence 
as  necessary  and  those  relocated  routes  would  be  designated  as  open  by  the  BLM.  The  closed 
portions  of  the  routes  would  be  removed  from  the  list  of  open  routes  on  BLM’s  Off  Highway 
Vehicle  (OHV)  designation.  The  replacement  routes  would  not  be  included  within  the  ROW 
grant  for  the  project.  Roads  within  and  adjacent  to  the  proposed  project  site  are  used  annually 
for  the  Los  Angeles,  Barstow  to  Las  Vegas  Dual  Sport  Motorcycle  Tour. 


3.12.1.2  Recreation  Resources  Surrounding  the  Project  Site 

The  Mojave  Desert  is  a popular  recreation  destination,  with  people  drawn  to  its  open  spaces, 
diverse  landscapes,  unique  geography,  and  freedom  from  the  restrictions  of  more  urban  areas. 
The  desert  provides  resources  that  are  necessary  for  a variety  of  recreational  experiences. 
These  resources  include  unique  geography  such  as  dry  lakes  and  sand  dunes,  scenic  values, 
solitude,  and  freedom  from  the  structure  and  regulations  of  urban  areas.  In  general,  all 
recreational  activities  in  the  desert  are  dependent  upon  vehicle  access  to  some  degree,  with 
visitors  directed  to  travel  on  previously  designated  and  marked  motorized  vehicle  routes.  Most 
public  recreation  use  of  BLM-administered  lands  is  casual,  and  unsupervised.  BLM 
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management  of  some  recreational  activities  occurs  in  relation  to  OHV  events,  permitted 
commercial  and  organized  activities  (bighorn  sheep  hunts,  trail  rides,  and  vision  quests),  and 
within  specific  local  wildlife  conservation  sites.  These  activities  are  formally  authorized  through 
the  Special  Recreation  Permit  process. 

A variety  of  outdoor  recreational  activities  occur  on  public  lands  in  the  area  of  the  proposed 
facility.  These  include  golfing,  auto  touring,  backpacking,  biking,  camping,  climbing,  hiking, 
horseback  riding,  nature  walks,  star  gazing,  wilderness  areas,  and  wildlife  viewing.  In  addition, 
sightseers,  painters,  and  photographers  are  drawn  by  spring  wildflower  displays,  and  year- 
round  bird-watching.  Clark  Mountain,  managed  by  the  Mojave  National  Preserve  and  located  a 
few  miles  to  the  west  of  the  proposed  project  location,  provides  rock  climbing,  hiking,  hunting, 
and  wildlife  viewing. 


Tourism  Development 

The  area  at  the  northern  end  of  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake,  where  1-15  crosses  the  Nevada  border,  has 
undergone  substantial  development  as  a tourist  destination.  This  development  includes  casinos 
and  associated  hotels  and  restaurants  located  4.5  miles  to  the  northeast  of  the  proposed  project 
location.  The  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  is  located  within  0.5  miles  of  the  proposed  project 
location. 


Special  Designation  Areas 

Outdoor  recreation  activities , including  hiking , camping,  and  viewing  of  wildlife,  occur  throughout 
the  region  in  areas  specially  designated  for  recreational  activities , in  areas  designated  for 
protection  of  natural  resources,  as  well  as  outside  of  specially  designated  areas.  The  special 
designation  areas  in  the  region  are  discussed  in  Sections  3.15  and  4.15 , and  that  analysis  is 
focused  on  the  impact  of  the  project  on  their  protected  resource  values.  The  discussion  below 
focuses  on  the  recreation  activities  that  also  occur  in  those  areas. 


Designated  Recreation  Areas 

The  proposed  facility  would  be  located  within  Ivanpah  Valley , which  comprises  approximately 
37,280  acres.  Although  not  designated  as  a national  recreation  area,  the  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  was 
designated  in  the  CDCA  Plan  for  non-motorized,  open-space  recreational  activities.  The  BLM 
issues  both  Special  Recreation  Permits  and  casual  use  permits  for  recreational  use  of  the  Dry 
Lake  for  land  sailing  and  kite  buggy  use.  The  Dry  Lake  is  the  location  of  National  and 
International  Land  Sailing  Regattas.  Additionally,  world  speed  trials  in  which  land  sailing  speed 
records  have  been  set  occur  on  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake.  The  Dry  Lake  is  also  used  for  photography 
and  film  projects,  for  both  recreational  and  commercial  purposes.  Additional  recreational 
activities  include  long  distance  bow  and  arrow  target  shooting,  hang  gliding,  and  model  rocket 
and  airplane  flying.  BLM  issues  approximately  250  permits  per  year  for  recreational  activities  on 
the  Dry  Lake. 

The  proposed  facility  would  be  located  within  a few  miles  of  the  216,300  acre  Jean  Lake/Roach 
Lake  Special  Recreation  Management  Area  (SRMA),  which  is  located  in  Nevada  on  the  north 
side  of  Primm.  The  Jean  Lake/Roach  Lake  SRMA  was  established  in  the  BLM  Las  Vegas 
Resource  Management  Plan  (BLM  1998)  for  intensive  recreation  opportunities,  including 
competitive  OHV  and  other  recreational  events. 
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Wilderness  Areas 

Wilderness  areas  near  the  proposed  facility  site  are  major  attractions  for  recreation  activities 
including  hiking  and  camping,  and  biological  resources  are  also  an  attraction  for  nature 
observation.  Special  Designation  Areas,  including  Wilderness  areas,  within  the  vicinity  of  the 
Proposed  Action  are  shown  in  Figure  3.15-1.  The  wilderness  areas  closest  to  the  project  site 
which  are  managed  by  BLM  include  the  Stateline  Wilderness  (located  within  1 mile  to  the  north) 
and  the  Mesquite  Wilderness  (located  2.5  miles  to  the  west).  The  Clark  Mountain  Wilderness, 
managed  by  the  Mojave  National  Preserve,  is  located  approximately  4 miles  to  the  southwest  of 
the  proposed  facility. 


Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern/Desert  Wildlife  Management  Areas 

ACECs  and  DWMAs  are  areas  specially  designated  by  BLM  to  protect  natural  resources  and, 
like  wilderness  areas , are  used  for  outdoor  recreational  activities  such  as  hiking,  camping,  and 
observing  biological  resources.  As  shown  in  Figure  2-1,  the  proposed  Project  would  be  located 
approximately  2 miles  to  the  west  of  the  current  location  of  the  Ivanpah  Desert  Wildlife 
Management  Area  (DWMA).  The  Proposed  Action  would  also  include  a modification  of  the 
boundary  of  the  DWMA,  as  discussed  in  Section  2. 1.3. 6 and  shown  in  Figure  2-1.  Once 
modified,  the  boundary  of  the  DWMA  and  the  solar  facility  would  be  adjacent  to  each  other. 
However,  the  solar  facility  would  not  be  located  in  any  current  or  planned  ACEC  or  DWMA. 

Recreational  activities  allowed  in  ACECs  are  determined  by  the  resources  and  values  for  which 
the  ACECs  were  established,  and  by  the  associated  ACEC  Management  Plan.  Most  ACECs, 
including  the  Ivanpah  DWMA,  allow  low-intensity  recreation  use  that  is  compatible  with 
protection  of  the  relevant  values. 


3.12.2  Applicable  Regulations,  Plan,  and  Standards 
3.12.2.1  Federal 

The  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  facility  would  be  located  entirely  on  BLM-administered  lands 
in  the  Ivanpah  Valley.  The  following  is  a discussion  of  the  Federal,  state,  and  local  plans  and 
policies  that  would  be  applicable  to  the  project  site. 


Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA) 

The  FLPMA  establishes  public  land  policy;  guidelines  for  administration;  and  provides  for  the 
management,  protection,  development,  and  enhancement  of  public  lands.  In  particular,  the 
FLPMA’s  relevance  to  the  Proposed  Action  is  that  Title  V,  Section  501,  establishes  BLM’s 
authority  to  grant  ROWs  for  generation,  transmission,  and  distribution  of  electrical  energy. 
Under  FLPMA,  the  BLM  is  responsible  for  the  development  of  energy  resources  on  BLM- 
administered  lands  in  a manner  that  balances  diverse  resource  uses  and  that  takes  into  account 
the  long-term  needs  of  future  generations  for  renewable  and  non-renewable  resources.  Among 
those  use,  FLPMA  recognizes  that  the  public  lands  be  managed  in  a manner  which  will  provide 
for  outdoor  recreation. 


California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan 

The  25  million-acre  CDCA  Plan  Area  contains  over  12  million  acres  of  public  lands  spread 
within  the  area  known  as  the  California  Desert,  which  includes  the  following  three  deserts:  the 
Mojave,  the  Sonoran,  and  a small  portion  of  the  Great  Basin.  Approximately  10  million  acres  of 
the  CDCA  public  lands  are  administered  by  the  BLM. 
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The  CDCA  Plan  is  a comprehensive,  long-range  plan  with  goals  and  specific  actions  for  the 
management,  use,  development,  and  protection  of  the  resources  and  public  lands  within  the 
CDCA,  and  it  is  based  on  the  concepts  of  multiple  use,  sustained  yield,  and  maintenance  of 
environmental  quality.  The  plan’s  goals  and  actions  for  each  resource  are  established  in  its  12 
elements.  Each  of  the  plan  elements  provides  both  a desert-wide  perspective  of  the  planning 
decisions  for  one  major  resource  or  issue  of  public  concern  as  well  as  more  specific 
interpretation  of  multiple-use  class  guidelines  for  a given  resource  and  its  associated  activities. 

The  CDCA  Plan  defines  MUCs  for  BLM-managed  lands  in  the  CDCA,  which  includes  the  land 
area  encompassing  the  proposed  project  location. 


Northern  and  Eastern  Mojave  Desert  Management  Plan  Amendment 

The  purpose  of  the  NEMO  amendment  (BLM  2002)  to  the  CDCA  Plan  was  to  evaluate  land  use 
changes  necessary  to  protect  threatened  and  endangered  species.  This  amendment  included 
changes  in  permitted  recreational  uses  and  designated  routes  of  travel. 


3.12.2.2  State 

There  are  no  state  regulations  that  are  applicable  to  recreational  resources  within  the  project 
site.  There  are  also  no  state-designated  recreational  areas  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed 
facility. 


3.12.2.3  Local 

Recreation  goals  and  policies  are  outlined  in  the  San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan’s  Land 
Use  and  Open  Space  Elements  (County  of  San  Bernardino  2007).  Because  the  facility  would 
be  located  entirely  on  BLM-managed  public  lands,  the  San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan 
would  not  be  applicable.  There  are  no  County-designated  recreational  areas  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  proposed  Project. 
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3.13  Social  and  Economic  Conditions 

This  section  describes  the  baseline  social  and  economic  conditions  in  the  Project  area.  The 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  and  communities  are  part  of  a dynamic  socioeconomic  system. 
The  Proposed  Action  and  surrounding  communities  provide  the  people,  goods,  and  services 
required  by  the  Project  construction  and  operations.  The  project  activities,  in  turn,  create  the 
demand  and  pay  for  the  people,  goods,  and  services  in  the  form  of  wages,  salaries,  and 
benefits  for  jobs  and  dollar  expenditures  for  goods  and  services. 


3.13.1  Environmental  Setting 

The  following  discussion  describes  the  social  and  economic  environment  in  the  region  of 
influence  (ROI)  of  the  Proposed  Action.  The  ROI  is  defined  by  the  area  where  project 
employees  and  their  families  reside,  spend  their  income,  and  use  their  benefits,  thereby  further 
affecting  economic  conditions  of  the  region.  The  Applicant  indicates  that  a construction 
workforce  of  approximately  600  employees  at  its  peak  from  San  Bernardino  County  and  the 
surrounding  region  will  be  required  in  connection  with  the  Project  (First  Solar  2011).  The 
estimated  7 to  10  operational  workers  are  assumed  to  live  within  the  ROI.  Therefore,  this 
analysis  defines  the  socioeconomic  ROI  consists  of  San  Bernardino  County  in  California  and 
Clark  County  in  Nevada.  San  Bernardino  County  is  bordered  on  the  north  by  Inyo  County,  on 
the  south  by  Riverside  County,  on  the  west  by  Los  Angeles,  Kern,  and  Orange  Counties;  on  the 
east  by  Clark  County,  Nevada,  and  also  by  portions  of  Mojave  and  La  Paz  Counties  in  Arizona. 
There  are  24  incorporated  cities  in  San  Bernardino  County,  including  Fontana,  Ontario,  Rancho 
Cucamonga,  and  San  Bernardino.  There  are  five  incorporated  cities  in  Clark  County,  Nevada, 
including  Las  Vegas. 

The  nearest  service  center  to  the  proposed  project  is  Primm,  Nevada,  located  approximately  4 
miles  northeast  of  the  project  area.  Baker,  California  is  the  closest  service  center  in  California, 
located  approximately  50  miles  from  the  proposed  project.  Primm,  Nevada,  and  Baker, 
California  provide  services  including  restaurants,  fueling  facilities,  and  lodging. 


Population  and  Population  Density 

San  Bernardino  County,  California,  and  Clark  County,  Nevada,  are  the  areas  that  may  be 
affected  by  population  in-migration  resulting  from  the  proposed  solar  farm  facility.  Table  3.13-1 
summarizes  current  and  forecasted  population  trends  in  the  ROI.  The  population  of  San 
Bernardino  County  increased  by  19.1  percent  between  2000  and  2010,  while  the  population  of 
Clark  County  increased  by  41 .8  percent  during  the  same  period. 


Table  3.13-1.  Population  Profile  of  the  ROI,  Year  2000-2030 


Year 

Area 

2000  Population 

2010 

Population 

2020  Projected 
Population 

2030  Projected 
Population 

San  Bernardino  County,  CA 

1,709,434 

2,035,210 

2,581,371 

2,958,939 

Clark  County,  NV 

1,375,765 

1,951,269 

2,209,526 

2,430,896 

Source:  U.S.  Census  Bureau  (USCB)  2012a;  USCB  2012b;  California  Department  of  Finance  (CDOF)  2012;  Nevada  Small 
Business  Development  Center/The  Nevada  State  Demographer's  Office  edited  and  revised  April  21,  2012). 


San  Bernardino  County,  California,  which  comprises  approximately  20,000  square  miles,  is  the 
largest  county  by  land  area  in  the  continental  United  States  and  is  mostly  desert.  Approximately 
75  percent  of  the  population  resides  in  the  valley  region  in  the  southwestern  corner  of  the 
county,  closest  to  the  coast  (San  Bernardino  County  2011a).  In  2010,  there  were  101.5  persons 
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per  square  mile  in  San  Bernardino  County,  which  is  less  than  half  the  population  density  of 
California  (239.1  persons  per  square  mile)  (USCB  2012b).  \ 

Clark  County,  Nevada,  is  the  nation’s  fourteenth  largest  county  by  land  area.  The  county  is 
home  to  70  percent  of  the  state’s  population  and  includes  its  most  populous  city,  Las  Vegas 
(Clark  County  2012a).  The  2010  population  density  of  Clark  County  (247.3  persons  per  square 
mile)  was  ten  times  greater  than  the  population  density  of  Nevada  (24.6  persons  per  square 
mile)  (USCB  2012b). 


Income 

Table  3.13-2  provides  data  on  income  for  the  two  ROI  counties  and  for  California  and  Nevada, 
including  median  household  and  per  capita  incomes  and  percent  of  the  population  living  below 
the  poverty  level.  In  2006  to  2010,  the  median  household  income  for  the  United  States  was 
$51,914.  San  Bernardino  County’s  median  household  income  was  107.6  percent  of  the  United 
States  average  while  Clark  County’s  income  was  108.4  percent  of  the  national  average. 


Table  3.13-2.  Median  Household  Income  for  the  ROI 


Area 

Median  Household  Income 
2006-2010 
(2010  dollars) 

Per  Capita  Income 
2006-2010 
(2010  dollars) 

Persons  Below 
Poverty  Level 
(percent) 

California 

$60,883 

$29,188 

13.7 

San  Bernardino  County 

$55,845 

$21,867 

14.8 

Nevada 

$55,726 

$27,589 

11.9 

Clark  County 

$56,258 

$27,422 

11.7 

Source:  USCB  2012b 


In  2010,  Clark  County  had  higher  income  levels,  in  particular  per  capita  income,  and  lower 
poverty  levels  than  San  Bernardino  County.  The  median  household  and  per  capita  income  in 
San  Bernardino  County  were  both  well  below  the  California  average,  while  for  Clark  County  they 
were  close  to  the  Nevada  average. 


Employment  and  Economic  Activity 

Table  3.13-3  shows  the  size  of  the  labor  force,  current  employment  levels,  and  the  number  of 
unemployed  for  the  ROI. 


Table  3.13-3.  Labor  Force,  Employment,  and  Unemployment  by  Area 


Area 

As  of  December  201 1 

Unemployment 

(percent) 

Labor 

Force 

Employed 

Unemployed 

December 

2011 

December 

2010 

San  Bernardino  County, 
CA 

859,600 

756,900 

102,600 

11.9 

13.7 

Clark  County,  NV 

942,225 

822,726 

119,499 

12.7 

15.1 

Sources:  California  Employment  Development  Department  (CEDD)  2012;  Nevada  Department  of  Employment, 
Training,  and  Rehabilitation  (NDETR)  2012 


San  Bernardino  saw  a reduction  of  1.8  percent  in  its  unemployment  rate  between  December  of 
2010  and  2011,  while  Clark  County  saw  a reduction  of  2.4  percent  during  the  same  period. 
However,  the  unemployment  rate  in  Clark  County  remained  higher  than  in  San  Bernardino 
County. 
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Economy 

Table  3.13-4  shows  the  structure  of  the  workforce  for  San  Bernardino  and  Clark  counties.  In 
San  Bernardino  County,  educational  services,  health  care,  and  social  assistance  were  the 
largest  employment  sectors  (22.7  percent).  In  Clark  County,  well  over  a quarter  of  the  civilian 
workforce  (29.1  percent)  is  employed  in  the  arts,  entertainment,  and  recreation, 
accommodation,  and  food  services  industry  (see  Table  3.13-4).  Las  Vegas  and  Clark  County 
comprise  a major  tourist  and  resort  destination  nationally  and  internationally. 


Table  3.13-4.  Civilian  Workforce  by  Industry  Sectors  (2010) 


Industry 

San  Bernardino 
County 

% 

Clark  County 

% 

Civilian  employed  population  16  years 
and  over 

791,365 

872,794 

Agriculture,  forestry,  fishing  and  hunting, 
and  mining 

7,431 

0.9 

3,309 

0.4 

Construction 

59,904 

7.6 

56,744 

6.5 

Manufacturing 

82,634 

10.4 

29,212 

3.3 

Wholesale  trade 

30,002 

3.8 

17,698 

2.0 

Retail  trade 

100,778 

12.7 

100,242 

11.5 

Transportation  and  warehousing,  and 
utilities 

56,472 

7.1 

39,735 

4.6 

Information 

11,514 

1.5 

14,636 

1.7 

Finance  and  insurance,  and  real  estate 
and  rental  and  leasing 

42,668 

5.4 

55,671 

6.4 

Professional,  scientific,  and  management, 
and  administrative  and  waste 
management  services 

67,683 

8.5 

96,050 

11.0 

Educational  services,  and  health  care  and 
social  assistance 

179,358 

22.7 

124,884 

14.3 

Arts,  entertainment,  and  recreation,  and 
accommodation,  and  food  services 

70,290 

8.9 

254,286 

29.1 

Other  services,  except  public 
administration 

36,043 

4.6 

41,909 

4.8 

Public  administration 

46,588 

5.9 

38,418 

4.4 

Source:  USCB  2012c 


Housing 

The  quantity  and  quality  of  the  existing  housing  stock,  particularly  the  availability  of  temporary 
accommodations  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  area,  are  necessary  to  assess  the  impact  of 
immigration  of  temporary  workers  or  permanent  employees  to  the  ROI.  Table  3.13-5  shows  the 
total  number  of  vacant  housing  units  and  vacancy  rates,  as  well  as  vacancy  rates  for  rentals, 
within  the  ROI.  The  distribution  of  vacant  housing  units  by  type  is  shown  in  Table  3.13-6. 


Table  3.13-5.  Vacancy  Rates  and  Total  Vacant  Units  (2010) 


Area 

Vacancy  Rate, 
Housing  Units 

Number  of 
Vacant  Units 

Vacancy 
Rate,  Rentals 

San  Bernardino  County,  CA 

12.6% 

88,019 

8.7% 

Clark  County,  NV 

14.9% 

124,978 

13.3% 

Source:  USCB  2012a 
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Table  3.13-6.  Distribution  of  Vacant  Housing  Units  by  Type  (2010) 


Area 

Total 

Vacant 

For  rent 

Rented, 

not 

occupied 

For  sale 
only 

Sold,  not 
occupied 

For  seasonal, 
recreational,  or 
occasional  use 

All  other 
vacant 

San  Bernardino 
County,  CA 

88,019 

21,892 

1,096 

12,138 

2,520 

34,104 

16,269 

Clark  County,  NV 

124,978 

47,504 

1,291 

26,963 

2,277 

22,002 

24,941 

Source:  USCB  2012a 


Public  Services 

Physical  impacts  to  public  services  and  facilities  are  usually  associated  with  population  in- 
migration  and  growth  in  an  area,  which  increase  the  demand  for  particular  services,  leading  to 
the  need  for  expanded  or  new  facilities.  Therefore,  public  services  data  are  provided  below  for 
both  San  Bernardino  County  and  Clark  County. 


Police  Protection 

The  project  site  is  located  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Bernardino  County  Sheriffs 
Department,  which  is  headquartered  at  655  East  3rd  Street  in  San  Bernardino.  The  nearest 
sheriffs  office  to  the  proposed  facility  site  is  the  Barstow  Station  in  the  City  of  Barstow  located  at 
225  East  Mountain  View  Road  (San  Bernardino  County  Sheriff  2012).  The  California  Highway 
Patrol  (CHP)  is  the  primary  law  enforcement  agency  for  California  highways  and  roads  (CHP 
2012).  CHP  services  include  law  enforcement,  traffic  control,  and  accident  investigation.  The 
closest  CHP  area  office  is  located  at  300  East  Mountain  View  Road  in  Barstow. 

The  Las  Vegas  Metropolitan  Police  Department  (LVMPD)  provides  police  protection  services. 
The  LVMPD  is  a joint  city/county  police  force  with  nearly  2,900  sworn  officers  providing  law 
enforcement  services  for  all  of  Clark  County,  including  the  City  of  Las  Vegas,  (LVMPD  201 1 ). 


Schools 

The  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  site  is  located  within  the  Baker  Valley  Unified  School 
District  (BVUSD).  Clark  County  School  District  (CCSD)  provides  school  services  to  the  Nevada 
portion  of  the  ROI.  Table  3.13-7  shows  current  school  enrollment  figures  within  the  ROI  for  the 
2010-2011  school  years.  The  BVUSD  has  a small  student  enrollment,  while  the  CCSD  serves 
a large  number  of  students. 


Table  3.13.7.  Enrollment  Figures  for  BVUSD  and  CCSD,  Year  2010-2011 


Student  Level 

Baker  Valley  Unified  School 
District 

Clark  County  School  District 

Kindergarten 

18 

23,817 

Elementary  School  (1st  through  5th  Grade) 

65 

122,178 

Middle  School  (6th  through  8th  Grade) 

46 

72,726 

High  School  (9th  through  12th  Grade) 

53 

91,347 

Total 

182 

310,068 

Source:  ED-Data  2012;  Nevada  Department  of  Education  2010. 


Hospitals 

The  closest  hospital  with  an  emergency  room  to  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  site 
is  Saint  Rose  Hospital  - Siena  Campus  in  Henderson,  Nevada  (within  Clark  County)  located  at 
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3001  St.  Rose  Parkway,  approximately  40  miles  east  of  the  proposed  site.  This  hospital  has 
219  beds.  The  Saint  Rose  Hospital  system  has  over  3,300  employees  and  approximately  1,300 
physicians  at  all  three  campuses  (SRDH  2012).  The  emergency  room  at  Saint  Rose  Hospital  - 
Siena  Campus  is  designated  as  a Level  III  trauma  center  that  provides  immediate,  specialized 
care  to  accident  victims  and  victims  of  sudden  illness.  Specialty  services  at  the  hospital  include 
intensive  care  unit,  emergency/trauma,  labor  and  delivery,  cardiac  care,  orthopedics,  and 
surgery. 


Local  Tax  Revenues  and  Sources  of  Funding 

The  two  key  taxing  agencies  in  the  ROI  are  San  Bernardino  County,  California,  and  Clark 
County,  Nevada.  Table  3.13-8  presents  the  main  sources  of  public  revenues  for  San 
Bernardino  and  Clark  counties.  Total  revenues  for  San  Bernardino  County  amounted  to  $3.5 
billion  in  2011.  San  Bernardino’s  main  sources  of  revenues  were  derived  from  operating  grants 
and  contributions  and  from  charges  for  services. 

Revenues  for  Clark  County  totaled  $4.3  billion  in  2011.  Most  of  Clark  County’s  revenues  were 
derived  from  user  fees  (charges  for  services)  and  ad  valorem  (property)  taxes. 


Table  3.13-8.  Local  Tax  Revenues  and  Sources  of  Funding,  2011 


Revenue  Source 

San 

Bernardino 

County 

% 

Clark  County 

% 

Charqes  for  Services 

857,705,000 

26.4 

1,798,634,263 

42.2 

Operating  Grants  and 
Contributions 

1,584,340,000 

48.7 

597,327,951 

14.0 

Capital  Grants  and  Contributions 

30,495,000 

0.9 

241,238,784 

5.7 

Ad  valorem  taxes 

508,480,000 

15.6 

601,451,492 

14.1 

Consolidated  tax 

121,623,000 

3.8 

404,036,310 

9.5 

Sales  and  use  tax 

19,184,000 

0.6 

231,649,479 

5.4 

Other 

130,322,000 

4.0 

388,176,990 

9.1 

Total  Revenues 

3,252,149,000 

100 

4,262,515,269 

100 

Sources:  Clark  County  2012b,  San  Bernardino  County  2011b. 


Income  Inequality 

Distribution  of  income  wealth  is  an  economic  indicator  for  community  identity.  One  measure  of 
income  inequality  is  the  Gini  index,  with  values  ranging  from  0 to  1.  A value  of  1 indicates 
perfect  inequality  where  all  wealth  would  be  concentrated  in  a single  household.  By  contrast,  0 
would  indicate  perfect  equality  where  all  households  have  equal  income.  San  Bernardino 
County  has  an  index  value  of  0.422  and  Clark  County  a value  of  0.434.  The  national  county 
average  is  0.430.  By  contrast,  New  York  County  (Manhattan),  New  York  has  an  index  of  0.601, 
indicating  great  income  disparity  (USCB  201 2d). 


3.13.2  Applicable  Regulations,  Plan,  and  Standards 

Compliance  with  the  following  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations,  plans,  and  standards  related 
to  the  social  and  economic  effects  from  the  proposed  project  are  required  as  part  of  the  project 
development. 
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Federal 

NEPA  ~ (40  CFR  1508(b);  40  C.F.R.  1508.14  of  CEQ  NEPA  Regulations) 

An  EIS  must  include  the  analysis  of  the  proposed  project’s  social  and  economic  effects  related 
to  the  effects  on  the  natural  or  physical  environment  in  the  affected. 


State 

California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  - (California  Code  of  Regulations,  Chapter 

3,  Guidelines  for  Implementation  of  CEQA,  Article  9(a),  Section  1513) 

CEQA  states: 

(a)  “Economic  or  social  effects  of  a project  shall  not  be  treated  as  significant  effects  on  the 
environment.... The  intermediate  economic  or  social  changes  need  not  be  analyzed  in 
any  detail  greater  than  necessary  to  trace  the  chain  of  cause  and  effect.  The  focus  of 
the  analysis  shall  be  on  the  physical  changes.” 

(b)  “Economic  or  social  effects  of  a project  may  be  used  to  determine  the  significance  of 
physical  changes  caused  by  the  project... Where  an  EIR  uses  economic  or  social  effects 
to  determine  that  a physical  change  is  significant,  the  EIR  shall  explain  the  reason  for 
determining  that  the  effect  is  significant.” 

(c)  “Economic,  social,  and  particularly  housing  factors  shall  be  considered  by  public 
agencies  together  with  technological  and  environmental  factors  in  deciding  whether 
changes  in  a project  are  feasible  to  reduce  or  avoid  the  significant  effects  on  the 
environment  identified  in  the  EIR.” 


Local 

San  Bernardino  County 

The  General  Plan  for  the  San  Bernardino  County  calls  for  a vibrant  and  thriving  local  economy 
that  spans  a variety  of  industries,  services,  and  other  sectors  while  recognizing  the  distinctions 
between  the  growth  stages  of  the  Valley,  Mountain,  and  Desert  Planning  Regions  in 
encouraging  industrial,  office,  and  professional  development  and  local-serving  employment 
(County  of  San  Bernardino,  2011a).  The  proposed  project  is  within  the  Desert  Planning  Region 
and  includes  a Housing  Element  that  outlines  the  goal  and  policies  for  housing  (County  of  San 
Bernardino,  2011a). 


Goal  D/H  1.  Encourage  a diversity  of  housing  types  that  will  accommodate  all 

individuals  and  families  from  all  income  levels. 


Policy  D/H  1.1  Encourage  the  application  of  the  Housing  Incentive  Programs  to  clustered 

development,  single  family  and  multiple  families,  in  the  Desert  Region. 


Policy  D/H  1.2  The  following  methods  of  housing  types  and  design  shall  be  permitted  in 

the  Desert  Region  to  augment  and  contribute  to  the  supply  of  affordable  housing  provided  they 
are  compatible  with  the  rural  character  and  desert  environment: 
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1.  Single-section  manufactured  home  parks  that  are  located  within 
the  Alternate  Housing  Overlay. 

2.  Accessory  residential  structures. 

The  San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan  is  not  applicable  to  projects  located  entirely  on 
Federal  lands. 
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3.14  Soil  Resources 

This  section  describes  the  existing  geology,  soils,  and  seismicity  in  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm 
Project  area.  The  discussion  includes  consideration  of  local  topography,  geologic  units  and 
features,  soil  resources,  and  regional  seismicity.  Geologic  and  seismic  hazards  that  could 
potentially  affect  the  structures  associated  with  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  project  are  identified. 
Federal,  State,  and  local  laws,  regulations,  plans,  and  policies  related  to  geologic  and  seismic 
considerations  are  also  discussed. 


3.14.1  Environmental  Setting 
Regional  Geological  Setting 

The  Stateline  Solar  Farm  project  site  is  located  on  the  eastern  side  of  the  California  portion  of 
the  Mojave  Desert  close  to  the  Nevada  state  line.  The  project  site  is  located  in  portions  of 
sections  12,  13,  14,  15,  22,  23,  24,  25,  26,  34,  and  35,  Township  17  North,  Range  14  East,  San 
Bernardino  Base  and  Meridian  on  the  Ivanpah  Lake,  California  7.5  inch  USGS  topographic 
quadrangle  map  (First  Solar  201 1 ). 

The  project  site  is  located  within  the  Mojave  Desert  geomorphic  province  (California  Geological 
Survey  2006),  and  the  solar  farm  site  is  in  the  northeast  corner  near  the  boundary  with  the 
Basin  and  Range  geomorphic  province.  The  Mojave  Desert  geomorphic  province  includes 
several  isolated  mountain  ranges  separated  by  desert  valleys  with  enclosed  drainages  and 
playas.  The  topography  of  this  province  is  controlled  by  a prominent  northwest-southeast 
trending  fault  system  and  a secondary  east-west  trending  fault  system  (California  Geological 
Survey  2002).  The  mountain  ranges  are  composed  of  complexly  faulted  and  folded  crystalline, 
metamorphic,  volcanic,  and  carbonate  basement  rocks  that  range  in  age  from  pre-Cambrian  to 
Mesozoic.  Volcanic  and  sedimentary  rocks  deposited  in  the  Cenozoic  are  also  found  throughout 
the  province  (California  Geological  Survey  2010a). 

Younger  faulting  in  the  eastern  half  of  the  Mojave  Desert  geomorphic  province  is  characterized 
by  generally  north-  to  northwest-trending  normal  faults  associated  with  regional  extension  in  the 
Great  Basin.  Detachment  faults,  which  are  large-scale  normal  listric  faults  that  flatten  at  depth, 
are  common  in  the  eastern  Mojave  Desert  of  California  and  Southern  Nevada.  Thick,  nearly 
flat-lying  breccia  zones  that  juxtapose  rocks  on  a regional  scale  have  been  identified  as  the 
deep  portions  of  these  detachment  faults,  and  attest  to  the  depth  of  erosion  in  the  region. 
Localized  right-lateral  strike-slip  movement  associated  with  the  normal  faulting  is  common  in  the 
eastern  Mojave  Desert.  Extensional  tectonics  is  predominant  in  the  Great  Basin  geomorphic 
province  to  the  north,  although  some  northwest-striking  right-lateral  strike-slip  faulting,  which 
may  or  may  not  be  associated  with  normal  faulting,  is  present.  Rapid  subsidence  has  occurred 
in  pull-apart  basins,  such  as  the  Death  Valley  depression,  in  response  to  strike-slip  faulting 
(Norris  and  Webb  1990;  Wright  and  others  1999).  Strike-slip  tectonics  may  also  be  partially 
responsible  for  the  development  of  Shadow  Valley,  located  southwest  of  the  Clark  Mountain 
Range,  during  the  Miocene  (Prave  and  McMackin  1999). 

Geology  in  the  Clark  Mountain  Range,  located  west  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  site,  is 
characteristic  of  both  the  Mojave  Desert  and  Great  Basin  geomorphic  provinces.  A major  thrust 
fault,  the  Keystone  Thrust,  which  was  active  in  the  late  Jurassic  to  early  Cretaceous,  has 
juxtaposed  Paleozoic  marine  carbonate  sediments  over  rocks  typical  of  a continental  setting 
(USGS  2006).  The  Mesozoic  age  (Cordilleran  orogeny)  thrust  fault  relationship  is  characteristic 
of  the  Basin  and  Range  geomorphic  province  (USGS  2006;  Norris  and  Webb  1990).  The 
southernmost  occurrence  of  these  basin  fill  sediments  that  is  in  thrust  fault  contact 
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over  continental  rocks  occurs  in  the  Clark  Mountain  Range.  Mesozoic  granitic,  metamorphic, 
volcanic  and  sedimentary  rocks  in  the  Mojave  Desert  to  the  southwest  are  more  typical  of  a 
magmatic  arc  tectonic  setting. 

The  Clark  Mountain  Range,  which  reaches  an  elevation  of  7,930  feet,  is  bounded  on  the  west 
side  by  the  Halloran  Hills  Detachment  Fault  (Fowler  and  Calzia  1999).  The  core  of  the  range 
has  remained  unaffected  by  regional  extension.  The  Kingston  Range  to  the  west  and  the 
McCullogh  Mountains  to  the  east,  however,  have  been  affected  by  extension  and  detachment 
faulting  that  has  been  dated  as  Miocene  age  between  16.5  and  11.0  million  years  (USGS  2006). 
The  Clark  Mountain  Range  appears  to  be  a high-standing,  partially  detachment  fault-bounded, 
undeformed  zone  that  remained  after  major  east-  and  west-directed  detachment  faulting 
occurred.  The  adjacent  Ivanpah  Valley,  with  a lakebed  elevation  of  2,602  feet  could  be  primarily 
a product  of  the  same  relatively  recent  regional  extension  and  normal  listric  faulting. 

Speculation  that  Shadow  Valley,  located  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  Clark  Mountain  Range  from 
Ivanpah  Valley,  is  a Miocene  basin  that  developed  in  partial  response  to  strike-slip  faulting 
(Prave  and  McMackin  1999)  complicates  the  picture.  The  Pahrump  Valley  Fault  Zone  and  the 
Stateline  Fault,  which  are  interpreted  to  have  a strike-slip  sense  of  motion,  border  the  east  side 
of  Ivanpah  Valley.  Strike-slip  faulting,  therefore,  could  be  partly  responsible  for  the  formation  of 
Ivanpah  Valley,  although  extensional  tectonics  remains  the  primary  factor. 


Local  Geological  Description  of  the  Stateline  Project  Site 

The  following  discussion  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  site  encompasses  geologic  conditions 
applicable  to  the  Proposed  Action  and  the  other  action  alternatives.  The  project  site  is  located 
on  the  west  side  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  on  a broad  alluvial  bajada  deposited  on  the  eastern  flank 
of  the  Clark  Mountain  Range,  and  is  adjacent  to  the  north-northwestern  side  of  Ivanpah  Dry 
Lake.  Portions  of  the  project  study  area  encompass  portions  of  the  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake.  Clasts  of 
alluvial  and  fluvial  origin  are  predominantly  composed  of  pre-Cambrian  to  Mesozoic  granitic, 
metamorphic,  and  carbonate  rocks  derived  from  sources  in  the  mountain  ranges  located  to  the 
north  and  west  (USGS  2006).  The  Quaternary  sediments  overlie  rocks  of  similar  age  and 
composition  to  the  source  rocks  in  the  Clark  Mountain  Range.  Outcrops  of  carbonate 
(Limestone  Hill)  and  metamorphic  rocks  (Metamorphic  Hill)  are  located  to  the  west  of  the 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  site,  indicating  that  alluvial  fan  sediments  are  relatively  thin  in  the  project 
study  area. 


Soils 

Two  soil  map  units  are  present  on  the  proposed  project  site  and  three  additional  soil  map  units 
are  located  adjacent  to  the  site,  according  to  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture’s  (USDA’s) 
Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  Web  Soil  Survey  (USDA  2012).  The  predominant 
soils  in  the  project  area  are  alluvial  Arizo  Series  loamy  sands  derived  from  metamorphic  and 
sedimentary  rock  that  form  on  fan  aprons,  remnants,  and  drainages.  The  northern  portion  of  the 
site  is  covered  by  the  Colosseum  association  soils.  The  Colosseum  Series  soils  are  fine  sandy 
loams  underlain  by  gravelly  sandy  loams  and  are  derived  from  limestone  and  dolomite  and  form 
on  fan  remnants,  skirts,  and  drainages  (USDA  2012). 

Soil  map  units  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  project  site  include  the  Copperworld  association 
(derived  from  metamorphic  rock)  on  the  range  to  the  southwest  of  the  project  area,  the  Umberci- 
Rock  outcrop  association  (derived  from  limestone  and  dolomite)  on  the  range  to  the  north  of  the 
project  area,  and  Typic  Haplosalids  (lacustrine  sediments  derived  from  volcanic  and 
sedimentary  rock)  located  in  the  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  to  the  east  of  the  project  area  (USDA  2012). 
The  soils  on  and  surrounding  the  project  site  are  depicted  in  Figure  3.14-1. 
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In  June  2008,  Geosphere  Consultants,  Inc.  conducted  a geotechnical  study  of  the  proposed 
project  site  for  Optisolar,  Inc.  (subsequently  acquired  by  First  Solar).  During  the  geological  field 
survey,  Geosphere  Consultants  made  13  shallow  exploratory  borings  to  a maximum  depth  of  9 
feet  below  the  ground  surface.  The  geologic  materials  encountered  in  the  borings  were  visually 
classified  according  to  the  United  Soil  Classification  System.  Eleven  borings  were  classified  as 
“Qal”  consisting  of  young  alluvial  fan  deposits  from  two  distinct  fan  units.  These  soils  occupy 
the  majority  of  the  project  site  and  “consist  of  fine  to  coarse  sand  and  silty  sand,  with  varying 
amounts  of  gravel  and  cobbles”  (Geosphere  Consultants  2008).  Grain  size  in  the  alluvial  fan 
units  becomes  finer  as  the  fan  approaches  the  Ivanpah  Lakebed.  One  boring  (boring  5)  was 
classified  as  “Ql”  consisting  of  Quaternary  lakebed  deposits  and  one  (boring  3)  was  classified  as 
both  Qal  and  Ql.  According  to  Geosphere  Consultants,  “[tjhe  central  portion  of  the  site  is 
composed  of  lakebed  deposits  associated  with  Ivanpah  Lake”  (Geosphere  Consultants  2008). 
The  lakebed  deposits  consisted  of  “sandy  clay  to  sandy  silt,  which  varied  from  dry  at  the  surface 
to  damp  at  a depth  of  three  feet”  (Geosphere  Consultants  2008). 

Other  soil  and  alluvial  units  Geosphere  Consultants  classified  on  the  project  site  include  artificial 
fill  (Qaf),  young  alluvial  stream  deposits  (Qya),  colluvium  deposits  (Qcol),  and  older  alluvial  fan 
deposits  (Qc).  Artificial  fill  is  found  on  and  around  roadways,  earthen  berms,  and  railways  within 
the  project  site.  Young  alluvial  stream  deposits  are  found  within  observed  active  natural 
drainages  (generally  consistent  with  the  mapped  alluvial  fans)  on  the  site  and  consist  of  “silty 
sand  and  sandy  gravel,  with  varying  content  of  coarse  sand,  gravel,  and  cobbles”  (Geosphere 
Consultants  2008).  Colluvium  deposits  (consisting  of  rock  fragments  3 to  4 inches  in  size)  are 
found  on  and  around  the  Precambrian  bedrock  outcrop  southwest  of  the  project  area.  Older 
alluvial  fan  depositions  include  Pleistocene  nonmarine  sediments  from  the  Clark  and  Lucy  Gray 
Mountains  located  west  and  east  of  the  site  respectively.  Two  distinct  older  fan  deposits  were 
identified  based  on  clast  type  and  matrix  composition.  The  upper  3 to  6 inches  of  these 
deposits  are  blanketed  by  a desert  pavement  consisting  of  manganese  and  iron  oxidized 
coatings  (Geosphere  Consultants  2008). 

The  majority  of  the  soils  on  the  project  site  have  a low  potential  for  expansion  and  a low 
concentration  of  water-soluble  sulfates.  The  lakebed  soils  (Ql)  have  a high  expansion  potential 
and  a high  concentration  of  sulfates.  Laboratory  testing  indicates  the  lakebed  soils  also  have 
the  potential  to  be  mildly  to  extremely  corrosive  for  ferrous  metals  in  contact  with  these  soils 
(Geosphere  Consultants  2008). 


Geology 

The  mountain  range  to  the  north  of  the  project  site  and  the  rock  outcrop  adjacent  to  the 
southwestern  project  corner  are  composed  of  Paleozoic  and  Precambrian  metamorphosed 
sedimentary  rock  and  crystalline  bedrock.  These  units  underlie  the  site  “at  considerable  depth” 
(Geosphere  Consultants  2008). 

Two  small  bedrock  hills  are  located  adjacent  on  the  alluvial  fan  to  the  west  of  the  project  study 
area.  All  literature  sources  agree  that  the  small  ridge  of  carbonate  rocks  (Limestone  Hill)  is 
Paleozoic  in  age,  and  the  hills  composed  of  metamorphic  rocks  (Metamorphic  Hill)  are  early 
pre-Cambrian  to  Cambrian  in  age  (CDMG  1961;  CDMG  1967).  Jennings  (CDMG  1961)  maps 
the  carbonate  rocks  as  undivided  marine  limestone  and  dolomite  of  either  the  Riggs  Formation, 
which  occurs  only  in  the  Silurian  Hills  to  the  northwest  beyond  the  Clark  Mountain  Range,  or  the 
early  Cambrian  to  Devonian  Goodsprings  Dolomite.  Exposures  of  the  Goodsprings  Dolomite, 
which  is  described  as  a dark  gray,  fine-grained,  thick-bedded  and  locally  mottled  dolomite 
(CDMG  1961;  CDMG  1967),  are  abundant  in  the  Clark  Mountain  Range  several  miles  north  of 
the  project  site  (CDMG  1967).  The  unit  generally  lacks  fossils,  except  for  echinoderm  plates. 
McCleod  (2007)  speculates  that  the  carbonate  bedrock  belongs  to  the  Mississippian  age  Monte 
Cristo  Limestone  or  Pennsylvanian  age  Bird  Spring  Formation.  Both  units  are  mapped  in  the 
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Clark  Mountain  Range  to  the  north  (CDMG  1961;  CDMG  1967).  The  basal  portions  of  the  Bird 
Spring  Formation  and  certain  members  of  the  Monte  Cristo  Limestone  contain  abundant  marine 
fossils.  The  lack  of  fossils  in  the  outcrop  near  the  project  site  makes  positive  determination  of 
the  age  and  formation  of  the  rocks  difficult. 


Site-Specific  Geologic  Hazards  Description 

The  primary  geologic  hazards  at  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  project  site  include  ground  shaking 
and  faulting  related  to  seismic  activity;  liquefaction;  settlement  due  to  compressible  soils, 
subsidence;  hydrocompaction;  dynamic  compaction;  and  the  possible  presence  of  expansive 
clay  soils.  The  potential  hazards  can  be  effectively  mitigated  through  facility  design  as  required 
by  the  California  Building  Code  (2007). 

The  geotechnical  survey  conducted  by  Geosphere  Consultants  in  2008  considered  some  of  the 
potential  geologic  hazards  that  could  occur  at  the  project  site.  Review  of  the  geotechnical  report 
and  independent  research  (including  review  of  available  geologic  maps,  reports,  and  databases) 
indicate  that  the  possibility  of  geologic  hazards  affecting  the  operation  of  the  solar  farm  during 
its  practical  design  life  is  low.  However,  an  expanded,  site-specific  geotechnical  investigation 
should  be  conducted  to  more  thoroughly  investigate  the  on-site  geologic  conditions. 


Faulting  and  Seismicity 

The  Mojave  Desert  Province  of  southern  California,  in  which  the  solar  farm  project  site  is 
located,  is  a seismically  active  area  of  regional  strike-slip  faulting  and  extensional  tectonics. 
The  BLM  reviewed  the  Alquist-Priolo  Special  Studies  Zone  map  database  (California  Geological 
Survey  2010b)  and  the  Fault  Activity  Map  of  California  (California  Geological  Survey  2010c). 
The  project  site  does  not  lie  within  an  earthquake  fault  zone  as  defined  by  the  Alquist-Priolo  Act 
of  1972  (California  Geological  Survey  2010b)  and  no  active  faults  are  shown  on  published  maps 
as  crossing  the  project  site  boundary. 

A review  of  published  geologic  maps  indicates  that  three  faults  are  located  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley 
area,  although  none  of  these  faults  is  currently  considered  active.  To  the  east  of  the  project  site 
is  the  Quaternary  Stateline  fault  that  trends  northwest-southeast  roughly  parallel  to  the 
California-Nevada  state  line.  This  fault  is  mapped  as  concealed  beneath  the  alluvial  deposits  in 
the  valley  (California  Geological  Survey  2010c).  The  Stateline  Fault  has  been  interpreted  to  be 
a right-lateral  strike-slip  structure  with  some  vertical  movement  (USGS  2006).  This  fault  has 
had  movement  in  the  early  to  middle  Pleistocene  (700,000  to  1,600,000  years)  (California 
Geological  Survey  2010c).  The  fault  borders  the  east  side  of  Ivanpah  Valley,  and  crosses  the 
valley  north  of  the  solar  farm  project  site.  Several  small  older  faults  are  located  within  the  range 
of  mountains  north  of  the  project  area,  and  the  Ivanpah  Fault  is  located  several  miles  to  the 
west  (California  Geological  Survey  2010a).  No  known  recent  surface  rupture  has  been 
associated  with  any  of  these  faults;  however  because  several  of  these  faults  are  potentially 
active,  moderate  ground  shaking  could  occur  at  the  solar  farm  project  site  as  a result  of 
earthquakes  on  any  of  these  faults  or  as  a result  of  regional  earthquake  activity. 

The  closest  active  faults  to  the  project  site  are  the  Death  Valley  and  Garlock  Faults  in  California 
located  approximately  50  miles  to  the  west  (Geosphere  Consultants  2008).  Movement  on  the 
north-northwest-striking  Death  Valley  Fault  is  normal,  and  is  related  to  extensional  tectonics  in 
the  Great  Basin,  coupled  with  right-lateral  strike-slip,  related  to  San  Andreas-style  transform 
faulting.  The  Garlock  Fault  is  a major  east-west-striking,  left-lateral  strike-slip  fault,  also 
associated  with  regional  transform  faulting  to  the  west  (California  Geological  Survey  2010c). 

The  proposed  project  site  does  not  lie  within  a designated  earthquake  fault  zone  as  defined  by 
the  Alquist-Priolo  Act  of  1972  and  no  faults  have  been  mapped  within  the  project  area 
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(California  Geological  Survey  2010b).  The  site  is  located  in  Seismic  Risk  Zone  4.  The  potential 
for  ground  rupture  at  the  site  remains  low;  there  are  no  active  faults  on  the  project  site  and  both 
the  Stateline  and  the  Ivanpah  faults  are  several  miles  distant  from  the  site.  Although  ground 
acceleration  from  rupture  of  the  Stateline  fault  system  could  be  fairly  high,  the  low  occupancy  of 
the  project  site  indicates  that  the  risk  to  human  life  and  safety  is  low,  even  if  a major  earthquake 
were  to  occur  along  the  Stateline  fault.  The  construction  and  design  of  buildings  storing 
hazardous  materials  would  meet  the  seismic  requirements  of  the  Uniform  Building  Code  and  the 
California  Building  Code.  No  on-site  bulk  storage  of  chemicals  is  expected  (First  Solar  201 1 ). 


Liquefaction 

Liquefaction  generally  occurs  in  fine-  to  medium-grained  saturated,  loose  granular  (particularly 
sandy  and  also  silty)  soils  during  or  after  strong  seismic  ground  shaking.  Strong  seismic  ground 
shaking  shifts  the  granular  soils  causing  densification  of  the  soils.  The  densification  results  in 
an  increase  in  the  internal  pore  pressure  causing  the  soil  to  liquefy  and  loose  shear  strength. 
This  generally  occurs  within  areas  of  shallow  groundwater  and  within  the  upper  40  to  50  feet  of 
soil  because  at  deeper  depths  the  intergranular  pressure  is  higher.  Liquefaction  of  the  soils  can 
induce  lateral  spreading  of  the  soils,  sand  boils,  lurching,  and  aerial  and  differential  settlement 
and  can  therefore  cause  loss  of  foundation  support  for  overlying  structures. 


Dynamic  Compaction 

The  vibration  associated  with  seismic  ground-shaking  events  can  cause  dynamic  compaction  of 
unconsolidated  granular  materials  in  soils.  As  described  above,  the  vibration  causes  a decrease 
in  soil  volume  and  a corresponding  increase  in  soil  density,  as  the  soil  grains  are  rearranged  by 
the  shaking.  The  decrease  in  volume  can  result  in  settlement  of  overlying  structures.  An 
expanded  geotechnical  investigation  could  determine  the  potential  for  and  mitigation  of  the 
effects  of  dynamic  compaction  of  site  soils  during  an  earthquake. 


Hydrocompaction 

Young  soils  that  were  deposited  rapidly  in  a saturated  state  (often  by  a flash  flood)  may  be 
subject  to  hydrocompaction  (also  known  as  hydro-collapse).  Such  soils  dry  quickly  leaving  an 
unconsolidated,  low  density  deposit  with  a high  percentage  of  voids.  Foundations  built  on  these 
types  of  compressible  materials  can  settle  excessively,  particularly  when  landscaping  irrigation 
or  other  soil  saturation  dissolves  the  weak  cementation  of  the  soil  structure.  An  expanded 
geotechnical  investigation  could  determine  the  potential  for  and  mitigation  of  the  effects  of 
hydrocompaction  of  site  soils. 


Subsidence 

Local  subsidence  in  the  form  of  sinkholes  has  been  observed  along  the  northern  edge  of 
Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  near  the  solar  farm  project  site.  Subsidence  and  sinkholes  can  be  attributed 
to  a number  of  causes,  and  the  specific  cause  of  this  subsidence  in  Ivanpah  Valley  was 
evaluated  by  the  groundwater  consultant  for  the  developments  in  Primm,  Nevada  (Broadbent 
2009).  In  this  case,  Broadbent  concluded  that  dehydration  of  clays  between  the  soil  surface 
and  the  water  table  that  can  result  in  a major  loss  of  volume,  and  thus  the  collapse  of  overlying 
soils  is  believed  to  be  the  cause  (Broadbent  2009).  Broadbent  also  considered  the  potential  for 
groundwater  extraction  and  lowering  of  the  water  table  associated  with  the  Primm  Casino  and/or 
Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  wells  to  have  caused  the  subsidence.  However,  the  report  concluded 
that  the  groundwater  extraction  was  not  the  cause  for  two  reasons.  First,  the  amount  of  drop  in 
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the  water  table  in  the  area  is  in  the  range  of  5 feet,  and  this  is  much  lower  than  the  amount  of 
drop  observed  in  other  locations  where  groundwater  extraction  is  known  to  have  resulted  in 
subsidence.  The  second  observation  in  the  Broadbent  (2009)  report  is  that  the  area  of 
subsidence  is  located  more  than  3 miles  from  the  Primm  Casino  and  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course 
wells.  An  expanded  geotechnical  survey  could  assess  the  potential  for  and  mitigation  of  the 
effects  of  consolidation  settlement  at  the  site.  Subsidence  may  occur  when  human  settlements 
draw  down  desert  aquifers  faster  than  the  aquifers  can  replenish  (Sneed  and  Brandt  2007). 


Expansive  Soils 

Soil  expansion  occurs  when  clay-rich  soils  with  an  affinity  for  water  exist  in-place  at  a moisture 
content  below  their  plastic  limit.  The  addition  of  moisture  (from  irrigation,  capillary  tension, 
water  line  breaks,  etc.)  causes  an  increase  in  the  overall  volume  of  the  soil  as  the  clays  collect 
water  molecules  in  their  structure.  This  increase  in  volume  can  correspond  to  expansion  of  the 
soil  and  can  result  in  movement  of  overlying  structural  improvements.  An  expanded 
geotechnical  survey  can  determine  the  potential  for  and  mitigation  of  the  effects  of  expansive 
soils  on  the  site. 


Landslides 

The  project  site  and  surrounding  area  is  generally  flat  with  the  exception  of  the  range  to  the 
north  and  the  rock  outcrop  to  the  southwest.  No  evidence  of  landslide  activity  was  identified  on 
the  project  site  during  the  geotechnical  survey  or  during  review  of  the  published  literature  and 
aerial  photographs  (Geosphere  Consultants  2008). 

if 

• \ 

3.14.2  Applicable  Regulations,  Plan,  and  Standards 
3.14.2.1  Federal 

Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  as  Amended  (FLPMA).  The  FLPMA 
establishes  policy  and  goals  to  be  followed  in  the  administration  of  public  lands  by  the  BLM.  The 
intent  of  FLPMA  is  to  protect  and  administer  public  lands  within  the  framework  of  a program  of 
multiple-use  and  sustained  yield,  and  the  maintenance  of  environmental  quality.  Particular 
emphasis  is  placed  on  the  protection  of  the  quality  of  scientific,  scenic,  historical,  ecological, 
environmental,  air  and  atmospheric,  water  resources  and  archaeological  values. 


California  Desert  Conservation  Area  (CDCA)  Plan.  The  CDCA  Plan  defines  multiple-use 
classes  for  BLM-managed  lands  within  the  CDCA,  which  includes  land  area  encompassing  the 
proposed  Stateline  site.  With  respect  to  geological  resources,  the  CDCA  Plan  aims  to  maintain 
the  availability  of  mineral  resources  on  public  lands  for  exploration  and  development.  Impacts 
to  soil  resources  are  addressed  within  several  elements  of  the  CDCA  Plan , including  wildlife , 
vegetation,  range , recreation,  motorized-vehicle  access , and  geology , energy,  and  minerals. 
Also,  Chapter  6 of  the  CDCA  Plan  addresses  studies,  inventories,  and  monitoring  of  soils  to 
support  the  objectives  of  the  Plan. 


3.14.2.2  State 

International  Building  Code.  The  2006  International  Building  Code  (IBC)  is  a model  building 
code  developed  by  the  International  Code  Council  (ICC)  that  sets  rules  specifying  the  minimum 
acceptable  level  of  safety  for  constructed  objects  such  as  buildings  in  the  United  States.  As  a 
model  building  code,  the  IBC  has  no  legal  status  until  it  is  adopted  or  adapted  by  government 
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regulation.  California  has  adopted  the  IBC.  The  IBC  was  developed  to  consolidate  existing 
building  codes  into  one  uniform  code  that  provides  minimum  standards  to  ensure  the  public 
safety,  health  and  welfare  insofar  as  they  are  affected  by  building  construction  and  to  secure 
safety  to  life  and  property  from  all  hazards  incident  to  the  occupancy  of  buildings,  structures  and 
premises.  With  some  exceptions,  the  California  Building  Code  discussed  below  is  based  on  the 
IBC. 


California  Building  Code.  The  California  Building  Code  (California  Building  Code  2007) 
includes  a series  of  standards  that  are  used  in  project  investigation,  design  and  construction 
(including  grading  and  erosion  control).  The  California  Building  Code  2007  Edition  is  based  on 
the  2006  ICB  as  published  by  the  International  Code  Council,  with  the  addition  of  more 
extensive  structural  seismic  provisions.  Chapter  16  of  the  California  Building  Code  contains 
definitions  of  seismic  sources  and  the  procedure  used  to  calculate  seismic  forces  on  structures. 


Alquist-Priolo  Earthquake  Fault  Zoning  Act.  The  Alquist-Priolo  Earthquake  Fault  Zoning  Act 
of  1972  regulates  development  and  construction  of  buildings  intended  for  human  occupancy  to 
avoid  the  hazard  of  surface  fault  rupture.  This  act  provides  mitigations  against  surface  fault 
rupture  of  known  active  faults  beneath  occupied  structures,  and  requires  disclosure  of  the 
presence  of  any  seismic  faults  to  potential  real  estate  buyers  and  a 50-foot  setback  for  new 
occupied  buildings.  The  Alquist-Priolo  Earthquake  Fault  Zoning  Act  helps  define  where  fault 
rupture  is  most  likely  to  occur.  This  act  groups  faults  into  categories  of  active,  potentially  active 
and  inactive. 


Seismic-Hazards  Mapping  Act.  The  Seismic  Hazards  Mapping  Act  of  1990  directs  the 
California  Geological  Survey  to  delineate  seismic  hazard  zones.  The  purpose  of  this  act  is  to 
reduce  the  threat  to  public  health  and  safety  and  to  minimize  the  loss  of  life  and  property  by 
identifying  and  mitigating  seismic  hazards.  These  seismic  hazards  include  areas  that  are 
subject  to  the  effects  of  strong  ground  shaking  such  as  liquefaction,  landslides,  tsunamis  and 
seiches.  Cities,  counties,  and  state  agencies  are  directed  to  use  seismic  hazard  zone  maps 
developed  by  the  California  Geological  Survey  in  their  land  use  planning  and  permitting 
processes.  This  act  requires  that  site-specific  geotechnical  investigations  be  performed  prior  to 
permitting  most  urban  development  projects  within  seismic  hazard  zones. 


3.14.2.3  Local 

San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan  and  Development  Code.  The  County’s  General  Plan 
mandates  compliance  with  a number  of  development  standards,  including  safety  requirements. 
The  county  also  incorporates  standards  and  provisions  established  by  the  California  Building 
Code  (2007).  The  San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan  is  not  applicable  to  projects  on 
Federally-owned  public  lands. 
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3.15  Special  Designations 

3.15.1  Environmental  Setting 

This  section  describes  the  special  designations  in  and  around  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar 
facility  (Proposed  Action  or  Project)  project  site.  The  following  discussion  addresses  existing 
special  designations  in  the  proposed  facility  area,  and  existing  laws  and  regulations  relevant  to 
special  designations. 


3.15.1.1  Regional  Setting 

The  Proposed  Action  would  be  located  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  in  northeastern  San  Bernardino 
County.  The  project  site  is  located  within  the  CDCA,  but  is  not  otherwise  in  an  area  specially- 
designated  by  BLM.  The  proposed  facility  site  is  located  within  one  mile  of  the  Stateline 
Wilderness  and  the  Mesquite  Wilderness,  and  approximately  two  miles  west  of  the  Ivanpah 
DWMA.  The  proposed  facility  would  be  visible  from  these  special  land  use  areas.  Figure  3.15- 
1 displays  these  specially  designated  areas  in  relation  to  the  project  site. 


3.15.1.2  Project  Setting 

The  Project  would  be  located  entirely  on  BLM-administered  lands  in  Ivanpah  Valley.  A new 
high-voltage  transmission  line,  known  as  the  Eldorado-lvanpah  Transmission  Project  (EITP)  is 
currently  under  construction,  and  will  cross  the  proposed  site.  Undeveloped  range  land  is 
currently  present  on  the  proposed  facility  location.  Additionally,  three  BLM  rough  bladed  or  two- 
tracked  surface  roads  cross  the  proposed  site.  Current  and  historic  uses  of  the  proposed  site 
include  open  space,  off-road  recreational  vehicle  activities,  hunting,  hiking,  and  camping.  The 
proposed  facility  would  be  located  in  the  Mojave  Desert  bioregion.  Onsite  vegetation  consists  of 
Mojave  creosote  bush  scrub,  Desert  saltbush  scrub,  and  Dry  lake  bed/playa  habitat. 


3.15.1.3  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC)  and  Desert  Wildlife 
Management  Area  (DWMA) 

The  BLM  uses  the  ACEC  designation  to  highlight  public  land  areas  where  special  management 
attention  is  necessary  to  protect  and  prevent  irreparable  damage  to:  important  historical, 
cultural,  and  scenic  values;  fish  or  wildlife  resources;  or  other  natural  systems  or  processes.  The 
ACEC  designation  may  also  be  used  to  protect  human  life  and  safety  from  natural  hazards.  The 
BLM  identifies,  evaluates,  and  designates  ACECs  through  its  resource  management  planning 
process.  Allowable  management  practices  and  uses,  mitigation,  and  use  limitations,  if  any,  are 
described  in  the  planning  document. 

A DWMA  is  a type  of  ACEC  specifically  designated  for  the  protection  of  wildlife  resources.  The 
establishment  of  DWMAs  for  the  protection  of  desert  tortoises  was  recommended  in  the  Desert 
Tortoise  (Mojave  Population)  Recovery  Plan  (USFWS  1994). 


Ivanpah  DWMA.  The  37,280  ac  Ivanpah  DWMA  is  located  approximately  two  miles  to  the  east 
of  the  proposed  Project.  The  Ivanpah  DWMA  is  managed  by  BLM,  and  was  established 
through  the  2002  NEMO,  an  amendment  to  the  CDCA  Plan.  The  DWMA  was  established  in 
response  to  the  listing  of  the  desert  tortoise  as  threatened  under  the  state  and  Federal 
Endangered  Species  Acts,  designation  of  critical  habitat  for  the  desert  tortoise,  and  publication 
of  the  1994  Recovery  Plan  for  Desert  Tortoise  (USFWS  1994). 
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The  NEMO  Plan  amendments  established  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  to  encompass  the  northeastern 
portion  of  the  Ivanpah  Critical  Habitat  Unit  for  the  desert  tortoise  in  Ivanpah  Valley.  The 
northeastern  portion  of  the  unit  is  the  portion  located  to  the  east  of  1-15,  and  portions  of  the 
DWMA  are  located  within  2 miles  of  the  proposed  Stateline  facility. 

The  proposed  Project  is  located  within  the  29,1 10  acre  Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  Unit,  which  was 
not  included  within  the  DWMA.  This  area  is  designated  BLM  Class  I desert  tortoise  habitat,  but 
is  not  designated  as  critical  habitat  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS).  At  the  time 
of  the  NEMO  Plan  amendment,  this  area  was  not  included  within  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  because  it 
is  separated  from  other  desert  tortoise  populations  by  Interstate  15  and  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake. 

A component  of  the  Proposed  Action  includes  expanding  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  to 
include  a portion  of  the  Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  Unit  into  the  existing  DWMA.  The  portion 
proposed  to  be  included  in  the  DWMA  would  be  comprised  of  the  area  of  the  unit  which  is  not 
currently  under  development  or  consideration  for  development  (i.e.,  the  entire  unit  without  the 
land  area  of  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  facility,  Joint  Port  of  Entry,  or  the  proposed  Project.  If  both  the 
solar  facility  ROW  grant  and  the  modified  DWMA  are  implemented,  then  the  Proposed  Action 
would  be  located  directly  adjacent  to,  and  surrounded  on  all  sides  by,  the  DWMA. 


Mesquite  Lake  ACEC.  The  Mesquite  Lake  ACEC,  managed  by  BLM,  is  located  approximately 
10  miles  to  the  northeast  of  the  proposed  Project,  on  the  other  side  of  the  Clark  Mountain 
Range.  The  ACEC  was  designated  through  the  CDCA  Plan  of  1980  to  protect  archaeological 
resources.  Dense  mesquite  thickets  growing  around  the  periphery  of  a Pleistocene  lakebed 
represent  an  excellent  subsistence  resource  to  Native  Americans  exploiting  the  natural 
resources  of  the  Mesquite  Lake  area.  The  ACEC  is  7,251  acres  in  size. 


Clark  Mountain  ACEC.  The  Clark  Mountain  ACEC,  managed  by  the  National  Park  Service,  is 
located  approximately  8 miles  to  the  southwest  of  the  proposed  solar  facility.  The  ACEC  was 
designated  through  the  CDCA  Plan  to  protect  natural  and  cultural  values.  The  Clark  Mountain 
ACEC  has  diverse  scenic  vistas,  diverse  plant  communities,  wildlife  populations,  and  cultural 
resource  values.  The  ACEC  is  4,234  acres  in  size. 


3.15.1.4  Back  Country  Byways 

No  Back  Country  Byways  are  located  within  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility. 


3.15.1.5  National  Recreation  Areas 

Ivanpah  Dry  Lake.  Although  not  designated  as  a national  recreation  area,  the  Ivanpah  Dry 
Lake  was  designated  in  the  CDCA  Plan  for  non-motorized,  open-space  recreational  activities. 
The  BLM  issues  both  Special  Recreation  Permits  and  casual  use  permits  for  recreational  use  of 
the  Dry  Lake  for  land  sailing  and  kite  buggy  use.  The  Dry  Lake  is  the  location  of  National  and 
International  Land  Sailing  Regattas.  Additionally,  world  speed  trials  in  which  land  sailing  speed 
records  have  been  set  occur  on  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake.  The  Dry  Lake  is  also  used  for  photography 
and  film  projects,  for  both  recreational  and  commercial  purposes.  Additional  recreational 
activities  include  long  distance  bow  and  arrow  target  shooting,  hang  gliding,  and  model  rocket 
and  airplane  flying.  BLM  issues  approximately  250  permits  per  year  for  recreational  activities  on 
the  Dry  Lake. 

Jean  Lake/Roach  Lake  Special  Recreation  Management  Area  (SRMA).  The  proposed 
facility  would  be  located  within  a few  miles  of  the  216,300  acre  Jean  Lake/Roach  Lake  SRMA, 
which  is  located  in  Nevada  on  the  north  side  of  Primm.  The  Jean  Lake/Roach  Lake  SRMA  was 
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established  in  the  BLM  Las  Vegas  Resource  Management  Plan  (BLM  1998)  for  intensive 
recreation  opportunities,  including  competitive  OHV  and  other  recreational  events. 


3.15.1.6  National  Scenic  and  Historic  Trails 

The  project  area  does  not  include  any  trails  designated  as  National  Scenic  and  Historic  Trails.  A 
branch  of  the  Mojave  Road,  a BLM-designated  open  route  that  passes  within  2 miles  to  the 
southeast  of  the  proposed  Project,  generally  follows  the  historic  route  of  the  Mojave  Trail.  The 
Mojave  Road  is  a total  of  128  miles  long,  and  passes  west  from  the  Yates  Well  Road  exit  on  I- 
15  into  the  Mojave  National  Preserve. 


3.15.1.7  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

No  wild  and  scenic  rivers  are  located  within  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility. 


3.15.1.8  Wilderness  Areas 

National  Wilderness  Areas,  designated  by  Congress,  are  defined  by  the  Wilderness  Act  of  1964 
as  places  “where  the  earth  and  its  community  of  life  are  untrammeled  by  man,  where  man 
himself  is  a visitor  who  does  not  remain.”  Designation  is  aimed  at  ensuring  these  lands  are 
preserved  and  protected  in  their  natural  condition.  Wilderness  Areas,  which  are  generally  5,000 
acres  or  more  in  size,  offer  outstanding  opportunities  for  solitude  or  a primitive  and  unconfined 
type  of  recreation;  such  areas  may  also  contain  ecological,  geological,  or  other  features  that 
have  scientific,  scenic,  or  historical  value. 

With  some  exceptions,  commercial  enterprises,  construction  of  temporary  or  permanent  roads, 
use  of  motorized  vehicles  and  other  mechanical  transport,  aircraft  landings,  and  construction  of 
structures  and  other  installations  may  not  occur  in  wilderness  areas. 


Stateline  Wilderness.  The  Stateline  Wilderness  comprises  approximately  7,000  acres  at  the 
eastern  end  of  the  Clark  Mountain  Range  near  Primm.  The  area  includes  rugged  limestone  and 
Dolomite  Mountains  with  creosote  brush  and  bursage,  yucca,  Joshua  tree,  and  pinyon-juniper 
habitat.  Recreation  uses  of  the  Stateline  Wilderness  include  hiking,  camping,  rock  hounding, 
photography,  and  backpacking.  The  proposed  Project  would  be  located  1 mile  to  the  south  of 
the  Stateline  Wilderness,  and  would  be  visible  from  this  area. 


Mesquite  Wilderness.  The  Mesquite  Wilderness  comprises  approximately  44,800  acres, 
including  portions  of  the  Mesquite  Mountains,  Mesquite  Valley,  and  Clark  Mountain  range. 
Dominant  vegetation  types  include  creosote  brush-sage,  blackbrush,  Joshua  tree,  and  pinyon- 
juniper.  Recreation  uses  of  the  Mesquite  Wilderness  include  hiking,  horseback  riding,  camping, 
rock  hounding,  photography,  and  backpacking.  The  proposed  Project  would  be  located  2 mile 
to  the  east  of  the  Mesquite  Wilderness,  and  would  be  visible  from  the  area. 


3.15.1.9  Planning  Areas 

CDCA  Plan.  The  proposed  Project  would  be  located  in  an  area  governed  by  the  CDCA  Plan. 
The  25  million-acre  CDCA  is  a special  planning  area  administered  by  the  BLM  that  contains 
over  12  million  acres  of  public  lands  within  the  California  Desert,  which  includes  the  Mojave,  the 
Sonoran,  and  a small  portion  of  the  Great  Basin  Deserts.  The  goal  of  the  CDCA  Plan  is  to 
provide  for  economic,  educational,  scientific,  and  recreational  uses  of  public  lands  and 
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resources  in  the  CDCA  in  a manner  that  enhances  use  without  diminishing  the  environmental, 
cultural,  and  aesthetic  values  of  the  desert.  The  CDCA  Plan,  as  amended,  identifies  solar 
energy  development  as  an  authorized  use  of  public  lands,  consistent  with  the  Plan  and  the 
NEPA.  Consequently,  public  lands  located  in  the  CDCA  are  not  restricted  from  solar  energy 
development. 


3.15.1.10  Wilderness  Study  Areas 

No  Wilderness  Study  Areas  are  located  within  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility. 


3.15.1.11  Wilderness  Inventory 

BLM  evaluated  their  1979  Wilderness  Inventory  of  the  project  area  in  2010  (BLM  2010).  The 
proposed  facility  location  falls  within  Wilderness  Inventory  Unit  CDCA  226.  The  access  road 
also  passes  through  Wilderness  Inventory  Unit  231.  In  1979,  an  evaluation  determined  that 
imprints  of  man  were  substantially  noticeable  in  both  units,  and  that  the  area  did  not  have 
outstanding  opportunities  for  solitude  or  recreation.  The  2010  assessment  concluded  that 
additional  development  had  occurred  in  both  units  since  1979,  including  additional  underground 
facilities  (pipelines  and  fiber  optic  lines),  new  mining  claims,  and  new  designations  of  “open”  on 
existing  routes.  Overall,  the  area  was  determined  to  not  have  the  wilderness  characteristic  of 
naturalness,  and  did  not  have  outstanding  opportunities  for  solitude  or  recreation.  Since  the 
area  has  no  wilderness  characteristics , this  resource  will  not  be  evaluated  further  in  the 
environmental  analysis. 


3.15.1.12  Farmland  or  Forest  Land 

Special  designations  associated  with  Farmland  or  forest  land , as  made  by  the  state , are  not 
applicable  on  BLM  land.  Therefore,  no  designated  Prime  Farmland,  Unique  Farmland , or 
Farmland  of  Statewide  Importance  exists  within  the  project  area  ( DOC  2008).  No  Williamson  Act 
Contract  land  is  present  and  no  forest  land  designated  by  the  California  Department  of  Forestry 
and  Fire  Protection  or  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture,  Forest  Service  exists  on  the 
project  site.  No  Farmland  subject  to  the  Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act  is  present  on  the 
project  site. 


3.15.2  Applicable  Regulations,  Plan,  and  Standards 
3.15.2.1  Federal 

National  Landscape  Conservation  System 

The  National  Landscape  Conservation  System  (NLCS)  is  the  primary  management  framework 
for  specially  designated  lands  or  Special  Management  Areas  (SMAs).  In  June  2000,  the  NLCS 
was  created  by  the  BLM  to  bring  some  of  the  agency’s  premier  areas  into  a single  system.  The 
NLCS  designations  include  National  Monuments,  National  Conservation  Areas,  Designated 
Wilderness  Areas  and  Wilderness  Study  Areas,  National  Scenic  and  Historic  Trails,  and  Wild, 
Scenic,  and  Recreational  Rivers.  Other  special  areas  managed  by  the  BLM  outside  of  the 
NLCS  framework  include  ACECs,  DWMAs,  Research  Natural  Areas,  National  Natural 
Landmarks,  National  Recreation  Trails,  and  a variety  of  other  area  designations. 

The  BLM  manages  certain  lands  under  its  jurisdiction  that  possess  unique  and  important 
historical,  anthropological,  ecological,  biological,  geological,  and  paleontological  features.  These 
features  include  undisturbed  wilderness  tracts,  critical  habitat,  natural  environments,  open 
spaces,  scenic  landscapes,  historic  locations,  cultural  landmarks,  and  paleontologically  rich 
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regions.  Special  management  is  administered  with  the  intent  to  preserve,  protect,  and  evaluate 
these  significant  components  of  our  national  heritage.  Most  special  areas  are  either  designated 
by  an  Act  of  Congress  or  by  Presidential  Proclamation,  or  are  created  under  BLM  administrative 
procedures. 


3.15.2.2  State 

Special  designations  made  by  the  State  government , including  designation  of  Prime  Farmland , 
Unique  Farmland,  Farmland  of  Statewide  Importance,  Williamson  Act  Contract  land , or  Forest 
Land , are  not  applicable  to  projects  on  BLM  land. 


3.15.2.3  San  Bernardino  County 

Special  designations  made  by  the  County  government  are  not  applicable  to  projects  on  BLM 
land. 
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3.16  Transportation  and  Public  Access 

This  section  describes  existing  conditions  related  to  transportation  and  public  access,  including 
applicable  plans,  policies,  and  regulations.  Information  contained  within  this  section  was 
provided  primarily  by  the  Traffic  Study  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project,  San  Bernardino 
County,  California  (First  Solar  2012m). 

Typical  construction  traffic  would  consist  of  trucks  transporting  construction  equipment  and 
materials  to  and  from  the  site  and  vehicles  of  management  and  construction  employees  during 
the  construction  period.  The  project  site  is  in  a remote  area  and  all  materials  have  to  be  brought 
from  large  distances;  personnel  would  have  to  travel  either  from  other  parts  of  California  or 
Nevada.  All  traffic  would  utilize  1-15  for  regional  travel  and  the  1-15/Yates  Well  Road  Interchange 
to  access  the  site. 

Section  4.16  discusses  the  transportation  and  public  access  impacts  that  would  occur  with 
implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives. 


3.16.1  Environmental  Setting 
Regional  and  Local  Roadway  Facilities 

Interstate  15  (1-15).  1-15  is  a north-south  divided  freeway  linking  Los  Angeles,  California,  to  Las 
Vegas,  Nevada.  1-15  also  extends  from  San  Diego,  California  through  Nevada,  Utah,  Idaho,  and 
Montana.  Access  from  1-15  to  the  project  site  is  provided  via  Yates  Well  Road.  At  this  location  I- 
15  consists  of  two  lanes  in  each  direction. 

Yates  Well  Road.  Yates  Well  Road  is  a two-lane  east-west  local  road  providing  direct  access 
to  1-15.  Yates  Well  Road  primarily  provides  access  from  1-15  to  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club, 
which  has  two  18-hole  golf  courses,  and  to  off-road  recreation  areas  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project 
site.  Yates  Well  Road  also  provides  access  to  areas  east  of  1-15;  however,  it  becomes  an 
unpaved  roadway  approximately  200  feet  east  of  the  1-15  northbound  ramps.  The  ramp  terminal 
intersections  at  the  1-15/Yates  Well  Road  Interchange  are  stop-controlled.  No  other  controlled 
intersections  exist  on  Yates  Well  Road  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site. 

Silverton  Road.  Silverton  Road  is  a two-directional  local  road  located  east  of  and  adjacent  to 
the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club.  The  terminus  of  Silverton  Road  will  be  the  primary  access  point  to 
the  project  site.  The  portion  of  Silverton  Road  between  Yates  Well  Road  and  Dalmatia  Road  is 
paved,  but  is  not  striped  and  does  not  have  shoulders.  The  portion  of  Silverton  Road  north  of 
Dalmatia  Road  is  an  unpaved  dirt  road. 

Sweet  Bay  Drive.  Sweet  Bay  Drive  is  a paved  extension  of  Yates  Well  Road  north  of  Silverton 
Road.  It  is  an  unstriped,  two-directional  local  road  that  provides  access  to  the  Primm  Valley 
Goif  Club. 


3.16.1.1  Existing  Traffic  Volumes 

Yates  Well  Road  is  primarily  used  by  patrons  and  employees  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club.  In 
addition,  off-road  recreation  enthusiasts  use  Yates  Well  Road  to  access  a number  of  off-road 
recreation  areas/facilities  in  the  area.  Because  Yates  Well  Road  primarily  serves  the  Primm 
Valley  Golf  Club,  the  traffic  volumes  on  Yates  Well  Road  would  be  approximately  equal  to  the 
vehicle  trips  generated  by  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club.  While  off-road  recreation  travel  may  add 
one  or  two  vehicle  trips  to  Yates  Well  Road  during  the  a.m.  and  p.m.  peak  hours,  it  would  be 
insignificant  compared  to  the  vehicle  trips  generated  by  the  patrons  and  employees  of  the 
Primm  Valley  Golf  Club.  The  trip  generation  for  the  golf  club  was  estimated  using  rates  from  the 
Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers  (ITE)  Trip  Generation  Manual  (Eighth  Edition;  ITE  2008).  In 
order  to  determine  the  existing  traffic  volumes  on  local  roads  serving  the  project  site,  the  vehicle 
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trips  generated  by  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club  were  distributed  to  1-15  via  Yates  Well  Road  and 
Silverton  Road.  Figure  3.16-1  shows  the  existing  peak-hour  traffic  volumes  at  intersections  in 
the  traffic  analysis  area.  The  estimated  vehicle  trips  currently  generated  by  the  Primm  Valley 
Golf  Course,  based  on  the  ITE  trip  rates,  are  provided  in  Table  3.16-1. 


Table  3.16-1.  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club  Trip  Generation 


Land  Use 

Size 

Unit 

ADT 

AM  Peak  Hour 

PM  Peak  Hour 

In 

Out 

Total 

In 

Out 

Total 

Trip  Rate1 

Golf  Course 

Hole 

35.74 

1.76 

0.47 

2.23 

1.25 

1.53 

2.78 

Trip  Generation 

Primm  Valley  Golf 
Club 

36 

Hole 

1,287 

63 

17 

80 

45 

55 

100 

Source:  First  Solar  (201 1 ). 

1 Trip  rates  referenced  from  the  Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers  (ITE),  Trip  Generation  Manual,  8lh  Edition. 
ADT  = average  daily  traffic 


The  California  Department  of  Transportation  (Caltrans)  and  the  Nevada  Department  of 
Transportation  (NDOT)  provide  traffic  volumes  for  1-15.  Table  3.16-2  shows  the  Caltrans  and 
NDOT  traffic  volumes  for  1-15  at  the  State  line  (east  of  the  project  study  area). 


Table  3.16-2.  Freeway  Traffic  Volumes 


Source 

1-15  at  the  California/Nevada  State  Line 

AADT 

Peak  Hour 

Peak  Direction 

Caltrans 

37,000 

5,228  (14.13%  of  AADT) 

2,823  (54%) 

NDOT 

39,000 

4,992  (12.8%  of  AADT) 

2,646  (53%) 

Sources:  http://traffic-counts.dot.ca.gov/2009all/Route12-15i.htm  (2009  Caltrans  Traffic  Count 
Data);  http://traffic-counts.dot.ca.gov/2009kndfactors.pdf  (2010  Caltrans  Peak  Hour  Traffic 
Volume  Data);  and  2009  Annual  Traffic  Report,  Nevada  Department  of  Transportation. 

AADT  = annual  average  daily  traffic 

Caltrans  = California  Department  of  Transportation 

1-15  = Interstate  15 

NDOT  = Nevada  Department  of  Transportation 

Annual  average  daily  traffic  (AADT)  is  a commonly-used  indicator  of  the  daily  traffic  volume  on  a 
road,  averaged  over  12  months  of  the  year.  The  annual  average  daily  truck  volume  on  1-15  at 
the  State  line  is  approximately  6,645  trucks  (Caltrans  2012),  which  is  roughly  18  percent  of  the 
AADT. 

According  to  the  NDOT,  the  monthly  average  daily  traffic  (ADT)  on  1-15  at  the  State  line  ranges 
from  a low  of  33,935  vehicles  in  January  to  a high  of  46,558  vehicles  in  July.  During  the  course 
of  a typical  week,  the  lowest  daily  traffic  volume  of  28,835  vehicles  occurs  on  Tuesdays.  The 
two  highest  daily  traffic  volumes  occur  on  Friday  and  Sunday,  with  49,516  ADT  and  54,246 
ADT,  respectively.  Therefore,  the  most  conservative  estimate  of  traffic  volumes  on  1-15  can  be 
estimated  by  applying  the  Caltrans  peak-hour  and  peak  direction  factors  to  the  NDOT  Thursday 
and  Friday  traffic  volumes.  The  NDOT  data  do  not  indicate  the  peak  hour  or  direction. 
According  to  Caltrans,  the  peak  hour  on  1-15  is  the  p.m.  peak  hour  in  the  northbound  direction. 
Table  3.16-3  shows  the  weekday  (Thursday)  and  Friday  peak-hour  traffic  volumes  on  1-15  that 
were  used  in  the  analysis  of  potential  traffic  impacts  on  the  1-15. 
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Table  3.16-3.  Typical  Weekday  and  Friday  Peak  Hour  Traffic  Volumes  on  1-15 


Peak  Hour 
(PM  Peak  14.13%) 

Peak  Direction 
(54%  Northbound) 

Typical  weekday 

4,074 

2,200 

Typical  Friday 

6,997 

3,778 

Sources:  http://traffic-counts.dot.ca.gov/2009all/Route12-15i.htm  (2009  Caltrans  Traffic  Count  Data);  http://trafficcounts. 
dot.ca.gov/2009kndfactors.pdf  (2010  Caltrans  Peak  Hour  Traffic  Volume  Data);  and  2009  Annual  Traffic 
Report,  Nevada  Department  of  Transportation. 

ADT  = average  daily  traffic 
1-15  = Interstate  15 

3.16.1.2  Existing  Levels  of  Service 
Level  of  Service  Methodology 

Level  of  service  (LOS)  is  a qualitative  measure  used  to  describe  operational  conditions  within  a 
traffic  stream.  LOS  is  used  to  describe  and  quantify  the  congestion  level  on  a particular 
roadway  or  intersection  in  terms  of  speed,  travel  time,  and  delay. 


Intersection  LOS 

The  2000  Highway  Capacity  Manual  (HCM;  Transportation  Research  Board  2000)  defines  six 
levels  of  service  for  roadways  or  intersections,  ranging  from  LOS  A (the  best  operating 
conditions)  to  LOS  F (the  worst),  corresponding  to  the  number  of  seconds  of  delay  experienced 
by  drivers  at  the  intersection.  Each  intersection  in  the  traffic  analysis  area  is  controlled  by  a 
stop  sign  in  at  least  one  direction.  The  two  1-15  ramp  intersections  have  a stop  sign  on  the  1-15 
off-ramp.  The  intersection  of  Yates  Well  Road-Sweet  Bay  Drive/Silverton  Road  has  a stop  sign 
in  the  southbound  direction.  At  stop-controlled  intersections,  such  as  those  in  the  traffic 
analysis  area,  the  seconds  of  delay  refer  to  the  delay  experienced  by  drivers  in  the  stop- 
controlled  direction(s)  only.  The  relationship  between  LOS  and  delay  is  shown  in  Table  3.16-4. 


Table  3.16-4.  Level  of  Service  for  Unsignalized  Intersections 


Level  of  Service 

Unsignalized  Intersection 
Average  Delay  per  Vehicle 
(seconds) 

A 

<10 

B 

>10  and  < 15 

C 

>15  and  < 25 

D 

>25  and  < 35 

E 

>35  and  < 50 

F 

>50 

Source:  Highway  Capacity  Manual  (2000) 


The  County  of  San  Bernardino  uses  the  LOS  criteria  to  assess  the  performance  of  its  street  and 
highway  system  and  the  capacity  of  roadway  segments  (County  of  San  Bernardino  2007).  The 
County’s  Threshold  Standards  Policy  requires  that  LOS  D or  better  be  maintained  on 
intersections  under  the  County’s  jurisdiction. 
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Freeway  LOS 

The  freeway  LOS  on  segments  of  1-15  adjacent  to  the  project  site  was  calculated  based  on  the 
HCM  methodology  for  Basic  Freeway  Segments.  LOS  on  a freeway  mainline  is  determined  by 
the  density  of  vehicles  on  the  segment  on  a passenger-cars-per-mile-per-lane  (pc/mi/ln)  basis. 
The  calculations  were  performed  using  Highway  Capacity  Software  (First  Solar  2012m).  Table 
3.16-5  shows  the  LOS  criteria  for  freeway  segments. 


Table  3.16-5.  Level  of  Service  Criteria  for  Freeway  Segments 


Level  of  Service 

Density  (pc/mi/ln)  for  Basic 
Freeway  Segments 
Average  Delay  per  Vehicle 
(seconds) 

A 

<11 

B 

>1 1 and  < 18 

C 

>18  and  < 26 

D 

>26  and  < 35 

E 

>35  and  < 45 

F 

>45 

Source:  Transportation  Research  Board  (2000) 
pc/mi/ln  = passenger  cars  per  mile  per  lane 


Existing  Intersection  LOS 

Existing  traffic  volumes  at  local  intersections  serving  the  project  site  were  estimated  using  the 
methodology  described  in  Section  3.16.1.1.  Table  3.16-6  shows  the  existing  LOS  at  the  traffic 
analysis  area  intersections.  As  shown,  the  three  main  intersections  in  the  traffic  analysis  area 
operate  at  LOS  A during  both  the  a.m.  and  p.m.  peak  hours. 


Table  3.16-6.  Existing  Intersection  Level  of  Service 


Intersection 

AM  Peak  Hour  LOS 

PM  Peak  Hour  LOS 

Yates  Well  Road-Sweet  Bay  Drive/Silverton  Road 

A 

A 

1-15  southbound  ramp/Yates  Well  Road 

A 

A 

1-15  northbound  ramp/Yates  Well  Road 

A 

A 

Existing  Freeway  LOS 

Table  3.16-7  shows  the  existing  LOS  on  1-15  for  the  weekday  and  Friday  p.m.  peak  hours.  The 
LOS  worksheets  are  provided  in  the  Applicant’s  traffic  report  (First  Solar  2012m). 


Table  3.16-7.  Existing  Freeway  LOS 


PM  Peak-Hour  Directional 
Volume  (Northbound) 

Density 

LOS 

Typical  weekday 

2,200  vehicles 

19.0  pc/mi/ln 

C 

Typical  Friday 

3,778  vehicles 

39.9  pc/mi/ln 

E 

Source:  First  Solar  2012m 

LOS  = level  of  service 

pc/mi/ln  = passenger  cars  per  mile  per  lane 
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As  shown  in  Table  3.16-7,  1-15  operates  at  LOS  C in  the  northbound  direction  during  the  p.m. 
peak  hours  on  weekdays  except  for  Friday.  During  the  Friday  p.m.  peak  hour,  the  1-15  operates 
at  LOS  E in  the  peak  northbound  direction.  Caltrans  identifies  LOS  C as  the  desirable  LOS  for 
a freeway  mainline.  Therefore,  the  1-15  northbound  direction  during  the  Friday  p.m.  peak  hour 
is  currently  operating  at  a deficient  LOS. 


3.16.2  Project  Access 
Regional  Access 

Regional  access  to  project  site  is  via  1-15.  Adjacent  to  the  project  site,  1-15  consists  of  two  lanes 
in  each  direction.  Access  from  1-15  to  the  project  site  is  provided  via  Yates  Well  Road. 


Local  Access 

Local  access  for  the  site  would  be  from  Yates  Well  Road  and  Silverton  Road.  The  entrance  to 
the  site  on  Yates  Well  Road  would  be  located  approximately  1 mile  west  of  1-15.  Silverton  Road 
extends  from  the  northern  terminus  of  Yates  Well  Road  in  a northwesterly  direction  and  then 
runs  along  the  western  boundary  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club.  Silverton  Road  provides 
access  to  the  center  of  the  site.  Yates  Well  Road  provides  access  to  the  southern  portion  of 
the  site.  The  only  access  to  Yates  Well  Road  is  from  1-15. 


Site  Access 

The  primary  access  to  the  project  site  will  be  from  the  terminus  of  Silverton  Road.  Additional 
site  access  will  be  provided  from  Yates  Well  Road. 

Railways 

An  active  Union  Pacific  Railroad  line  exists  approximately  five  miles  east  of  the  project  site. 


Public  Transportation 

No  public  transit  service  exists  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site.  Amtrak  serves  the  corridor  via 
bus  only,  with  service  between  Las  Vegas  and  Los  Angeles.  Many  private  bus  companies 
operate  on  demand  for  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club  customers;  but  no  established  regular  schedule 
exists. 


Airports 

One  existing  public  airport,  Jean  Airport,  is  located  approximately  15  miles  northeast  of  the 
project  site  and  one  mile  south  of  Jean,  Nevada.  Jean  Airport  is  owned  by  Clark  County  and 
has  two  paved  runways  that  serve  less  than  50  aircraft,  most  of  which  are  single  engine 
airplanes  and  gliders  (AirNav.com  2012). 

McCarran  International  Airport  is  located  approximately  40  miles  northeast  of  the  site  in  Las 
Vegas,  Nevada.  The  closest  airport  in  San  Bernardino  County  is  the  Barstow-Daggett  Airport, 
approximately  100  miles  south  of  the  project  area. 

A new  commercial  airport,  the  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport , has  been  proposed 
between  Jean  and  Primm,  Nevada,  and  would  be  approximately  5 miles  north  of  the  project 
study  area.  The  FAA  and  the  BLM  began  preparation  of  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for 
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the  proposed  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport  to  be  constructed  on  approximately  6,000 
acres  of  land  just  south  of  Jean,  Nevada.  As  planned,  the  proposed  Southern  Nevada 
Supplemental  Airport  would  provide  sufficient  airport  capacity  to  accommodate  future  aircraft 
operations  and  aviation  passenger  demand  in  the  Las  Vegas  Metropolitan  Area.  The  Stateline 
Solar  Farm  Project  would  be  located  approximately  7 miles  southwest  of  the  nearest  runway  at 
the  proposed  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport. 

However,  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  in  cooperation  with  the  BLM  as  Joint  Lead 
Agencies  (JLA),  pursuant  to  the  Ivanpah  Valley  Airport  Public  Lands  Transfer  Act  of  2000 
(Public  Law  106-362),  have  suspended  preparation  of  an  EIS  for  the  proposed  Southern 
Nevada  Supplemental  Airport.  The  FAA  and  the  BLM  suspended  work  on  the  EIS  because  the 
Clark  County  Department  of  Aviation  advised  the  JLA  that,  due  to  the  economic  downturn,  it  has 
reduced  the  level  of  effort  on  planning  for  the  proposed  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport. 
At  this  time,  FAA  and  BLM  do  not  know  when  work  will  resume  on  the  EIS  (FAA  2012). 


Bicycle  Routes 

There  are  no  bicycle  routes  or  facilities  such  as  designated  bicycle  lanes  on  the  roads 
discussed  in  this  section. 


Public  Access 

Public  access  refers  to  the  legal  rights  of  citizens  to  access  public  land  for  certain  purposes 
without  barriers  or  impediments.  The  affected  environment  related  to  public  access  includes 
recreational  use  of  land  by  the  public. 

The  majority  of  the  project  study  area  is  open  desert  land  in  that  is  currently  used  for  recreation 
activities.  Recreation  activities  include  camping,  off-highway  vehicle  (OHV)  use,  and  shooting. 


3.16.3  Applicable  Regulations,  Plan,  and  Standards 

Construction  of  the  proposed  project  could  affect  access,  traffic  flow  patterns,  and  parking  on 
public  streets  and  highways.  Therefore,  it  is  necessary  for  the  Applicant  and/or  the  construction 
contractor  to  obtain  encroachment  permits  or  similar  legal  agreements  from  the  public  agencies 
responsible  for  the  affected  roadways  and  other  applicable  ROWs.  Such  permits  are  needed  for 
ROWs  that  would  be  affected  by  access  road  construction.  For  the  proposed  project, 
encroachment  permits  would  be  issued  by  Caltrans,  San  Bernardino  County,  and  other  affected 
agencies  and  companies. 

A general  description  of  adopted  federal,  state,  and  local  laws  and  regulations  pertaining  to 
traffic  and  transportation  relevant  to  the  proposed  project  is  provided  below. 


3.16.3.1  Federal 

CFR,  Title  49,  Subtitle  B.  49  CFR  Subtitle  B includes  procedures  and  regulations  pertaining  to 
interstate  and  intrastate  transport  (including  hazardous  materials  program  procedures)  and 
provides  safety  measures  for  motor  carriers  and  motor  vehicles  that  operate  on  public 
highways. 

Bureau  of  Land  Management.  On  Federal  lands  managed  by  the  BLM,  motorized  routes,  in 
addition  to  roads  that  are  within  the  state  or  locally  maintained  roadway  system,  are  designated 
for  public  use  through  the  BLM’s  CDCA  Plan.  The  majority  of  these  routes  are  unmaintained. 
Most  routes  receive  light  use  and  do  not  have  specific  policies  or  regulations  governing  their 
use.  A few  routes  that  provide  access  to  major  use  areas  or  trailheads  receive  moderate  use 
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and  may  be  hardened  or  maintained.  The  CDCA  Plan  designates  roads  as  open,  closed,  or 
limited  for  vehicle  use  in  open  or  limited  use  areas.  The  area  designations  are  made  on  the 
basis  of  multiple-use  classes  with  certain  exceptions. 

The  goal  of  the  Motorized-Vehicle  Access  Element  of  the  CDCA  Plan  is  to  provide  a system  and 
set  of  rules  governing  access  to  the  CDCA  by  motor  vehicles.  The  specific  objectives  in  the 
CDCA  Plan  are  as  follows: 

• Provide  for  constrained  motorized  vehicle  access  in  a manner  that  balances  the  needs 
of  all  desert  users,  private  landowners,  and  other  public  agencies; 

• When  designating  or  amending  areas  or  routes  for  motorized  vehicle  access,  to  the 
degree  possible,  avoid  adverse  impacts  on  desert  resources;  and 

• Use  maps,  signs,  and  published  information  to  communicate  the  motorized  vehicle 
access  situation  to  desert  users.  Be  sure  all  information  materials  are  understandable 
and  easy  to  follow. 

Four  criteria  are  identified  in  43  CFR  8342. 1 for  consideration  when  making  area  and  route- 
specific  designation  decisions,  including: 

• a)  Areas  and  trails  shall  be  located  in  a manner  to  minimize  impacts  to  physical 
resources  (soils,  watershed,  vegetation,  air,  and  other  resources)  and  to  prevent 
impairment  of  wilderness  suitability; 

• b)  Areas  and  trails  shall  be  located  to  minimize  harassment  of  wildlife  or  significant 
disruption  of  wildlife  habitats.  Special  attention  will  be  given  to  protect  endangered  or 
threatened  species  and  their  habitats; 

• c)  Areas  and  trails  shall  be  located  to  minimize  conflicts  between  off-road  vehicle  use 
and  other  existing  or  proposed  recreational  uses: 

• d)  Areas  and  trails  shall  not  be  located  in  officially  designated  wilderness  areas  or 
primitive  areas,  and  shall  be  located  in  natural  areas  only  if  the  authorized  officer 
determines  that  off-road  vehicle  use  in  such  locations  will  not  adversely  affect  their 
natural , esthetic , scenic , or  other  values  for  which  established. 


3.16.3.2  State 

Caltrans.  The  use  of  State  highways  for  other  than  transportation  purposes  requires  an 
encroachment  permit,  Caltrans  form  TR-0100.  This  permit  is  required  for  utilities,  developers, 
and  non-profit  organizations  for  use  of  the  State  highway  system  to  conduct  activities  other  than 
transportation  (e.g.,  landscape  work,  utility  installation,  film  production)  within  the  ROW.  The 
application  would  be  forwarded  to  Caltrans  District  1 1 , which  is  where  the  proposed  project  is 
located.  The  Caltrans  Traffic  Manual  (Chapter  5)  provides  Traffic  Controls  for  Construction  and 
Maintenance  Work  Zones.  Also,  any  project  requirement  to  transport  oversize  or  overweight 
loads  would  require  approval  from  Caltrans. 

California  Vehicle  Code  (CVC),  Division  2,  Chapter  2.5;  Div.  6;  Chap.  7;  Div.  13;  Chap.  5; 
Div.  14.1;  Chap.  1 & 2;  Div.  14.8;  Div.  15.  This  code  includes  regulations  pertaining  to 
licensing,  size,  weight,  and  load  of  vehicles  operated  on  highways;  safe  operation  of  vehicles; 
and  the  transportation  of  hazardous  materials. 

California  Streets  and  Highway  Code,  Division  1,  Chapter  3;  Division  2 Chapter  5.5.  This 
code  includes  regulations  for  the  care  and  protection  of  state  and  county  highways  and 
provisions  for  the  issuance  of  written  permits. 
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3.16.3.3  Local 

San  Bernardino  Associated  Governments  (SANBAG) 

• Regional  Transportation  Plan.  Identifies  public  policies  and  strategies  for  the 
transportation  system  in  the  San  Bernardino  County  region. 

• SANBAG  Congestion  Management  Plan  (CMP).  Requires  maintenance  of  LOS  E or 
better  on  CMP  segments. 


San  Bernardino  County 

• General  Plan.  Establishes  regional  transportation  objectives,  policies,  and 
implementation  measures  for  various  modes  of  transportation. 

• Threshold  Standards  Policy.  The  County’s  Threshold  Standards  Policy  requires  that 
LOS  D or  better  be  maintained  on  intersections  under  the  County’s  jurisdiction. 

• County  Code,  Title  5,  Division  1,  Highway  Permit.  Addresses  permitting 
requirements  for  oversize/overweight  vehicles. 

Because  the  facility  would  be  located  entirely  on  BLM-managed  public  lands,  the  San 
Bernardino  County  General  Plan,  the  Threshold  Standards  Policy,  and  the  County  Code  would 
not  be  applicable. 
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3.17  Vegetation 

This  section  describes  the  environmental  setting  with  respect  to  vegetation  resources  in  areas 
potentially  affected  by  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  project  (Proposed  Action  or  Project). 
The  section  discusses  plant  communities;  invasive,  noxious  weeds;  special  status  plant  species; 
and  state  and  federal  jurisdictional  areas  that  are  located  within  the  project  area.  Information  in 
this  section  is  largely  based  on  the  Biological  Resources  Technical  Report  (First  Solar  201 3e 
and  provided  as  Appendix  E),  which  includes  detailed  descriptions  of  survey  methods  utilized  by 
the  Applicant  to  identify  vegetative  resources  within  the  Project  Study  Area  (the  5,850  acre  area 
that  was  subject  to  biological  resource  surveys;  see  Figure  1-1). 


3.17.1  Environmental  Setting 

The  Project  site  is  located  in  the  Mojave  Desert,  which  is  situated  between  the  Sierra  Nevada 
and  the  San  Gabriel  and  San  Bernardino  Mountains  to  the  west  and  the  Great  Basin  Desert  and 
Colorado  Plateau  to  the  east.  Elevations  in  the  project  area  range  from  approximately  2. 600  to 
3,280  feet  above  mean  sea  level.  The  Project  Study  Area  is  comprised  of,  and  surrounded  by, 
undeveloped  land  with  desert  vegetation.  At  lower  elevations  of  the  Mojave  Desert,  creosote 
bush  ( Larrea  tridentata)  predominates.  Vegetation  on  the  site  and  in  the  immediate  project  area 
consists  of  primarily  Mojave  creosote  bush  scrub.  The  lowest  points  in  the  desert  are  occupied 
by  playas  or  alkali  sinks,  dry  lake  beds  where  evaporation  leaves  wide  expanses  of  soils  with 
high  alkalinity  or  salinity  (see  Appendix  E;  First  Solar  2013e). 

The  proposed  facility  location  is  not  situated  within  an  area  specially  designated  for  protection  of 
biological  resources;  however,  as  explained  in  Section  3.15  it  is  located  near  a number  of 
special  designated  areas.  The  site  is  located  approximately  two  miles  west  of  the  Ivanpah 
Valley  DWMA,  and  one  mile  south  of  the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area. 


3.17.1.1  Vegetation  Communities 

The  Project  Study  Area  is  comprised  of  three  distinct  macro  vegetation  communities  (Figure 
3.17-1):  Creosote  Bush-White  Bursage  Series  (Sawyer  and  Keeler-Wolf  2010;  corresponds  to 
Mojave  Creosote  Bush  Scrub  in  Holland  1986);  Mixed  Saltbush  Series  (Sawyer  and  Keeler-Wolf 
2010;  similar  to  Desert  Saltbush  Scrub  in  Holland  1986);  and  Dry  Lake  Bed/Playa,  which 
comprises  a small  portion  of  the  easternmost  extent  of  the  primary  Project  study  area.  The 
majority  of  the  project  area  consists  of  the  following  species:  creosote  bush,  burrobush 
(Ambrosia  dumosa),  wirelettuce  (Stephanomeria  pauciflora),  cheesebush  (Ambrosia  salsola), 
beavertail  cactus  ( Opuntia  basilaris),  barrel  cactus  (Ferocactus  cylindraceus),  Mojave  yucca 
( Yucca  schidigera),  and  Nevada  ephedra  (Ephedra  nevadensis).  The  eastern  portion  of  the 
project  footprint  borders  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  and  is  comprised  of  saltbush  scrub  species  such  as 
cattlespinach  (Atriplex  polycarpa),  wheelscale  ( Atriplex  elegans),  and  four-wing  saltbush 
(Atriplex  canescens  ssp.  canescens).  All  plant  species  observed  within  the  Study  area  during 
the  course  of  field  surveys  are  documented  in  the  Biological  Resources  Technical  Report  (First 
Solar  2013e). 


Creosote  Bush-White  Bursage  (Holland  Code  34100:  Mojave  Creosote  Bush  Scrub) 

Mojave  creosote  bush  scrub  is  a community  dominated  by  creosote  bush  and  few  other 
species.  Shrubs  are  typically  widely  spaced  among  expanses  of  bare  ground.  An  annual  herb 
layer  may  flower  in  late  March  and  April  when  winter  rains  are  sufficient.  Other  species 
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commonly  found  in  this  habitat  includes  burrobush,  desert  senna  ( Senna  armata ),  ephedras 
( Ephedra  spp.),  and  cheesebush.  This  habitat  is  usually  found  on  well-drained  alluvial  or 
colluvial  soils  with  very  low  available  water  holding  capacity  on  slopes,  fans,  and  valleys.  The 
vegetation  types  that  make  up  a Mojave  Creosote  Bush  Scrub  community  are  widespread 
throughout  the  Mojave  Desert  and  comprises  over  95  percent  of  the  primary  Study  area. 

The  Mojave  Creosote  Bush  Scrub  community  has  a rarity  ranking  of  S4  in  the  California 
Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  (CDFW)  Hierarchical  List  of  Natural  Communities  with  Holland 
types  (CDFG  2010),  and  is  thus  considered  apparently  secure  within  California. 


Mixed  Saltbush  (Holland  Code  36110:  Desert  Saltbush  Scrub) 

Desert  saltbush  scrub  is  a low,  sparse  mixture  of  microphyllous  (i.e.,  small-leaved)  shrubs  and 
occasional  succulent  species.  Stands  of  shrubs  are  usually  widely  spaced  and  are  strongly 
dominated  by  a single  Atriplex  (saltbush)  species.  Other  species  can  include  spiny  hopsage 
( Grayia  spinosa),  cheesebush,  Anderson  thornbush  ( Lycium  andersonii),  and  mesquite 
( Prosopis  sp.).  This  habitat  usually  forms  on  fine-textured,  poorly  draining  soils  with  high 
alkalinity  and  salinity,  usually  surrounding  playas  on  elevated  ground  (Holland  1986).  This  plant 
community  type  is  represented  by  approximately  3 percent  of  the  Study  area,  located  primarily 
near  the  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake. 

The  Desert  Saltbush  Scrub  community  has  a rarity  ranking  of  S4  in  the  CDFW  Hierarchical  List 
of  Natural  Communities  with  Holland  types  (CDFG  2010)  for  Mojave  Desert  populations. 


Dry  Lake  Bed/Playa  (Holland  Code  46000) 

Dry  lake  bed/playa  habitat  is  characterized  by  having  low,  grayish,  microphyllous,  and  succulent 
shrubs  at  low  density,  and  few  understory  species.  This  vegetation  type  typically  occurs  on 
poorly  drained  soils  with  high  salinity  or  alkalinity  due  to  water  evaporation.  A high  water  table 
and  salt  deposits  are  usually  present  (Holland  1986).  Within  the  study  area,  examples  of  this 
vegetation  type  are  found  bordering  the  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  and  account  for  less  than  1 percent 
of  the  total  biological  resources  study  area.  The  Alkali  Plava  community  has  a rarity  ranking  of 
S3. 2 in  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  (CDFW)  Hierarchical  List  of  Natural 
Communities  with  Holland  types  (CDFG  2010),  and  is  thus  considered  a sensitive  community. 


3.17.1.2  Invasive,  Noxious  Weeds 

Noxious  weeds  are  species  of  non-native  plants  of  concern  to  the  California  Invasive  Plant 
Council  (Cal-IPC)  or  the  BLM.  They  are  of  particular  concern  in  undeveloped,  natural  areas 
because  of  their  potential  to  degrade  habitat  and  disrupt  the  ecological  functions  of  an  area 
(Cal-IPC  2006).  Specifically,  noxious  weeds  can  alter  habitat  structure,  increase  fire  frequency 
and  intensity,  decrease  forage  (including  for  special  status  species),  exclude  native  plants,  and 
decrease  water  availability  for  both  plants  and  wildlife.  Soil  disturbance  creates  conditions 
favorable  to  the  introduction  of  new  noxious  weeds  or  the  spread  of  existing  populations. 
Construction  equipment,  fill,  and  mulch  can  act  as  vectors  introducing  noxious  weeds  into  an 
area. 

Of  the  194  plant  species  that  were  documented  during  the  2008/2010/201 1 special  status  plant 
species  surveys,  nine  species  were  non-native  (Baldwin  et  al.  2002).  These  species  include 
Saharan  mustard  ( Brassica  tournefortii),  London  rocket  ( Sisymbrium  irio),  Russian  thistle 
( Salsola  tragus),  redstem  filaree  ( Erodium  cicutarium),  carpet  weed  ( Mollugo  cerviana),  red 


November  201 3 


3.17-2 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
3.17  Vegetation 


brome  ( Bromus  madritensis  ssp.  rubens),  cheat  grass  ( Bromus  tectorum),  wall  barley  ( Hordeum 
murinum),  and  Mediterranean  grass  ( Schismus  barbatus). 

Seven  of  these  species  are  listed  in  the  Cal-IPC  Invasive  Plant  Inventory  Database  for  the 
Mojave  Desert  region  (Cal-IPC  2006;  Table  3.17-1)  including:  Saharan  mustard,  Russian  thistle, 
filaree,  red  brome,  cheat  grass,  wall  barley,  and  Mediterranean  grass.  The  remaining  species 
are  not  included  in  the  inventory  database  for  the  Mojave  Desert  region. 

Two  native  species,  Scarlet  gaura  ( Gaura  coccinea)  and  Cooper’s  broomrape  ( Orobanche 
cooperi)  were  recorded  as  occurring  in  the  project  area  and  are  state-listed  noxious  weeds  in 
California  (USDA  2012).  None  of  the  194  species  observed  in  the  study  area  during  plant 
surveys  are  included  on  the  Federal  Weed  List  (7  CFR  360;  California  Department  of  Food  and 
Agriculture  2011). 


Table  3.17-1.  Invasive,  Noxious  Weeds  Observed  in  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Study  Area 


Scientific  Name 
Common  Name 

Overall  Cal-IPC  Rating* 

Cal-IPC  Level  of  Invasiveness 

Brassica  tournefortii 
Sahara  mustard 

High 

Severe 

Salsola  tragus 
Russian  thistle 

Limited 

Moderate 

Erodium  cicutarium 
red  stem  filaree 

Limited 

Limited 

Bromus  madritensis  ssp.  rubens 
red  brome 

High 

Moderate 

Bromus  tectorum 
cheat  grass 

High 

Moderate 

Hordeum  murinum 
wall  barley 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Schismus  barbatus 
Mediterranean  grass 

Limited 

Limited 

*as  of  20  July  2012:  http://www.cal-ipc.org/ip/inventory/weedlist.php 

High  - These  species  have  severe  ecological  impacts  on  physical  processes,  plant  and  animal  communities,  and  vegetation 
structure.  Their  reproductive  biology  and  other  attributes  are  conducive  to  moderate  to  high  rates  of  dispersal  and  establishment. 
Most  are  widely  distributed  ecologically. 

Moderate  - These  species  have  substantial  and  apparent — but  generally  not  severe — ecological  impacts  on  physical  processes, 
plant  and  animal  communities,  and  vegetation  structure.  Their  reproductive  biology  and  other  attributes  are  conducive  to  moderate 
to  high  rates  of  dispersal,  though  establishment  is  generally  dependent  upon  ecological  disturbance.  Ecological  amplitude  and 
distribution  may  range  from  limited  to  widespread. 

Limited  - These  species  are  invasive  but  their  ecological  impacts  are  minor  on  a statewide  level  or  there  was  not  enough 
information  to  justify  a higher  score.  Their  reproductive  biology  and  other  attributes  result  in  low  to  moderate  rates  of  invasiveness. 
Ecological  amplitude  and  distribution  are  generally  limited,  but  these  species  may  be  locally  persistent  and  problematic. 


Noxious  weeds  were  relatively  low  in  abundance  and  diversity  throughout  the  Stateline  project 
area.  Seven  species  of  invasive  weeds  were  detected  during  the  2008/2010/2011  floristic 
surveys  (First  Solar  2013e),  as  described  below. 

Sahara  mustard  ( Brassica  tournefortii)  is  of  high  concern;  it  is  most  abundant  in  sandy 
substrate  particularly  where  there  is  a history  of  human  and  or  natural  disturbances.  Cal-IPC 
has  declared  this  plant  highly  invasive  (Cal-IPC  2006)  and  recommends  that  it  should  be 
eradicated  whenever  encountered. 

Russian  thistle  ( Salsola  tragus)  particularly  tends  to  be  restricted  to  roadway  shoulders  and 
other  sites  where  the  soil  has  been  recently  disturbed.  This  species  was  observed  at  the  project 
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site  and  is  a common  invader  on  disturbed  sites.  Cal-IPC  has  determined  that  this  plant  has  a 
limited  invasiveness  rating  in  California  (Cal-IPC  2006).  There  is  a high  potential  that  Russian 
thistle  could  become  established  in  the  construction  area  and  this  species  should  be  eradicated 
if  observed. 

Restem  filaree  ( Erodium  cicutarium)  is  a widespread  annual  species  common  in  disturbed 
habitats,  and  was  recorded  at  the  Stateline  site.  It  can  form  dense,  transient  populations  when 
conditions  are  suitable.  It  has  a limited  overall  rating  by  Cal-IPC,  generally  because  the 
ecological  impacts  of  the  species  are  minor.  Because  of  its  widespread  distribution,  eradication 
of  filaree  is  not  considered  feasible. 

Red  brome  ( Bromus  madritensis  ssp.  rubens)  is  an  introduced  Eurasian  grass  adapted  to 
microhabitats  that  can  be  frequently  found  at  the  base  of  desert  shrubs.  It  can  also  form  carpet 
cover  in  pockets  of  fine  grained  soils  in  rough  terrain  off  the  bajada.  It  is  widespread  and 
abundant  in  the  Mojave  Desert  and  has  been  found  in  the  Stateline  site.  Seeds  from  this 
species  can  disperse  readily  and  across  large  distances.  Stands  of  red  brome  typically  consist 
of  less  than  five  plants,  and  the  stands  are  widely  scattered.  Cal-IPC  has  declared  this  plant 
highly  invasive  (Cal-IPC  2006).  Because  of  its  widespread  distribution,  red  brome  is  not 
considered  feasible  for  general  control. 

Cheat  grass  ( Bromus  tectorum)  is  among  the  most  widely  distributed  invasive  plant  species  in 
the  western  U.S.  Closely  related  to  red  brome,  it  is  adapted  to  colder  steppe  and  woodland 
habitats.  Cal-IPC  has  declared  this  plant  highly  invasive  (Cal-IPC  2006).  Because  of  its 
widespread  distribution,  cheat  grass  is  not  considered  feasible  for  general  control. 

Wall  barley  ( Hordeum  murinum)  is  an  annual  grass  that  is  generally  widespread  but  does  not 
usually  form  dominant  stands.  This  species  was  observed  within  the  Stateline  project  study 
area  during  floristic  surveys.  Foxtail  barley  has  a moderate  overall  listing  from  Cal-IPC,  but  is 
considered  severely  invasive  (Cal-IPC  2006). 

Mediterranean  grass  ( Schismus  spp.)  has  limited  invasiveness  rating  in  California  (Cal-IPC 
2006).  BLM  and  other  agencies  recognize  that  because  of  the  widespread  distribution  of 
Mediterranean  grass,  this  species  is  not  considered  feasible  to  control. 


3.17.1.3  Special  Status  Plant  Species 

Special  status  plant  species  are  those  given  special  recognition  by  federal,  state,  or  local 
resource  agencies  or  organizations.  Listed  and  special  status  species  are  of  relatively  limited 
distribution  and  typically  require  unique  habitat  conditions.  All  special  status  plant  species  have 
been  identified  due  to  dwindling  populations,  or  merely  unknown  population  status  and  the  need 
for  additional  study.  Special  status  plant  species  are  defined  as  meeting  one  or  more  of  the 
following  criteria: 

1.  Plants  listed  as  threatened  or  endangered  or  candidates  for  future  listing  as  threatened  or 
endangered  under  California  Endangered  Species  Act  (CESA)  or  Federal  ESA; 

2.  Plants  listed  as  species  of  concern  by  CDFW; 

3.  Plants  “presumed  extinct  in  California”  (California  Rare  Plant  Rank  [CRPR]  1A),  plants 
ranked  as  “rare  or  endangered  in  California”  (CRPR  IB  and  2),  as  well  as  CRPR  3 and  4 
species; 

4.  Plants  listed  as  rare  under  the  California  Native  Plant  Protection  Act; 
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5.  Plants  considered  a locally  significant  species,  that  is,  a species  that  is  not  rare  from  a 
statewide  perspective  but  is  rare  or  uncommon  in  a local  context  such  as  within  a county 
or  region  or  is  so  designated  in  local  or  regional  plans,  policies,  or  ordinances;  or 

6.  Any  other  plant  species  receiving  consideration  during  environmental  review  under  CEQA. 


Within  the  biological  resources  study  area,  there  are  no  known  occurrences  of  any  plant  species 
listed  as  threatened  and/or  endangered  by  the  USFWS  or  any  plant  species  listed  as  threatened 
or  endangered  by  the  CDFW  (i.e.,  no  plants  observed  are  protected  under  the  CESA  or  Federal 
ESA). 

Results  of  a California  Natural  Diversity  Database  query  (CNDDB  2008;  CNDDB  2012),  and  a 
review  of  the  California  Native  Plant  Society  (CNPS)  Inventory  of  Rare  and  Endangered  Plants 
(CNPS  2010)  resulted  in  the  identification  of  22  plant  species  that  have  potential  to  occur  within 
the  Project  area  (First  Solar  2013e). 

Table  3.18-2  lists  CNPS  and  special  status  species  that  are  known  to  occur  or  could  potentially 
occur  within  the  study  area.  Special  status  plant  species  observed  or  noted  to  occur  within  the 
study  area  during  the  2008/2010/2011  surveys  are  indicated  by  bold-face  type.  The  2010  full 
coverage  surveys  resulted  in  documentation  of  six  special  status  plant  species  (Figure  3.17-2). 
Eight  CNPS  species  are  known  to  occur  within  the  project  site,  one  of  which  - Rusby’s  desert- 
mallow  - is  also  a BLM  sensitive  species.  Information  on  the  natural  history,  distribution,  and 
status  of  these  species  in  the  project  area  is  provided  below.  The  status  information  is  based 
on  results  of  the  2008  intuitive  controlled  surveys,  2010  full  coverage  surveys,  and  the  2011 
surveys  of  additional  areas  (First  Solar  2013e).  In  addition  to  the  floristic  surveys,  online 
research  was  conducted  into  the  CDFW’s  CNDDB  and  the  CNPS’  Electronic  Inventory  for  a 5- 
mile  radius  surrounding  the  Study  area. 

CNPS  and  special  status  plant  species  are  monitored  due  to  concerns  about  population  viability 
and  as  useful  indicators  of  ecosystem  health.  This  EIS/EIR  focuses  on  CNPS  rare  plant 
species,  which  are  defined  as  follows: 

List  IB:  Plants  Rare,  Threatened,  or  Endangered  in  California  and  Elsewhere. 

List  2:  Plants  Rare,  Threatened,  or  Endangered  in  California,  but  More  Common 

Elsewhere 


Table  3.17-2.  Special  Status  Species  Known  or  Potentially  Occurring  in  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  Area  and 

Vicinity 


Common  Name 

Scientific  Name 

Status  State/Fed/CNPS/BLM  (see  end  of 
table  for  explanation  of  codes) 

Mormon  needlegrass 

Stipa  arida 

/ 12.21  _ 

Clark  Mountain  agave 

Agave  utahensis  var.  nevadensis 

4.2/_ 

Coyote  gilia 

Aliciella  triodon 

_/__/2.2/_ 

Small-flowered  androstephium 

Androstephium  breviflorum 

_/_/2.2/_ 

White  bear  poppy 

Arctomecon  merriamii 

__/__/2 . 2/ 

Mojave  milkweed 

Asclepias  nyctaginifolia 

/ /2.1  / 

Cima  milk-vetch 

Astragalus  cimae  var.  cimae 

1 B . 2/S 

Scaly  cloak  fern 

Astrolepis  cochisensis  ssp.  cochisensis 

/ 12.31 

Red  grama 

Bouteloua  trifida 

__/_/2.3/_ 

Purple  bird’s-beak 

Cordylanthus  parviflorus 

_/_/2.3/_ 

Desert  pincushion 

Coryphantha  chlorantha 

/ /2.1  / 
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Table  3.17-2.  Special  Status  Species  Known  or  Potentially  Occurring  in  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  Area  and 

Vicinity 


Common  Name 

Scientific  Name 

Status  State/Fed/CNPS/BLM  (see  end  of 
table  for  explanation  of  codes) 

Viviparous  foxtail  cactus 

Coryphantha  vivipara  var.  rosea 

/ 12.2/ _ 

Gilman’s  cymopterus 

Cymopterus  gilmanii 

/ 12.31  _ 

Utah  vine  milkweed 

Cynanchum  utahense 

/ /4.2/_ 

Nine-awned  pappus  grass 

Enneapogon  desvauxii 

__/__/2 . 2/ 

Forked  buckwheat 

Eriogonum  bifurcatum 

1 B . 2/S 

Parish  cluh-cholla 

Grusonia  parishii 

__/__/2 . 2/ 

Utah  mortonia 

Mortonia  utahensis 

_/_/4.3/_ 

White-margined  beardtongue 

Penstemon  albomarginatus 

/ /I  B.2/S 

Rosy  two-toned  beardtongue 

Penstemon  bicolor  ssp.  roseus 

_/_/2.3/_ 

Utah  beardtongue 

Penstemon  utahensis 

/ 12.31  _ 

Rusby’s  desert-mallow 

Sphaeralcea  rusbyi  var.  eremicola 

/ /IB. 2/S 

Sources:  CNDDB  2012  (Ivanpah  Lake,  State  Line  Pass,  Mesquite  Lake,  Clark  Mountain,  Mescal  Range,  Mineral  Hill,  Nipton,  and  Desert 
USGS  Quads);  Plants:  CNPS  2010,  CDFG  2012. 


Bold-face-type  species  names  are  those  observed  on  the  project  site  or  plants  noted  by  the  Applicant  as  occurring  during  the 
2008/2010/2011  field  surveys. 

Status  Codes: 

State-listed  refers  to  plant  species  listed  as  threatened,  endangered,  or  rare  by  the  CDFW. 

Federally-listed  refers  to  plant  species  listed  as  threatened  or  endangered  by  USFWS. 

California  Native  Plant  Society 

List  IB  - Rare,  threatened,  or  endangered  in  California  and  elsewhere 

List  2 - Rare,  threatened,  or  endangered  in  California  but  more  common  elsewhere 

List  3 - Plants  which  need  more  information 

List  4 - Limited  distribution  - a watch  list 

0.1  - Seriously  threatened  in  California  (high  degree/immediacy  of  threat) 

0.2  - Fairly  threatened  in  California  (moderate  degree/immediacy  of  threat) 

0.3  - Not  very  threatened  in  California  (low  degree/immediacy  of  threats  or  no  current  threats  known) 

BLM:  Sensitive:  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

BLM  Manual  §6840  defines  sensitive  species  as’’... species  that  require  special  management  consideration  to  avoid 
potential  future  listing  under  the  ESA  and  that  have  been  identified  in  accordance  with  the  procedures  set  forth  in  this 
manual".  Special  status  species  include  those  “collectively,  federally  listed  or  proposed  and  Bureau  sensitive  species, 
which  include  both  Federal  candidate  species  and  delisted  species  within  5 years  of  delisting.”  In  California,  this  manual 
has  been  temporarily  modified  as  follows:  “Unless  specifically  excluded  by  the  State  Director,  all  plant  species  listed  by 
the  State  of  California  as  rare,  threatened,  or  endangered  will  be  treated  as  BLM  sensitive  species.”  And  “Unless 
specifically  excluded  by  the  State  Director,  all  plant  species  on  List  IB  (Plants  Rare,  Threatened,  or  Endangered  in 
California  and  Elsewhere)  of  the  California  Native  Plant  Society’s  Online  Inventory  of  Rare  and  Endangered  Plans  of 
California  that  are  on  BLM  lands  or  affected  by  BLM  action  and  that  are  not  Federally  listed  or  proposed  are  designated 
as  sensitive  in  California.” 


The  following  subsections  provide  a brief  species  account  for  the  one  plant  (Rusby’s  Desert- 
Mallow)  that  is  both  a BLM  Sensitive  Species  and  a CNPS  species,  as  well  as  seven  additional 
CNPS  plant  species  observed  during  field  surveys. 


Rusby’s  Desert-Mallow  (Sphaeralcea  rusbyi  var.  eremicola) 

Rusby’s  desert-mallow  is  a California  endemic  perennial  herb  that  is  both  a CNPS  List  IB. 2 
species  and  a BLM  Sensitive  species.  It  is  documented  globally  from  less  than  30  occurrences 
in  Inyo  and  San  Bernardino  Counties,  in  the  Death  Valley  Region  and  in  the  Clark  Mountain 
Range.  It  has  a CNDDB  state  rank  of  S2  (imperiled).  It  occurs  at  elevations  ranging  from  3,200 
to  4,900  feet  above  mean  sea  level  (amsl)  in  both  Mojavean  desert  scrub  and  Joshua  tree 
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woodlands;  specifically,  in  the  Clark  Mountain  Range  at  Ivanpah  Springs,  on  desert  slopes  and 
gravelly  sandy  washes  and  often  in  carbonate  and  limestone  substrate,  extending  into  the 
project  area.  Although  the  project  site  is  located  at  the  low  end  of  this  species’  typical  elevation 
range,  12  individuals  were  recorded  at  five  locations  during  the  2010  surveys.  This  species  was 
observed  at  the  higher  elevation  portions  of  the  study  area  during  2008. 


Mojave  Milkweed  (Asclepias  nyctaginifolia) 

The  California  distribution  of  Mojave  milkweed  is  limited  to  a very  small  area  in  eastern  San 
Bernardino  County.  Currently,  it  is  known  from  less  than  25  occurrences,  16  of  which  occur  in 
Ivanpah  Valley  in  the  project  area.  Its  distribution  outside  Ivanpah  Valley  is  limited  to  a few  very 
old  historic  collections  and  only  two  other  populations  that  have  been  confirmed  extant  (CNDDB 
2012).  This  perennial  plant  also  occurs  in  Arizona,  New  Mexico,  and  Nevada,  but  it  has  a 
CNDDB  state  rank  of  SI  (critically  imperiled  and  vulnerable  to  extirpation  from  the  state  due  to 
extreme  rarity).  The  habitat  of  Mojave  milkweed  in  California  includes  washes  and  dry  slopes 
from  about  3,300  to  5,600  feet  amsl  in  Mojavean  desert  scrub  and  pinyon-juniper  woodland. 
Within  the  Study  area,  more  than  100  individuals  of  this  species  were  observed  during  the  2010 
surveys  at  15  different  locations  (predominantly  found  at  higher  elevations  with  rocky  soils). 
Mojave  milkweed  was  also  identified  and  recorded  during  the  2008  surveys. 


Small-Flowered  Androstephium  (Androstephium  breviflorum) 

Small-flowered  androstephium  (also  known  as  pink  funnel  lily)  is  a bulbiferous  herb  found 
mainly  in  San  Bernardino  County,  though  it  has  been  recorded  in  adjacent  Riverside  County 
and  possibly  Inyo  County.  This  species  also  occurs  in  Arizona,  Nevada,  and  Utah.  It  is  found  in 
dry,  loose  sandy  to  rocky  soils  and  on  sand  dunes  and  alluvial  fans,  and  typically  occurs  at 
elevations  from  730  to  2,100  feet  amsl.  Within  the  study  area,  this  CNPS  List  2.2  species  is 
found  within  the  lower  alluvial  near  the  fringe  of  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  where  soils  are  generally 
finer;  this  species  was  not  noted  as  occurring  in  higher  elevations.  During  the  2010  full 
coverage  surveys,  approximately  150  individuals  were  observed  at  91  distinct  locations.  Many 
new  occurrences  of  this  species  have  been  found  in  recent  years  and  the  project  area  includes 
only  a very  small  portion  of  its  total  distribution  in  California. 


Desert  Pincushion  (Coryphantha  chlorantha) 

Desert  pincushion  is  a stem  succulent  found  in  the  Mojave  Desert  in  San  Bernardino  and  Inyo 
counties,  and  also  occurs  in  Arizona,  Nevada,  and  Utah.  It  has  a CNDDB  global  rank  of  G2 
(imperiled  and  at  high  risk  of  extinction  due  to  a very  restricted  global  range)  and  a CNDDB 
state  rank  of  SI  (critically  imperiled).  In  California,  its  habitat  is  gravelly  or  rocky  carbonate 
substrates  at  elevations  ranging  from  145  to  5,000  feet  amsl,  and  its  distribution  is  apparently 
restricted  to  a few  mountain  ranges  in  the  eastern  California  portion  of  the  Mojave  Desert,  in 
eastern  San  Bernardino  County  and  southeastern  Inyo  County.  Desert  pincushion  was 
recorded  during  both  the  2008  and  2010  field  surveys,  with  more  than  20  individuals  identified 
as  occurring  at  17  unique  locations  within  the  Study  area  in  2010.  Most  individuals  were  found 
in  Mojave  creosote  bush  scrub. 
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Viviparous  Foxtail  Cactus  (Coryphantha  vivipara  var.  rosea) 

Viviparous  foxtail  cactus  is  a perennial  stem  succulent  that  is  found  in  Mojavean  desert  scrub 
and  Pinyon  and  juniper  woodlands  of  San  Bernardino  and  Inyo  Counties,  California,  and  into 
Arizona  and  Nevada  (CNPS  2010).  This  CNPS  List  2.2  species  prefers  carbonate  soils  at 
elevations  ranging  from  4,100  to  8,860  feet  amsl.  During  the  2008  intuitive  controlled  surveys, 
this  species  was  present  within  upper-elevation  stabilized  alluvial  fan  with  rocky/gravelly  soils. 
During  the  full  coverage  surveys  in  2010,  viviparous  foxtail  cactus  was  not  observed  at  lower 
elevations  within  the  footprint  of  the  Project  alternatives. 


Utah  Vine  Milkweed  (Cynanchum  utahense) 

Utah  vine  milkweed  is  a perennial  herb  found  in  the  Mojave  Desert  in  San  Bernardino  County 
and  in  the  Colorado  Desert  in  Riverside,  Imperial,  and  San  Diego  Counties.  This  species  also 
occurs  in  Arizona,  Nevada,  and  Utah  (CNDDB  2012).  In  California  its  habitat  is  sandy  and 
gravelly  soils,  often  in  washes  climbing  up  through  shrubs.  The  CNDDB  electronic  files  do  not 
track  CNPS  List  4 species,  but  two  Element  Occurrences  in  the  CNDDB  paper  files  were 
located.  Herbarium  records  noted  approximately  42  additional  occurrences.  More  than  30 
individuals  of  this  CNPS  List  4.3  species  were  identified  and  recorded  at  12  separate  locations 
during  the  2010  field  surveys  of  the  Study  area.  Previously,  Utah  vine  milkweed  was  observed 
during  the  2008  surveys. 


Nine-Awned  Pappus  Grass  (Enneapogon  desvauxii) 

Nine-awned  pappus  grass  is  a widespread  species  of  the  southwestern  U.S.,  Mexico  and  South 
America,  but  the  California  range  of  this  species  is  restricted  to  a small  portion  of  eastern 
Mojave  Desert,  in  San  Bernardino  County  (CNDDB  2012).  It  has  a CNDDB  state  rank  of  S2 
(imperiled).  Habitat  of  nine-awned  pappus  grass  in  California  consists  of  rocky  slopes,  crevices, 
calcareous  soils,  in  desert  woodland.  In  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  this  species  occurs  often  on  north- 
facing sides  of  medium-sized  to  large  washes,  and  on  cobble  mounds  within  and  outside  of 
washes  that  include  some  calcareous  rocks,  from  4,180  to  5,990  feet  amsl,  in  Larrea  tridentata- 
Ambrosia  dumosa  shrubland.  This  perennial  herb  blooms  late-season  in  response  to  summer 
rainfall  events.  In  2010,  no  individuals  of  this  species  were  observed  within  the  footprint  of  the 
project  alternatives  (lower  elevation),  although  nine-awed  pappus  grass  was  noted  as  occurring 
at  higher  elevations  in  2008. 


Parish’s  Club-Cholla  (Grusonia  parishii) 

The  California  range  of  Parish’s  club-cholla  has  a CNDDB  state  rank  of  S2  (imperiled).  This 
stem  succulent  is  relatively  widespread  with  recorded  occurrences  in  San  Bernardino,  Imperial, 
and  Riverside  Counties,  California,  as  well  as  in  Nevada,  Arizona,  and  possibly  Texas.  The 
habitat  of  Parish’s  club-cholla  within  the  project  area  consists  of  sandy  to  somewhat 
gravelly/rocky  uplands  in  the  Larrea  tridentata-Ambrosia  dumosa  shrubland  alliance,  at 
elevations  ranging  from  980  to  5,000  feet  amsl.  This  species  grows  in  clones  consisting  of 
spreading  mats  that  may  form  separate  patches  over  time.  Over  50  individuals  were 
documented  as  occurring  in  27  different  locations  of  the  study  area  during  the  2010  field 
surveys.  Additionally,  this  species  was  observed  within  the  higher  elevations  of  the  study  area 
in  2008. 
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3.17.1.4  Jurisdictional  Waters 

The  Stateline  project  area  is  located  on  an  alluvial  fan,  in  a basin  completely  surrounded  by 
mountains;  this  geographic  setting  ensures  that  the  area  is  completely  isolated  from  all 
surrounding  areas  where  navigable  waters  may  exist.  While  the  study  area  does  not  contain 
any  permanent  wetlands,  riparian  areas,  or  sensitive  plant  communities;  it  does  however, 
contain  numerous  ephemerally-flowing  desert  washes.  Alluvial  fans  are  often  interrupted  by 
washes  and  these  drainage  channels  within  the  project  area  show  signs  of  surface  water  flow 
from  previous  rainfall  events.  These  desert  washes,  which  range  in  size  and  depth,  convey 
runoff  only  during  and  shortly  after  large  storm  events.  The  runoff  is  conveyed  across  the  site 
towards  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake,  and  in  many  cases,  the  runoff  infiltrates  and  fails  to  reach  all  the  wav 
to  the  lake. 

Ivanpah  Lake,  which  spans  the  California-Nevada  state  boundary,  is  an  interstate  water,  water 
of  the  United  States  (WUS),  and  is  subject  to  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (USACE) 
jurisdiction  under  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  (CWA),  according  to  33  CFR  328. 
Because  it  is  dry  most  of  the  time,  it  is  not  considered  a navigable  water.  Approximately  60 
acres  of  the  study  area  (not  within  the  Proposed  Action  footprint)  is  comprised  of  Ivanpah  Lake. 
Both  the  lake  and  the  drainage  channels  have  defined  ordinary  high  water  marks,  in  the  form  of 
watermarks,  scour  marks,  shelving,  or  in  some  cases  vegetative  drift  lines;  however, 
hydrophytic  vegetation  is  not  a prominent  component  of  either  (LSA  2011a). 

CDFW  concurred  that  a sampling  methodology  was  necessary  to  quantify  the  ephemeral 
drainages,  and  field  work  for  the  jurisdictional  delineation  was  conducted  in  December  2010  and 
March  2011.  Both  Federal  and  State  jurisdictional  delineation  data  was  collected  along  10 
transects  (1,500  feet  apart),  which  were  set  up  north-to-south  across  the  site  (perpendicular  to 
existing  desert  washes).  The  entire  length  of  each  transect  was  surveyed  on  foot.  Global 
positioning  system  data  were  recorded  at  each  point  where  an  active  ephemerally-flowing  wash 
intersected  the  transect  line.  Jurisdictional  features  were  mapped  by  tracing  data  on  plastic 
overlaid  on  high-resolution  aerial  photographs. 

The  Applicant’s  Jurisdictional  Delineation  Report  (LSA  2011b)  was  submitted  to  the  USACE  for 
their  determination.  In  a letter  dated  December  2,  2012 , the  USACE  concurred  that  the  project 
is  not  subject  to  USACE  jurisdiction  under  Section  404 , and  that  a Section  404  permit  is  not 
required  (Swenson  2012).  It  was  determined,  however,  that  the  alluvial  washes  would  be 
subject  to  CDFW  jurisdiction,  and  may  also  require  Waste  Discharge  Requirements  (WDRs) 
issued  either  by  the  State  Water  Resources  Control  Board  or  Lahontan  Regional  Board. 

In  addition  to  the  resources  on  the  Project  site , the  portion  of  Ivanpah  Lake  that  lies  within  the 
study  area  (approximately  60  acres),  but  outside  of  any  of  the  alternative  project  footprints , is 
subject  to  both  CDFW  jurisdiction  pursuant  to  Section  1602  of  the  Fish  and  Game  Code  and 
USACE  jurisdiction  under  Section  404  of  the  CWA.  In  total,  the  study  area  includes 
approximately  490  acres  of  resources  (streambed  and  lake)  that  are  potentially  subject  to 
CDFW  jurisdiction  and  Water  Board  WDRs. 


3.17.1.5  Creosote  Rings 

Creosote  rings  are  formed  by  the  vegetative  reproduction  of  single  “parent”  plants  of  the 
creosote  bush  (Larrea  tridentata ),  which  is  common  in  the  Project  area.  The  Applicant's  studies 
included  visual  inspection  (during  vegetation  surveys)  and  review  of  high  resolution  aerial 
photography  to  identify  the  presence  of  creosote  rings.  No  rings  were  found  within  the  Project 
Study  Area. 
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3.17.2  Applicable  Regulations,  Plans,  and  Standards 

This  section  provides  a discussion  of  federal,  state,  and  regional  environmental  regulations, 
plans,  and  standards  applicable  to  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  project  for  vegetation  resources  and 
state  and  federal  jurisdictional  areas. 


3.17.2.1  Federal 

The  Stateline  Solar  Farm  project  area  is  located  on  federal  land  under  BLM’s  jurisdiction  and  is 
therefore  subject  to  the  provisions  of  BLM’s  CDCA  Plan,  as  amended  (Revised  1999).  The 
NEMO  Plan  amendment  (BLM  2002)  consists  of  management  actions  and  alternatives  for 
public  lands  in  the  NEMO  Planning  Area  within  the  CDCA.  The  project  area  is  located  in  the 
southeastern  portion  of  the  NEMO  Planning  Area  Boundary. 

The  Federal  Land  and  Management  Act  of  1976,  as  amended  (43  U.S.C.  1701-1782), 
designated  a 25  million-acre  area  in  southern  California  as  the  CDCA , of  which  10  million  acres 
are  managed  by  the  BLM.  The  CDCA  Plan  (BLM  1980)  is  a comprehensive , long-range  plan 
with  goals  and  specific  actions  for  the  management,  use , development  and  protection  of  the 
resources  and  public  lands  within  the  CDCA  and  is  based  on  the  concepts  of  multiple  use , 
sustained  yield , and  maintenance  of  environmental  Quality. 

The  Vegetation  Element  of  the  CDCA  Plan  contains  the  following  goals:  to  conserve  federallv- 
and  State-listed  rare , threatened , or  endangered  plants  and  to  further  the  purposes  of  the  ESA 
and  similar  State  laws;  to  treat  unusual  plant  assemblages  that  rate  as  highly  sensitive  and  very 
sensitive  in  a manner  that  will  preserve  their  habitat  and  ensure  their  continued  existence;  to 
manage  wetland  and  riparian  areas  in  the  desert;  to  sustainably  maintain  the  continued 
existence  and  biological  viability  of  the  vegetation  resources  in  the  CDCA  while  providing  for  the 
consumptive  needs  of  wildlife , livestock,  wild  horses  and  burros , and  public  uses;  to  provide 
guidance  for  the  manipulation  of  plant  habitats  or  vegetation;  and  to  encourage  the  use  of 
private  desert  lands  for  commercial  production  of  valuable  desert  plants.  The  plan  identifies  the 
need  for  monitoring  efforts  and  directing  these  efforts  to  those  areas  with  the  greatest 
management  need. 


Executive  Order  11990  Protection  of  Wetlands 

This  order  establishes  a national  policy  to  avoid  adverse  impacts  on  wetlands  whenever  there  is 
a practicable  alternative. 


Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  (16  U.S.C.  661  666)  applies  to  any  federal  project  where 
the  waters  of  any  stream  or  other  body  of  water  are  impounded , diverted,  deepened , or 
otherwise  modified.  Project  proponents  are  reguired  to  consult  with  the  USFWS  and  the 
appropriate  state  wildlife  agency.  These  agencies  prepare  reports  and  recommendations  that 
document  project  effects  on  wildlife  and  identify  measures  that  may  be  adopted  to  prevent  loss 
or  damage  to  wildlife  resources.  The  term  “wildlife”  includes  both  animals  and  plants.  Provisions 
of  the  Act  are  implemented  through  the  NEPA  process  and  Section  404  permit  process. 


The  BLM  has  worked  with  the  USFWS  to  develop  a variety  of  land  designations  as  tools  to 
protect  sensitive  biological  resources,  including  the  desert  tortoise  in  this  area.  The  process  of 
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siting  and  configuring  the  project  considered  the  management  direction  of  these  designations, 
as  described  below: 

• Desert  Wildlife  Management  Areas  are  general  areas  recommended  by  the  Desert 
Tortoise  Recovery  Plan  (USFWS  1994)  within  which  recovery  efforts  for  the  desert 
tortoise  would  be  concentrated.  DWMAs  had  no  specific  legal  boundaries  in  the  1994 
Recovery  Plan.  The  BLM  formalized  the  general  DWMAs  from  the  1994  Recovery  Plan 
through  its  planning  process  and  administers  them  as  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  (see  below).  The  Stateline  Solar  Farm  project  area  does  not  fall  within  any 
DWMA. 

• Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  are  specific,  legally  defined,  BLM 
designations  where  special  management  is  needed  to  protect  and  prevent  irreparable 
damage  to  important  historical,  cultural,  scenic  values,  fish  and  wildlife,  and  natural 
resources  or  to  protect  life  and  safety  from  natural  hazards.  The  Stateline  Solar  Farm 
project  area  is  not  included  within  any  designated  ACEC. 


Endangered  Species  Act 

The  ESA  was  passed  by  the  U.S.  Congress  in  1973,  and  has  since  been  amended  several 
times.  The  ESA  and  regulations  implementing  the  ESA,  50  CFR  17.1  et  seq.,  designate  and 
provide  for  protection  of  threatened  and  endangered  plants  and  animals  and  their  critical 
habitat.  “Take”  of  listed  animal  species  and  of  listed  plant  species  is  prohibited  without 
obtaining  a federal  permit.  Take  is  defined  as  “to  harass,  harm,  pursue,  hunt,  shoot,  wound,  kill, 
trap,  capture,  or  collect,  or  attempt  to  engage  in  any  such  conduct.”  Harm  includes  any  act  that 
actually  kills  or  injures  fish  or  wildlife,  including  significant  habitat  modification  or  degradation 
that  significantly  impairs  essential  behavioral  patterns  of  fish  or  wildlife.  Activities  that  damage 
the  habitat  of  (i.e.,  harm)  listed  wildlife  species  require  approval  from  the  USFWS  for  terrestrial 
species.  The  ESA  also  generally  requires  determination  of  critical  habitat  for  listed  species.  If 
critical  habitat  has  been  designated,  impacts  to  areas  that  contain  the  primary  constituent 
elements  identified  for  the  species,  whether  or  not  it  is  currently  present,  is  also  prohibited. 

Under  Section  7 of  the  ESA,  a federal  agency  that  authorizes,  funds,  or  carries  out  a project  that 
“may  affect”  a listed  species  or  its  critical  habitat  must  consult  with  the  appropriate  Federal 
agency,  in  this  case  the  USFWS.  In  a Section  7 Consultation,  the  lead  agency  (BLM)  prepares  a 
biological  assessment  (BA)  that  analyzes  whether  the  project  is  likely  to  adversely  affect  listed 
wildlife  or  plant  species  or  their  critical  habitat,  and  proposes  suitable  avoidance,  minimization, 
or  compensatory  mitigation  measures.  If  the  action  would  adversely  affect  the  species,  the 
action  agency  formally  consults  with  the  USFWS,  which  prepares  a Biological  Opinion 
determining  whether  the  project  is  likely  to  jeopardize  the  species  or  result  in  adverse 
modification  of  critical  habitat. 

In  this  case,  because  there  are  no  federally  listed  plant  species  present  within  the  Project  Study 
Area,  the  Federal  ESA  would  not  be  applicable  to  vegetation  resources  potentially  impacted  by 
the  Proposed  Action. 


Clean  Water  Act 

The  CWA  (33  U.S.C.  1251  et  seq)  is  intended  to  restore  and  maintain  the  quality  and  biological 
integrity  of  the  nation’s  waters.  It  prohibits  the  discharge  of  pollutants  into  WUS  without  a 
National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES)  permit  from  the  EPA.  By  issuing 
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NPDES  permits,  the  EPA  can  regulate  the  discharge  of  pollutants  to  protect  water  quality.  The 
Project  does  not  require  a NPDES  permit. 

Section  404  of  the  CWA  provides  that  whenever  any  person  discharges  dredged  or  fill  material 
into  waters  of  the  U.S.  (e.g.,  streams,  wetlands,  lakes,  bays)  a permit  is  required  from  the 
USACE.  The  USACE  has  issued  50  separate  Nationwide  Permits  (NWPs)  for  different  types  of 
projects  with  impacts  to  wetlands  (as  of  March  19,  2007).  Depending  on  the  level  of  impact, 
projects  qualifying  for  an  NWP  may  be  required  to  provide  the  USACE  with  Pre-Construction 
Notification  of  the  impacts  and  meet  other  restrictions.  Projects  with  greater  wetland  impacts 
than  those  allowed  under  one  of  the  NWPs  require  an  Individual  Permit.  The  USACE  has 
determined  that  the  ephemeral  washes  on  the  site  are  not  subject  to  Section  404  jurisdiction 
(LSA  2011b;  Swenson  2012). 

Section  401  of  the  CWA  requires  that  an  applicant  for  a federal  license  or  permit  to  discharge 
into  navigable  waters  must  provide  the  federal  agency  with  a water  quality  certification, 
declaring  that  the  discharge  would  comply  with  water  quality  standards  requirements  of  the 
CWA.  USACE  issuance  of  a Section  404  permit  triggers  the  requirement  that  a Section  401 
certification  also  be  obtained.  In  California,  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Boards 
(RWQCBs)  issue  this  certification. 


BLM  Sensitive  Species 

BLM  Sensitive  Species  are  species  designated  by  the  State  Director  that  are  not  already  federal 
listed  proposed,  or  candidate  species,  or  state  listed  because  of  potential  endangerment.  BLM’s 
policy  is  to  “ensure  that  actions  authorized,  funded,  or  carried  out  do  not  contribute  to  the  need 
to  list  any  of  these  species  as  threatened  or  endangered.”  Various  offices  of  the  BLM  maintain  a 
list  of  special  status  plant  and  wildlife  species  that  are  to  be  considered  as  part  of  the 
management  activities  carried  out  by  the  BLM  on  the  lands  that  they  administer. 

One  BLM  sensitive  species,  the  Rusby’s  desert  mallow,  is  present  within  the  Project  Study 
Area.  Although  the  project  site  is  located  at  the  low  end  of  this  species’  typical  elevation  range, 
12  individuals  were  recorded  at  five  locations  during  the  2010  surveys.  This  species  was 
observed  at  the  higher  elevation  portions  of  the  study  area  during  2008. 


Executive  Order  13112  - Invasive  Species 

Executive  Order  13112  was  signed  in  February  1999  and  established  the  National  Invasive 
Species  Council.  This  Order  requires  agencies  to  prevent  the  introduction  of  invasive  species;  to 
provide  for  their  control;  and  to  minimize  the  economic,  ecological,  and  human  health  impacts 
that  invasive  species  cause  to  the  extent  practicable  and  permitted  by  law. 


Federal  Noxious  Weed  Act  of  1974,  as  amended 

This  Act  established  a federal  program  to  control  the  spread  of  noxious  weeds.  The  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  is  authorized  to  designate  plants  as  noxious  weeds.  The  movement  of  all  such 
weeds  in  interstate  or  foreign  commerce  is  prohibited  except  under  permit. 


Cactus  and  Yucca  Removal  Guidelines,  BLM 

The  BLM  normally  requires  transplanting  or  salvage  of  certain  native  plant  species  that  would 
be  lost  to  development  on  lands  under  their  jurisdiction.  Species  that  typically  require  salvage 
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regardless  of  their  height  in  this  region  include  yuccas  ( Yucca  spp.),  agaves  (Ac/ave  spp.), 
nolinas  (Nolina  spp.),  and  cacti.  For  chollas,  the  plant  must  be  less  than  3 feet  in  height  to 
require  salvaging;  all  plants  greater  than  3 feet  in  height  must  be  left  on-site  to  be  destroyed 
during  clearing  activities  (BLM  2002).  The  larger  sacrificed  chollas  become  additions  to  the 
normally  scant  natural  desert  mulch  and  may  provide  improved  conditions  for  a seed  bank  that 
regenerates  these  species. 

Because  cactus  and  yucca  species  are  found  within  the  Project  Study  Area,  these  requirements 
would  apply  to  the  Proposed  Action. 


3.17.2.2  State 

California  Endangered  Species  Act 

The  CESA,  enacted  to  protect  sensitive  resources  and  their  habitat,  is  similar  to  the  federal  ESA 
and  is  administered  by  the  CDFW.  Unlike  ESA,  state  listed  plants  have  the  same  degree  of 
protection  as  wildlife,  but  insects  and  other  invertebrates  may  not  be  listed.  The  CESA  prohibits 
the  take  of  CESA-listed  species  unless  specifically  provided  for  under  another  state  law.  CESA 
does  allow  for  incidental  take  associated  with  otherwise  lawful  development  projects. 

Take  authorization  may  be  obtained  by  the  project  applicant  from  CDFW  under  California  ESA 
Sections  2091  and  2081.  Section  2091,  like  ESA  Section  7,  provides  for  consultation  between  a 
state  lead  agency  under  the  CEQA  and  CDFW,  with  issuance  of  take  authorization  if  the  project 
does  not  jeopardize  the  listed  species.  Section  2081  allows  take  of  a listed  species  for 
educational,  scientific,  or  management  purposes.  The  CDFW  recommends  the  development  of 
appropriate  mitigation  planning  to  offset  project-induced  losses  of  listed  species.  A project 
applicant  is  responsible  for  consulting  with  the  CDFW  (if  applicable)  to  preclude  activities  that 
are  likely  to  take  any  CESA-listed  threatened  or  endangered  species.  If  a take  of  these  species 
could  occur,  then  an  Incidental  Take  Permit  (CDFG  Code  Section  2081)  would  be  required. 

Because  there  are  no  state  listed  plant  species  present  within  the  Project  Study  Area,  the  CESA 
would  likely  not  be  applicable  to  vegetation  resources  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


California  Environmental  Quality  Act 

CEQA  was  enacted  in  1970  to  provide  for  full  disclosure  of  environmental  impacts  to  the  public 
before  issuance  of  a permit  by  state  and  local  public  agencies.  In  addition  to  federal  or  state 
listed  species,  “sensitive”  plants  and  animals  receive  consideration  under  CEQA.  Sensitive 
species  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  wildlife  Species  of  Special  Concern  listed  by  CDFW,  and 
plant  species  on  the  California  Native  Plant  Society’s  List  1A  (presumed  extinct),  List  IB  (rare, 
threatened,  or  endangered  in  California  and  elsewhere;  eligible  for  state  listing),  or  List  2 (rare, 
threatened,  or  endangered  in  California  but  more  common  elsewhere;  eligible  for  state  listing). 


California  Fish  and  Game  Code 

Sections  3511,  4700,  5050,  and  5515  of  the  California  Fish  and  Game  Code  outline  protection 
for  fully  protected  species  of  mammals,  birds,  reptiles,  amphibians,  and  fish.  Species  that  are 
fully  protected  by  these  sections  may  not  be  taken  or  possessed  at  any  time.  CDFW  cannot 
issue  permits  or  licenses  that  authorize  the  “take”  of  any  fully  protected  species,  except  under 
certain  circumstances  such  as  scientific  research  and  live  capture  and  relocation  of  such 
species  pursuant  to  a permit  for  the  protection  of  livestock.  Furthermore,  is  the  responsibility  of 
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the  CDFW  to  maintain  viable  populations  of  all  native  species.  To  that  end,  the  CDFW  maintains 
a Special  Plants  list. 


California  Native  Plant  Protection  Act 

The  Native  Plant  Protection  Act  (NPPA)  of  1977  directed  the  CDFW  to  carry  out  the 
Legislature's  intent  to  “preserve,  protect  and  enhance  rare  and  endangered  plants  in  this  State.” 
The  NPPA  gave  the  California  Fish  and  Game  Commission  the  power  to  designate  native  plants 
as  “endangered”  or  “rare”  and  protect  endangered  and  rare  plants  from  take.  The  CESA  of  1984 
expanded  on  the  original  NPPA  and  enhanced  legal  protection  for  plants,  but  the  NPPA  remains 
part  of  the  Fish  and  Game  Code.  To  align  with  federal  regulations,  CESA  created  the  categories 
of  “threatened”  and  “endangered”  species.  It  converted  all  “rare”  animals  into  the  Act  as 
threatened  species,  but  did  not  do  so  for  rare  plants.  Thus,  there  are  three  listing  categories  for 
plants  in  California:  rare,  threatened,  and  endangered.  Because  rare  plants  are  not  included  in 
CESA,  mitigation  measures  for  impacts  to  rare  plants  are  specified  in  a formal  agreement 
between  CDFW  and  the  project  proponent. 


Porter-Cologne  Act 

The  intent  of  the  Porter-Cologne  Act  is  to  protect  water  quality  and  the  beneficial  uses  of  water, 
and  applies  to  both  surface  and  groundwater.  Under  this  law,  the  California  State  Water 
Resources  Control  Board  develops  statewide  water  quality  plans,  and  the  RWQCBs  develop 
basin  plans  that  identify  beneficial  uses,  water  quality  objectives,  and  implementation  plans.  The 
RWQCBs  have  the  primary  responsibility  to  implement  the  provisions  of  both  statewide  and 
basin  plans.  Waters  regulated  under  Porter-Cologne  include  isolated  waters  that  are  not 
regulated  by  USACE.  Developments  which  impact  jurisdictional  waters  through  alteration  of 
streambeds , land  disturbance  of  one  or  more  acre , or  discharge  of  low  threat  wastes  to  land  or 
surface  water  would  be  subject  to  Water  Board  WDRs,  including  implementation  of  a Storm 
Water  Pollution  Prevention  Plan. 


Streambed  Alteration  Agreements,  California  Fish  and  Game  Code,  Sections  1600  - 1616 

Prior  to  commencement  of  any  activity  that  would  substantially  divert  or  obstruct  the  natural  flow 
or  substantially  change  the  bed,  channel,  or  bank  (which  may  include  associated  riparian 
resources)  of  a river,  stream  or  lake,  or  deposit  or  dispose  of  debris,  waste,  or  other  material 
containing  crumbled,  flaked,  or  ground  pavement  where  it  may  pass  into  any  river,  stream,  or 
lake,  the  applicant  shall  submit  a complete  Lake  or  Streambed  Alteration  Program  notification 
package  and  fee  to  the  CDFW.  The  Lake  and  Streambed  Alteration  Program  is  a California  law 
that  requires  that  any  person,  state  or  local  government  agency,  or  public  utility  notify  the  CDFW 
prior  to  beginning  of  the  activities  listed  above.  The  CDFW  has  30  days  to  review  the  proposed 
actions  and  propose  measures  to  protect  affected  fish  and  wildlife  resources.  CDFW  may 
determine  that  a Streambed  Alteration  Agreement  is  necessary.  Such  an  agreement  between 
CDFW  and  the  Applicant  typically  includes  terms  and  conditions , which  may  include  mitigation 
measures,  which  must  be  mutually  agreed  upon  between  CDFW  and  a project  proponent. 
Based  on  the  expected  impacts  to  CDFW  jurisdictional  drainages  on-site,  it  is  likely  that  CDFW 
will  reguire  a Streambed  Alteration  Agreement  for  the  Project.  Therefore,  the  Applicant  would 
be  reguired  to  submit  a Notification  of  Lake  or  Streambed  Alteration  to  CDFW  in  connection  with 
the  Project. 
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California  Food  and  Agriculture  Code  §80001  et  seq.  - California  Desert  Native  Plants  Act 

The  purpose  of  this  act  is  to  protect  California  desert  native  plants  from  unlawful  harvesting  on 
both  public  and  privately  owned  lands.  The  act  provides  for  legal  harvesting  of  native  plants. 
None  of  the  native  desert  species  listed  in  §80072  are  known  to  occur  in  the  Project  Site.  Under 
§80073,  the  certain  native  plants , or  any  part  thereof,  may  not  be  harvested  except  under  a 
permit  issued  by  the  commissioner  or  the  sheriff  of  the  county  in  which  the  native  plants  are 
growing.  Species  covered  under  § 80073  and  known  or  suspected  to  occur  in  the  area  include: 
Spanish  bayonet  (Yucca  baccata),  Mojave  yucca  (Y.  schidigera),  all  cacti,  mesguites  (Prosopis 
spp.),  catclaw  acacia  (Senegalia  greggii),  and  smoke  tree  (Psorothamnus  spinosus). 


California  Code  of  Regulations  §670.2  and  §670.5 

The  code  lists  wildlife  and  plant  species  listed  as  threatened  or  endangered  in  California  or  by 
the  federal  government  under  the  ESA.  Species  considered  future  protected  species  by  the 
CDFW  are  designated  California  Species  of  Special  Concern  (CSC).  CSC  currently  have  no 
legal  status,  but  are  considered  indicator  species  useful  for  monitoring  regional  habitat  changes. 
No  California  Species  of  Special  Concern  occur  within  the  Project  Study  Area. 


CEQA  Guidelines  §15380 

CEQA  Guidelines  §1 5380(b)  provides  that  a species  not  listed  on  the  federal  or  state  list  of 
protected  species  may  be  considered  rare  or  endangered  if  the  species  can  be  shown  to  meet 
certain  specified  criteria. 


3.17.2.3  Local 

San  Bernardino  County  Development  Code 

Division  8,  provision  88.01.10  of  the  San  Bernardino  County  Development  Code  states  that  a 
removal  permit  is  required  for  the  removal  of  any  native  tree  or  plant  that  is  subject  to  Division  8. 
Removals  of  native  trees  or  plants  that  are  not  requested  in  conjunction  with  a land  use 
application  or  development  permit  may  be  accomplished  only  under  a permit  issued  by  either 
the  County  Agricultural  Commission  or  the  County  Fire  Warden,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
chapter.  The  Building  Official  or  the  Director  of  Environmental  Health  Services  Department  shall 
require  a preconstruction  inspection  prior  to  approval  of  development  permits. 

Approval  from  the  County  is  required  to  remove,  harvest  or  transplant  a living  desert  native 
plant.  Per  provision  89.0415  of  the  code,  the  following  desert  native  plants,  cannot  be 
harvested  or  removed  except  under  a permit  issued  by  the  Agricultural  Commissioner  or  other 
applicable  County  Reviewing  Authority:  (1)  desert  plants  with  stems  two  inches  or  greater  in 
diameter  or  six  feet  or  greater  in  height  (e.g.  Dalea  spinosa  [smoketree]),  (2)  all  species  of  the 
genus  Prosopis  (mesquites),  (3)  all  species  of  the  family  Agavaceae  (century  plants,  nolinas, 
yuccas),  (4)  creosote  rings,  ten  feet  or  greater  in  diameter,  and  (5)  all  Joshua  trees. 


San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan 

The  San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan  requires  the  retention  of  existing  native  vegetation  for 
new  development  projects,  particularly  Joshua  trees,  Mojave  yuccas  and  creosote  rings,  and 
other  species  protected  by  the  Development  Code  and  other  regulations.  This  retention  can  be 
accomplished  by  requiring  the  Building  Official  to  make  a finding  that  no  other  reasonable  siting 
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alternatives  exist  for  development  of  the  land  prior  to  removal  of  a protected  plant;  encouraging 
on-site  relocation  of  Joshua  trees  and  Mojave  yuccas;  and  by  requiring  the  developer  to  bear 
the  cost  of  tree  or  yucca  relocation. 

The  San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan  requires  50-100  feet  riparian  setbacks  that  prohibit 
removal  of  mature  natural  vegetation  and  prohibits  removal  of  vegetation  within  200  feet  of  a 
stream  without  a tree  permit  and  environmental  review  with  mitigations  imposed.  The  San 
Bernardino  County  General  Plan  also  encourages  the  use  of  conservation  practices  in  the 
management  of  grading,  replacement  of  ground  cover,  protection  of  soils,  natural  drainage,  and 
the  protection  and  replacement  of  trees. 

The  San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan  does  not  apply  to  projects  located  entirely  on  federal 
lands. 
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3.18  Visual  Resources 

Assessing  visual  resources  impacts  involves  a systematic  analytical  process  to  logically 
evaluate  visible  changes  in  the  physical  environment  and  the  anticipated  viewer  response  to 
that  change.  The  visual  resources  section  describes  the  existing  landscape  character  and 
visual  quality  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  area,  existing  views  of  the  proposed  facility  location 
from  various  on-the-ground  vantage  points,  the  visual  characteristics  of  the  proposed  facility  and 
alternatives,  and  the  landscape  changes  that  would  be  associated  with  the  construction  and 
operation  of  the  proposed  facility  and  alternatives  as  seen  from  various  vantage  points. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  analysis,  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  study  area  is  defined  as 
the  areas  and  locations  from  which  the  proposed  facility  would  be  visible  also  referred  to  as  the 
project  viewshed.  This  area  consists  of  the  portion  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  within  California,  in 
which  the  proposed  facility  could  be  visible  from  any  location  in  the  valley. 


3.18.1  Environmental  Setting 

3.18.1.1  Regional  Setting 

The  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  project  is  located  within  the  Ivanpah  Valley  of  the  Basin  and 
Range  physiographic  province.  This  area  is  characterized  by  rough,  rocky  mountains  formed  by 
northerly  trending  fault  blocks.  Typical  of  this  province  are  isolated  desert  basins  and  jagged 
ranges  along  with  desert  alluvial  slopes  (bajadas)  and  wide  valleys  that  are  interconnected 
across  low  divides  (Hunt  1974).  Views  from  travel  routes  within  the  vicinity  of  the  study  area 
tend  to  encompass  broad,  sweeping  desert  expanses  bordered  by  rugged  mountain  ranges. 
Within  this  regional  setting,  the  study  area  for  the  visual  resources  analysis  is  defined  by  the 
numerous  viewpoints  from  which  the  proposed  facility  would  be  seen,  which  includes  the  entire 
southern  portion  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley.  The  viewshed  encompasses  an  area  approximately  15 
miles  from  north  to  south,  and  approximately  10  miles  from  east  to  west. 


3.18.1.2  Approach  to  Baseline  Analysis 
General  Approach 

The  technical  approach  to  analyzing  impacts  to  visual  resources  within  the  project  viewshed 
was  based  on  BLM’s  Visual  Resource  Management  (VRM)  System,  which  is  the  system  that 
BLM  requires  for  use  on  BLM-administered  public  lands.  This  approach  is  described  in 
Appendix  C. 


Visual  Resource  Inventory  (VRI) 

The  inventory  stage  involves  identifying  the  visual  resources  of  an  area  and  assigning  them  to 
inventory  classes  using  the  BLM’s  VRI  process.  The  process  involves  rating  the  visual  appeal 
of  a tract  of  land,  measuring  public  concern  for  scenic  quality,  and  determining  whether  the  tract 
of  land  is  visible  from  travel  routes  or  observation  points.  The  process  is  described  in  greater 
detail  in  BLM  Handbook  H-8410-1,  Visual  Resource  Inventory  (BLM  1986). 

Visual  resource  inventory  classes  are  assigned  through  the  inventory  process.  Class  I is 
assigned  to  those  areas  where  a management  decision  has  been  made  previously  to  maintain  a 
natural  landscape.  This  includes  areas  such  as  national  wilderness  areas,  the  wild  section  of 
national  wild  and  scenic  rivers,  and  other  congressionally  and  administratively  designated  areas 
where  decisions  have  been  made  to  preserve  a natural  landscape.  Classes  II,  III,  and  IV  are 
assigned  based  on  a combination  of  scenic  quality,  sensitivity  level,  and  distance  zones.  This  is 
accomplished  by  combining  the  3 overlays  for  scenic  quality,  sensitivity  levels,  and  distance 
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zones  and  using  the  guidelines  specified  in  BLM  Handbook  H-8410-1  to  assign  the  proper 
class.  The  end  product  is  a visual  resource  inventory  class  overlay.  Inventory  classes  are 
informational  in  nature  and  provide  the  basis  for  considering  visual  values  in  the  planning/NEPA 
process.  They  do  not  establish  management  direction  and  should  not  be  used  as  a basis  for 
constraining  or  limiting  surface  disturbing  activities. 


Visual  Resource  Management  Objectives 

VRM  objectives  are  established  in  resource  management  plans.  VRM  decisions  consider  visual 
values  established  by  the  VRI  along  with  land  use  allocations,  desired  outcomes,  and  future 
desired  conditions.  The  management  classes  may  differ  from  inventory  classes  based  on 
management  priorities  for  land  uses  and  compatibility  with  land  use  allocations. 

For  the  project  study  area,  an  Interim  VRM  Class  III  objective  has  been  established.  Interim 
visual  management  classes  are  established  where  a project  is  proposed  and  there  are  no 
resource  management  plan-approved  VRM  objectives.  These  classes  are  developed  using  the 
VRI  process  and  must  conform  to  the  land  use  allocations  set  forth  in  the  resource  management 
plan  covering  the  project  area  (the  CDCA  Plan). 

The  interim  objectives  serve  as  the  baseline  for  plan  conformance,  while  the  underlying  VRI 
remains  the  baseline  for  determining  actual  physical  impacts  on  the  visual  resources  of  the 
area. 


3.18.1.3  Project  Viewshed 
Description 

The  project  study  area  for  the  purposes  of  visual  resources  (i.e.,  its  viewshed)  is  defined  as  all 
land  areas  from  which  any  element  of  the  project  would  be  visible.  This  would  include  almost 
any  location  within  the  California  portion  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  as  well  as  many  locations  within 
the  Nevada  portion  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley.  Views  of  the  project  site  would  be  readily  available 
from  1-15,  the  Primm  Resorts,  the  town  of  Nipton,  and  from  numerous  BLM  open  routes  that 
pass  through  and  near  the  project  site.  The  site  would  also  be  visible  from  the  surrounding 
mountains,  including  the  Stateline  and  Mesquite  Wilderness  areas  and  the  Clark  Mountain 
ACEC.  Figure  3.18-1  presents  a project  viewshed  map. 

The  proposed  facility  location  site  is  situated  on  the  lower  portion  of  an  alluvial  fan  at  the 
northern  end  of  Ivanpah  Valley,  along  1-15.  The  site  consists  primarily  of  a gently  sloping 
alluvial  fan  flattening  out  to  the  playa  surface  of  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake.  Vegetation  is  sparse, 
predominantly  low-growing  grasses  and  shrubs  such  as  creosote.  The  area  is  bisected  by 
several  dry  washes  ranging  in  size  from  2 feet  wide  and  a few  inches  deep  in  most  places,  to 
more  than  10  feet  wide  and  4 feet  deep  in  others.  The  valley  itself  is  bordered  on  most  sides  by 
rugged,  rocky,  mountains  and  jagged  ridgelines.  Steeply  rising,  barren  slopes  and  ridges  of  the 
Clark,  Spring,  and  Ivanpah  Mountains  to  the  south,  west,  and  north,  and  the  Lucy  Gray, 
McCullough,  and  New  York  Mountains  to  the  east,  define  the  Ivanpah  Valley  in  the  project 
vicinity,  creating  an  enclosed  viewshed. 

Several  existing  electrical  transmission  lines  cross  the  site,  and  are  prominent  in  views  of  this 
portion  of  the  valley.  Other  prominent  built  features  currently  existing  within  a few  miles  of  the 
proposed  facility  include  1-15,  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad,  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  facility  (currently 
under  construction),  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  the  Walter  Higgins  Bighorn  Generating 
Station,  the  Silver  State  Solar  facility,  and  the  three  casino/hotels  and  other  buildings  that  form 
the  Primm  Resorts  at  the  California-Nevada  state  line.  One  main  travel  route,  1-15,  passes 
through  Ivanpah  Valley  from  the  north  to  the  southwest  within  1 mile  of  the  proposed  facility. 
The  proposed  site  is  located  immediately  to  the  north  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  a slightly 


November  201 3 


3.18-2 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
3.18  Visual  Resources 


elevated  site  with  irrigated  landscaping  and  perimeter  berm-slopes  which  contrast 
conspicuously  with  the  surrounding  natural  landscape  for  viewers  in  its  vicinity. 

While  the  project  portion  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  is  visually  relatively  intact,  it  is  located  roughly  30 
miles  south  of  the  City  of  Las  Vegas,  within  a visual  corridor  along  1-15  that  becomes 
increasingly  urbanized  and  less  scenically  intact  as  one  progresses  northward.  Thus,  in  a 
regional  context,  the  site  is  located  at  the  outer  edge  of  urban  influence  of  the  City  of  Las  Vegas 
metropolitan  area.  1-15  adjacent  to  the  project  site  is  the  principal  travel  route  for  visitors  to  Las 
Vegas  from  southern  California. 


Classification 

The  analysis  of  Scenic  Quality  measures  the  visual  appeal  of  the  landscape.  Scenic  Quality  is 
rated  as  Class  A,  Class  B,  or  Class  C based  on  a scoring  system  using  the  factors  of  Landform, 
Vegetation,  Water,  Color,  Adjacent  Scenery,  Scarcity,  and  Cultural  Modification.  For  purposes 
of  evaluating  Scenic  Quality,  BLM’s  inventory  (BLM  2010)  included  establishment  of  Scenic 
Quality  Rating  Units  (SQRUs)  based  on  similarity  of  physiographic  characteristics  such  as 
geology,  vegetation,  hydrology,  texture,  color,  variety,  and  topography.  The  project  site  is 
located  in  SQRU  009,  Primm  Valley.  Table  3.18-1  summarizes  the  results  of  the  field  inventory 
assessment  of  Scenic  Quality  for  SQRU  009,  which  includes  the  project  site.  This  rating  would 
apply  to  all  locations  in  the  project  area. 


Table  3.18-1.  Scenic  Quality  Rating,  SQRU  009,  Primm  Valley 


Factor 

Rating 

Rationale 

Landform 

1.5 

Flat  valley  bottom;  some  interesting 
features  in  the  north 

Vegetation 

2 

Predominantly  creosote  and  sage 
community 

Water 

0 

Not  present 

Color 

3 

Vegetation  color  dominant;  contrast  in 
creosote/sage/grass 

Adjacent  Scenery 

3 

Enclosed  landscape  surrounded  by 
mountain  ranges  far  in  the  distance 

Scarcity 

2 

Mountain  valleys  and  dry  lake  beds 
common  in  the  region 

Cultural  Modification 

-1 

Casino,  golf  course  detract  from  scenic 
quality  and  dominate  the  view  from 
many  locations 

Total 

10.5,  results  in  Scenic  Quality  Classification  of  Class  C 

For  the  analysis  of  viewer  sensitivity,  the  area  was  divided  into  Sensitivity  Level  Rating  Units 
(SLRUs).  The  project  site  is  located  within  SLRU  09,  Primm  Valley,  but  is  also  visible  from 
SLRU  48  (Mojave  National  Park  Boundary)  and  SLRU  50  (Clark  Mountain  Climbing  Area). 
Each  SLRU  was  rated  high,  moderate,  or  low  based  on  viewer  sensitivity  factors  including  type 
of  use,  amount  of  use,  public  interest,  adjacent  land  uses,  Special  Area  Sensitivity,  and  “other 
factors”.  Table  3.18-2  summarizes  the  results  of  the  field  inventory  assessment  of  Sensitivity 
Level  for  SLRU  09,  which  includes  the  project  site,  and  SLRU  48  and  SLRU,  from  which  the  site 
is  visible. 
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Table  3.18-2.  Sensitivity  Level  Rating 


Factor 

Rating  (H/M/L) 

Rationale 

SLRU  09,  Primm  Valley 

Type  of  Use 

H 

Gateway  to  California,  Las  Vegas;  Las 
Vegas  boundary  mentally  extends  to 
this  valley 

Amount  of  Use 

H 

The  1-15  corridor  is  heavily  used  by 
commuters,  travelers,  recreationists, 
and  local  residents. 

Public  Interest 

M 

Local  residents  of  Nipton  and  Primm 
may  be  vocal  about  changes  in  scenic 
quality 

Adjacent  Land  Uses 

M 

Highly  visible  from  outside  due  to  bowl 
shape;  wilderness,  access  to  Mojave 
National  Preserve 

Special  Area  Sensitivity 

NP 

Not  present 

Other  Factors 

H 

Higher  sensitivity  in  the  southern  part  of 
the  unit  due  to  cultural  significance 

Overall  Rating 

H 

SLRU  48,  Mojave  National  Park  Boundary 

Type  of  Use 

H 

Recreation,  sightseeing,  history  buffs 

Amount  of  Use 

H 

Heavily  used  travel  corridors  pass 
through  the  area 

Public  Interest 

H 

Local,  regional,  national 

Adjacent  Land  Uses 

H 

Within  viewshed  of  heavily  used  travel 
corridors:  1-15,  Highway  40,  Route  66 

Special  Area  Sensitivity 

NP 

Not  present 

Other  Factors 

NP 

Not  present 

Overall  Rating 

H 

< 

SLRU  50,  Clark  Mountain  Climbing  Area 

Mojave  Point) 

Type  of  Use 

H 

Active  and  passive  recreation,  solitude 

Amount  of  Use 

H 

Approximately  500,000  visitors  per  year 
in  some  locations 

Public  Interest 

H 

Local,  regional 

Adjacent  Land  Uses 

H 

Within  viewshed  of  other  critical  travel 
corridors 

Special  Area  Sensitivity 

NP 

Not  present 

Other  Factors 

NP 

Not  present 

Overall  Rating 

H 

The  third  component  of  the  Visual  Resource  Inventory  process  is  the  delineation  of  Distance 
Zones.  For  the  purpose  of  defining  Visual  Resource  Inventory  Classes,  the  Needles  Field 
Office  used  only  the  Foreground-Middleground  distance  zone  for  the  entire  Field  Office  area 
(BLM2010). 

The  above  ratings  for  each  of  the  three  factors  of  Scenic  Quality,  Sensitivity  Level,  and  Distance 
Zone  were  evaluated  within  BLM’s  matrix  for  determining  Visual  Resource  Inventory  Classes. 
In  the  case  of  the  Proposed  Action  area,  the  analysis  of  scenic  quality,  viewer  sensitivity  and 
distance  zones  in  the  most  recent  VRI  for  the  project  area  (BLM  2010)  concluded  that  the 
inventory  class  is  VRI  III.  The  CDCA  plan  allocation  for  the  project  area  is  MUC  L,  which  allows 
for  solar  electric  facilities.  Specific  projects  must  be  evaluated  through  a plan  amendment  to 
ensure  consistency  with  all  goals  and  objectives  for  this  class.  The  conformity  of  the  Proposed 
Action  with  the  CDCA  Plan’s  Energy  Production  and  Utility  Corridors  Element  Decision  Criteria 
is  discussed  in  Section  4.6. 
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Mitigation  measures  (presented  in  Section  4.18)  will  be  implemented  to  minimize  the  visual 
impacts  of  the  project.  This  practice  will  mitigate  visual  contrast  from  other  areas  the  project 
may  be  seen  from,  but  not  included  as,  critical  Key  Observation  Points  (KOPs).  Taking  the 
inventory  class  into  consideration,  recent  developments  that  have  been  undertaken  and/or 
approved  in  the  project  area,  the  employment  of  mitigation  measures,  and  the  project’s 
consistency  with  the  MUC,  an  interim  VRM  Class  III  has  been  established  for  the  project  area, 
because  of  the  demonstrated  ability  to  construct  the  project  and  maintain  conformance  with 
VRM  Class  III  objective.  The  objective  of  this  class  is  to  partially  retain  the  existing  character  of 
the  landscape.  The  level  of  change  to  the  characteristic  landscape  should  be  moderate. 
Management  activities  may  attract  attention,  but  should  not  dominate  the  view  of  the  casual 
observer.  Any  changes  must  repeat  the  basic  elements  of  form,  line,  color,  and  texture  found  in 
the  predominant  natural  features  of  the  characteristic  landscape. 


3.18.1.4  Evaluating  Visual  Impacts  Through  the  Contrast  Rating  Process 

The  contrast  rating  system  is  a systematic  process  used  by  the  BLM  to  analyze  potential  visual 
impact  of  proposed  projects  and  activities.  It  is  primarily  intended  to  assist  Bureau  personnel 
who  are  not  formally  trained  in  the  design  arts  to  apply  the  basic  principles  of  design  in  the 
resolution  of  visual  impacts.  It  is  not  intended  to  be  the  only  means  of  resolving  these  impacts.  It 
should  be  used  as  a guide,  tempered  by  common  sense,  to  ensure  that  every  attempt  is  made 
to  minimize  potential  visual  impacts.  The  basic  philosophy  underlying  the  system  is:  The  degree 
to  which  a management  activity  affects  the  visual  quality  of  a landscape  depends  on  the  visual 
contrast  created  between  a project  and  the  existing  landscape.  The  contrast  can  be  measured 
by  comparing  the  project  features  with  the  major  features  in  the  existing  landscape.  The  basic 
design  elements  of  form,  line,  color,  and  texture  are  used  to  make  this  comparison  and  to 
describe  the  visual  contrast  created  by  the  project.  This  assessment  process  provides  a means 
for  determining  visual  impacts  and  for  identifying  measures  to  mitigate  these  impacts.  The 
contrast  of  projects  is  evaluated  using  KOPs. 

The  contrast  rating  is  done  from  the  most  critical  viewpoints.  This  is  usually  along  commonly 
traveled  routes  or  at  other  likely  observation  points.  Environmental  factors  that  should  be 
considered  in  selecting  KOP's  are:  angle  of  observation,  number  of  viewers,  length  of  time  the 
project  is  in  view,  relative  project  size,  season  of  use,  and  light  conditions.  Linear  projects  such 
as  power  lines  should  be  rated  from  several  viewpoints  representing: 

• Most  critical  viewpoints,  e.g.,  views  from  communities,  road  crossings; 

• Typical  views  encountered  in  representative  landscapes,  if  not  covered  by  critical 
viewpoints;  and 

• Any  special  project  or  landscape  features  such  as  skyline  crossings,  river  crossings, 
substations,  etc. 

The  KOP  locations  for  the  Stateline  Solar  project  were  selected  based  on  their  usefulness  in 
evaluating  existing  landscapes  and  potential  impacts  on  visual  resources  with  various  levels  of 
viewer  sensitivity,  in  different  terrain,  and  from  various  vantage  points.  The  Applicant  initially 
selected  13  KOPs  (KOP-1  through  KOP-13)  for  documenting  the  existing  conditions  in  the 
project  area.  Based  on  review  of  the  locations , BLM  selected  seven  of  these  KOPs  ( KOPs  3,  5, 
6,  7,  9,  10,  and  12)  for  visual  simulation  and  analysis.  The  KOP  locations  include:  (1)  the  view 
from  major  or  significant  travel  corridors  (1-15);  and  (2)  views  from  nearby  recreation  areas 
(Primm  Resorts,  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  and  Stateline  Wilderness  area).  Of  the  KOPs 
not  selected  for  simulation  and  analysis,  four  of  them  ( KOPs  1,  4,  8,  and  11)  are  very  similar  to 
selected  locations,  so  would  not  provide  additional  information.  The  other  two  ( KOPs  2 and  13) 
are  directly  on  the  fenceline  of  the  Project  area.  Although  KOPs  2 and  13  would,  by  their 
proximity , obviously  be  subjected  to  a substantial  visual  change,  these  locations  would  only  be 


November  2013 


3.18-5 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
3.1 8 Visual  Resources 


visited  by  a very  small  percentage  of  visitors  to  the  area.  The  KOPs  selected  for  analysis 
include  views  of  the  facility  from  all  angles,  and  views  which  would  be  experienced  by  the  vast 
majority  of  visitors.  The  KOP  locations,  shown  on  Figure  3.18-1,  provide  representative 
examples  of  the  existing  landscape  context  and  viewing  conditions  for  the  Proposed  Action  and 
other  alternatives. 

With  respect  to  the  environmental  factors  for  selection  of  KOPs,  the  seven  selected  KOPs 
provide  the  following: 


Angles  of  Observation 

The  KOPs  include  locations  on  all  sides  of  the  Project  site , as  well  as  locations  with  elevations 
above  and  below  the  Project  site. 


Number  of  Viewers 

All  of  the  locations  which  would  have  the  greatest  number  of  viewers,  including  Interstate  15 
and  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course , are  represented  by  the  KOPs.  KOPs  2 and  13,  directly  on 
the  project  fenceline,  are  not  included  because  they  are  expected  to  have  few  or  no  visitors. 


Length  of  Time  the  Project  is  in  View 

The  selected  KOPs  represent  a range  of  different  durations  of  view , from  just  a few  minutes  for 
cars  on  Interstate  15  to  hours  for  hikers  near  Clark  Mountain  and  the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area. 


Relative  Project  Size 

By  including  views  of  the  facility  from  all  angles,  including  both  horizontally  and  from  higher  and 
lower  elevations , the  selected  KOPs  allow  comparison  of  the  scale  of  the  facility  with  respect  to 
its  surroundings. 


Season  of  Use 

The  seasonal  uses  of  consideration  in  the  area  are  primarily  related  to  recreational  users , who 
would  include  golfers,  hikers,  and  landsailors.  The  selected  KOPs  include  the  golf  course , 
hiking  areas,  and  edges  of  Ivanpah  Plava  where  land  sailing  occurs. 


Light  Conditions 

The  selected  KOPs  cover  the  full  range  of  locations  from  which  the  facility  would  be  viewed 
during  different  times  of  the  day,  and  during  different  seasons. 


It  should  be  noted  that  establishment  of  a baseline  visual  character  and  simulation  of  the 
Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  is  complicated  by  the  fact  that  current  construction  in  the  area 
is  continually  modifying  the  viewscape,  presenting  a moving  target  for  the  analysis.  First  Solar 
filed  their  most  recent  POD  for  the  project  in  August,  2011,  and  BLM  filed  the  Notice  of  Intent 
(NOI)  to  Prepare  an  EIS  at  that  time.  The  baseline  to  be  used  for  visual  analysis  is  the  visual 
characteristics  of  the  project  location  at  the  time  of  BLM’s  NOI.  However,  in  this  case,  the  visual 
character  of  the  area  in  August,  2011,  was  dominated  by  construction  of  the  Ivanpah  SEGS 
facility.  Construction  on  that  facility  began  in  October,  2010,  and  is  expected  to  continue  into 
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2013,  so  the  construction  period  for  that  facility  completely  overlaps  the  timeframe  of  this 
analysis.  Because  construction  on  Ivanpah  SEGS  will  be  completed  before  construction  on  the 
Stateline  facility  would  begin,  the  baseline,  based  on  the  conditions  at  the  time  of  the  NOI,  will 
have  ceased  to  exist  by  the  time  project  construction  begins.  Because  Ivanpah  SEGS  is  not  yet 
complete,  it  is  not  possible  to  present  photographs  showing  the  completed  facility. 

To  resolve  this,  the  base  photographs  used  for  establishing  the  pre-lvanpah  SEGS  visual 
characteristics  of  the  area,  and  for  developing  visual  simulations,  were  taken  between 
September  and  December,  2010,  before  the  visual  appearance  of  Ivanpah  SEGS  construction 
became  dominant.  Although  these  were  taken  almost  one  year  before  BLM’s  NOI,  they  provide 
the  best  approximation  of  the  visual  character  of  the  area  at  the  time  of  the  NOI.  Then,  to 
evaluate  the  future  appearance  of  the  proposed  Stateline  facility,  the  visual  simulations  included 
simulation  of  the  final,  completed  Ivanpah  SEGS  facility,  as  well  as  the  completed  Stateline 
facility.  Simulation  of  Ivanpah  SEGS  was  necessary  because  the  inclusion  of  the  completed 
facility  is  most  representative  of  the  future  appearance  of  the  Stateline  facility,  but  photographs 
of  the  completed  facility  are  not  yet  possible. 

At  each  KOP,  the  existing  landscape  was  photographed  multiple  times,  as  follows: 

• In  December,  2010,  the  existing  landscape  from  all  13  KOPs  was  photographed  using  a 
digital  camera.  This  set  of  photos,  provided  in  Appendix  C,  was  used  to  establish  the 
visual  characteristics  of  the  area  before  solar  development  began.  Although 
construction  on  Ivanpah  SEGS  began  in  October,  2010,  construction  of  the  power 
towers  and  heliostats,  which  are  the  most  prominent  visual  components  of  that  facility, 
had  not  yet  begun. 

• In  September  to  October,  2010,  the  existing  landscape  from  7 of  the  KOP  locations  was 
photographed  with  a specialized  panoramic  lens.  This  set  of  photos,  provided  in 
Appendix  C,  was  used  as  the  base  for  visual  simulations  of  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternatives. 

• In  December,  2011,  the  existing  landscape  from  all  13  KOPs  was  again  photographed 
using  a digital  camera.  These  photographs  established  the  appearance  of  the  area 
during  ISEGS  construction.  However,  the  appearance  of  the  area  during  ISEGS 
construction  is  not  relevant  to  this  analysis,  because  construction  will  be  nearly 
completed  before  construction  of  the  Stateline  facility  would  begin.  Therefore,  these 
photographs  are  not  used  in  this  analysis. 

A discussion  of  the  existing  visual  setting  for  each  KOP  is  presented  in  the  following 
paragraphs.  The  VRI  Class  III  rating  applies  to  the  entire  study  area,  including  all  project 
alternatives,  as  viewed  from  any  of  the  KOPs  discussed  below.  Therefore,  the  discussion  of 
each  individual  KOP  does  not  include  a separate  discussion  of  its  VRI  Class. 


KOP-3  - Interstate  15  south  of  Primm 

KOP-3  is  located  on  1-15  approximately  0.5  miles  south  of  Primm.  The  viewscape  is 
representative  for  drivers  and  passengers  driving  south  on  1-15  into  California  from  Nevada. 
The  foreground  is  dominated  by  the  flat,  unvegetated  surface  of  the  Dry  Lake  bed,  and  includes 
a fence  adjacent  to  and  parallel  to  the  highway.  The  middle  ground  includes  the  dark  green 
creosote  bush  of  the  alluvial  fan  with  Metamorphic  Hill,  an  inselberg  rising  from  the  middle  of  the 
alluvial  fan,  to  the  right  side  of  the  view.  Transmission  lines  enter  the  viewscape  from  behind 
the  viewer  on  both  the  left  and  the  right,  cross  the  Dry  Lake  bed,  and  cross  onto  the  alluvial  fan. 
On  the  left  side  of  the  view,  the  dark  green  creosote  bush  has  been  removed  from  a large  area 
in  the  early  phases  on  construction  on  Ivanpah  SEGS  Unit  1.  The  background  shows  Clark 
Mountain.  In  this  view,  the  proposed  facility  would  be  located  on  the  right  side,  on  the  alluvial 
fan  between  the  Dry  Lake  bed  and  Metamorphic  Hill. 
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KOP-5  - Interstate  15  south  of  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club 

KOP-5  is  located  on  1-15  approximately  0.5  miles  south  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club.  The 
view  is  representative  of  the  view  available  to  drivers  and  passengers  on  1-15  traveling  north 
towards  Nevada.  The  foreground  shows  a berm  and  fence  adjacent  to  1-15,  part  of  the 
infrastructure  for  the  highway.  Past  the  berm  is  the  dark  green  creosote  vegetation  of  the 
alluvial  fan.  The  middle  ground  on  the  right  side  of  the  view  shows  the  golf  course,  which 
includes  non-native  trees  and  white  structures.  The  middle  ground  on  the  left  side  shows 
Metamorphic  Hill.  Transmission  towers  and  lines  are  located  between  the  golf  course  and 
Metamorphic  Hill.  The  background  view  shows  the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area  in  the  Mesquite 
Range.  In  this  view,  the  proposed  facility  would  not  be  seen  because  it  would  be  on  the  other 
side  of  the  golf  course.  Because  the  structures  of  the  proposed  facility  are  very  low  lying,  they 
would  not  be  seen  above  the  trees  of  the  golf  course.  However,  in  Alternative  2,  the  southern 
portion  of  the  facility  would  be  located  in  the  foreground,  between  the  viewer  and  the  golf 
course. 


KOP-6  - Northwest  Corner  of  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club 

KOP-6  is  located  at  the  northwest  corner  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club,  and  represents  a view 
that  may  be  seen  from  golfers  using  the  club.  The  foreground  shows  the  light  gray  and  dark 
green  vegetation  of  the  alluvial  fan,  as  well  as  the  transmission  lines  that  pass  between  the  golf 
course  and  Metamorphic  Hill.  Metamorphic  Hill  is  in  the  right  middle  ground.  The  background 
view  includes  an  additional  large  expanse  of  alluvial  fan  leading  up  to  the  Clark  Mountain 
Range.  In  this  view,  the  proposed  facility  would  be  located  on  the  alluvial  fan  to  the  right  of 
Metamorphic  Hill. 


KOP-7  - Southwest  Corner  of  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club 

KOP-7  is  located  at  the  southwest  corner  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club,  and  represents  a view 
that  may  be  seen  from  golfers  using  the  club.  The  foreground  shows  the  light  gray  and  dark 
green  vegetation  of  the  alluvial  fan,  as  well  as  the  transmission  lines  that  pass  between  the  golf 
course  and  Metamorphic  Hill.  The  southern  end  of  Metamorphic  Hill  is  shown  in  the  far  right 
middle  ground.  The  background  view  shows  Clark  Mountain.  The  southern  portion  of 
Alternative  2 would  be  located  in  the  immediate  foreground  of  this  view,  between  the  viewer  and 
the  transmission  lines. 


KOP-9  - Nipton  Road  Overpass 

KOP-9  is  located  on  the  Nipton  Road  overpass  over  1-15.  This  view  would  be  seen  by  drivers 
and  passengers  traveling  north  on  1-15  towards  Nevada,  as  they  cross  under  the  overpass.  The 
foreground  is  dominated  by  the  highway  and  a small  inselberg.  The  large  expanse  of  the 
middle  ground  shows  the  mixed  light  gray  and  dark  green  vegetation  on  the  sloping  alluvial  fan. 
Features  visible  on  the  alluvial  fan  include  unpaved  roads,  Metamorphic  Hill,  and  transmission 
lines.  The  golf  course  is  visible  on  the  near  edge  of  the  Dry  Lake  bed  on  the  right.  The  Dry 
Lake  bed,  crossed  by  1-15,  can  be  seen  on  the  far  right.  The  Primm  casinos  and  hotels  are 
visible  where  1-15  crosses  the  far  side  of  the  Dry  Lake  bed.  In  this  view,  the  proposed  facility 
would  be  located  between  Metamorphic  Hill  and  the  Dry  Lake. 


KOP-10  - Clark  Mountain  Range  near  Benson  Mine 

KOP-10  is  located  in  the  Clark  Mountain  Range  near  the  Benson  Mine,  and  the  view  is  looking 
towards  the  east.  This  view  is  representative  of  what  would  be  seen  from  a hiker  in  the  Clark 
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Mountains.  Because  the  site  is  on  the  side  of  a mountain,  there  is  no  foreground  view  in  the 
photograph.  The  large  expanse  of  the  middle  ground  shows  light  gray  and  dark  green 
vegetation  of  the  alluvial  fan,  crossed  by  transmission  lines  and  unpaved  roads.  Metamorphic 
Hill  is  located  on  the  left  of  the  middle  ground,  and  the  golf  course  if  located  on  the  right.  The 
proposed  facility  would  be  situated  between  Metamorphic  Hill  and  the  golf  course.  The  far 
middle  ground  consists  of  the  unvegetated  Dry  Lake  bed  crossed  by  1-15  and  several 
transmission  lines.  The  background  shows  the  alluvial  fan  rising  on  the  east  side  of  Ivanpah 
Valley,  leading  up  to  the  Lucy  Gray  Mountains. 


KOP-12  - Stateline  Wilderness  Area 

KOP-12  is  located  at  the  southeastern  end  of  the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area,  and  represents  the 
view  as  it  would  be  seen  from  hikers  in  that  area.  Like  KOP  1 1 , the  foreground  view  shows  that 
transmission  towers  and  lines  that  pass  directly  adjacent  to  the  wilderness  area  are  very 
prominent.  Metamorphic  Hill  is  seen  in  the  middle  ground.  The  proposed  facility  would  be 
located  directly  between  the  viewers  and  Metamorphic  Hill,  on  both  the  near  and  far  sides  of  the 
transmission  lines.  The  background  view  includes  additional  transmission  lines,  as  well  as  1-15 
climbing  up  the  alluvial  fan  towards  the  Clark  Mountains  on  the  left  side. 


3.18.2  Applicable  Regulations,  Plan,  and  Standards 

Public  agencies  and  planning  policy  establish  visual  resource  management  objectives  in  order 
to  protect  and  enhance  public  scenic  resources.  Goals,  objectives,  policies,  and  implementation 
strategies  and  guidance  are  typically  contained  in  resource  management  plans,  comprehensive 
plans  and  elements,  and  local  specific  plans.  As  described  elsewhere  in  this  document  and  in 
Table  3.18-1  below,  federal  guidance  comes  from  the  BLM’s  VRM  Classifications  and  the 
CDCA  Plan.  No  state  or  local  guidance  or  plans  are  applicable  to  the  proposed  facility.  Table 
3.18-1  lists  the  relevant  plans  and  notes  project  consistency  with  each;  for  completeness,  the 
Table  includes  San  Bernardino  County  policies  and  ordinances,  although  they  do  not  represent 
regulatory  requirements.  As  discussed  in  Section  4.18,  consistency  with  applicable  regulations, 
plans,  and  standards  is  also  a potential  indicator  of  the  occurrence  of  an  adverse  impact.  The 
significance  of  any  policy  inconsistencies  is  also  addressed  in  Section  4.18. 


3.18.2.1  Federal 

Federal  Land  Management  and  Policy  Act 

FLPMA  is  the  enabling  legislation  establishing  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management’s 
responsibilities  for  lands  under  its  jurisdiction. 

Section  102  (a)  of  the  FLPMA  states  that  “...the  public  lands  be  managed  in  a manner  that  will 
protect  the  quality  of  scientific,  scenic,  historical,  ecological,  environmental,  air  and  atmospheric, 
water  resource,  and  archeological  values  ....” 

Section  103  (c)  identifies  “scenic  values”  as  one  of  the  resources  for  which  public  land  should 
be  managed. 

Section  201  (a)  states  that  “The  Secretary  shall  prepare  and  maintain  on  a continuing  basis  an 
inventory  of  all  public  lands  and  their  resources  and  other  values  (including  ...  scenic  values) ....” 

Section  505  (a)  requires  that  “Each  right-of-way  shall  contain  terms  and  conditions  which  will... 
minimize  damage  to  the  scenic  and  esthetic  (sic)  values....” 
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California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan 

The  proposed  Stateline  facility  is  located  within  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan, 
which  is  the  BLM  Resource  Management  Plan  applicable  to  the  project  site  (BLM  1980).  While 
the  CDCA  Planning  process  included  VRI,  it  did  not  carry  VRM  classes  decisions  forward  into 
the  Record  of  Decision  (ROD).  The  BLM  Needles  Field  Office  completed  an  updated  VRI  in 
2010  (BLM  2010).  The  location  of  the  proposed  facility  site  is  classified  in  the  CDCA  Plan  as 
MUC  L.  MUC  L protects  “sensitive,  natural,  scenic,  ecological,  and  cultural  resource  values. 
Public  lands  designated  as  Class  L are  managed  to  provide  for  generally  lower-intensity, 
carefully  controlled  multiple  use  of  resources,  while  ensuring  that  sensitive  values  are  not 
significantly  diminished.” 

The  CDCA  Plan  includes  a table  (Table  1)  which  illustrates  the  types  of  allowable  land  uses  by 
MUC  Class.  The  table  specifically  includes  Electrical  Power  Generation  Facilities  including 
Wind/Solar  facilities.  Guidance  provided  under  this  section  allows  for  the  authorization  of  such 
facilities  within  MUC  Class  L lands  in  compliance  with  NEPA  requirements. 


Northern  and  Eastern  Mojave  (NEMO)  Plan  Amendment 

The  NEMO  plan  amendments  to  the  CDCA  Plan  did  not  directly  affect  visual  resource 
management.  Among  the  elements  of  the  NEMO  plan  amendments  was  designation  of 
approved  motorized  vehicle  trails,  including  three  such  trails  within  the  proposed  Stateline 
facility  site.  According  to  the  NEMO  Routes  Designation  EA,  “the  off-road  vehicle  experience  of 
traveling  historic  routes  provides  an  educational  and  scenic  experience  of  the  natural  wonders 
of  a harsh  desert  region  and  the  elements  that  the  pioneers  and  founders  of  the  historical  route 
had  to  endure.”  (BLM  2004). 

The  East  Mojave  Heritage  Trail,  a 650-mile  trail  identified  in  the  NEMO  Proposed  Route 
Designation  Plan  Amendment  as  a major  historical  trail  of  scenic,  historic,  and  Native  American 
values,  is  one  such  designated  trail  within  the  Ivanpah  Valley.  However,  it  does  not  cross  the 
proposed  Stateline  site  and  would  not  be  affected  by  the  project. 


National  Historic  Preservation  Act 

Under  regulations  of  the  NHPA,  visual  impacts  to  a listed  or  eligible  National  Register  property 
that  may  diminish  the  integrity  of  the  property’s  “...setting...  (or)  feeling...”  in  a way  that  affects 
the  property’s  eligibility  for  listing,  may  result  in  a substantial  adverse  effect.  “Examples  of 
adverse  effects... include...  Introduction  of  visual,  atmospheric,  or  audible  elements  that 
diminish  the  integrity  of  the  property’s  significant  historic  features..."  (36  CFR  Part  800.5) 


3.18.2.2  State 

State  Scenic  Highway  Program 

The  California  State  Department  of  Transportation  (Caltrans)  has  identified  a state  system  of 
eligible  and  designated  scenic  highways  which,  if  designated,  are  subject  to  various  controls 
intended  to  preserve  their  scenic  quality  (California  Streets  and  Highways  Code,  Sections  260 
through  263).  Highway  1-15  within  the  project  viewshed  is  not  listed  as  an  eligible  State  Scenic 
Highway. 
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3.18.2.3  Local 

County  of  San  Bernardino  General  Plan 

Various  policies  of  the  Conservation  and  Open  Space  Elements  of  the  San  Bernardino  County 
General  Plan  refer  to  the  protection  of  scenic  resources  in  the  project  area,  as  described  in 
detail  in  Visual  Resources  Table  3.18.3.  In  particular,  Open  Space  Policies  5.1  through  5.3 
provide  protection  to  designated  County  scenic  routes.  Highway  1-15  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  is  a 
designated  County  scenic  route.  Please  note  that  the  San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan  is 
not  applicable  to  projects  located  on  federal  lands,  and  thus  do  not  represent  regulatory 
requirements  to  the  project. 


Night  Sky  Protection  Ordinance  Ord.  3900  (San  Bernardino  County  Code  87.0921) 

This  ordinance  is  intended  “to  encourage  effective,  non-detrimental  lighting;  to  maintain  night- 
time safety,  utility,  security  and  productivity;  and  to  encourage  lighting  practices  and  systems 
which  will  minimize  light  pollution,  glare  and  light  trespass,  conserve  energy  and  resources  and 
curtail  the  degradation  of  the  night  time  visual  environment...” 


Table  3.18-3.  Consistency  with  Plans 


Applicable  Policies 

Consistency  Determination 

Consistent 

Federal 

CDCA  Plan 

VISUAL  RESOURCES 

6.0  Electrical  Generation  Facilities,  VRM  Classifications,  Table  1:  Multiple  Use  Class  Guidelines,  Page  15 

The  2010  BLM  Needles  Field  Office 
Visual  Resource  Inventory 
assigned  a VRI  Class  III  to  the  land 
area  that  encompasses  the 
proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm 

The  proposed  project  would  occupy 
BLM  lands  in  Ivanpah  Valley  with  a 
VRI  Class  III  designation.  The 
moderate  levels  of  visual  change 
that  would  be  caused  by  the 

YES 

project  area.  Because  no  VRM 
mapping  or  assignment  has  been 
adopted  for  the  Ivanpah  Valley  area 
by  BLM,  this  analysis  thus  refers  to 
VRI  classes.  The  VRM  Class  III 
Management  Objective  requires 
that  a project  or  action  partially 
retain  the  existing  character  of  the 
landscape.  The  level  of  change  to 
the  landscape  should  be  moderate. 
Activities  may  attract  attention  but 
should  not  dominate  the  view  of  the 

proposed  project  in  this  area  would 
meet  the  VRM  Class  III  objective  of 
not  exceeding  a moderate  degree 
of  visual  change.  The  completed 
solar  arrays  would  not  have  any 
structures  greater  than 
approximately  12  feet  in  height,  so 
would  not  block  views  from  any 
KOPs.  The  configuration  of  the 
solar  arrays  in  low  lying,  horizontal 
rows  would  appear  as  a dark 
horizontal  band  that  is  somewhat 

casual  observer.  Changes  should 
repeat  the  basic  elements  found  in 
the  predominant  natural  features  of 
the  characteristic  landscape. 

indistinct  from  the  surrounding 
landscape,  so  they  would  not 
create  substantial  levels  of  visual 
contrast. 

Local 

San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan  (2007) 

Section  VI,  Open  Space  Element 

County  Wide  Goals  and  Policies,  Pages  VI-6  to  VI-18 

Goal  OS-5:  The  County  will 
maintain  and  enhance  the  visual 

The  proposed  project  would  be 
visible  from  1-15,  which  is 

NO  (note  that  conformance  with  the 
San  Bernardino  County  General 

character  of  scenic  routes  in  the 
County. 

designated  as  a scenic  route  by  the 
County.  The  project  would  not  be 
perceived  as  maintaining  or 
enhancing  the  visual  character  of 
the  area  as  seen  from  1-15. 

Plan  is  not  a requirement  for 
projects  on  federal  lands) 
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This  section  describes  the  existing  hydrology  and  water  quality  conditions  that  could  be  affected 
by  implementation  of  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  facility.  The  area  of  interest  for  water 
resources  encompasses  all  surface  and  groundwater  resources  that  could  be  affected  by 
construction,  operations  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning  of  the  proposed  facility. 
Because  pollutants  can  be  transported  downstream  or  down-gradient  to  sensitive  receiving 
waters,  downstream  receiving  waters  were  also  considered  in  the  analysis.  The  current 
condition  and  quality  of  these  water  resources  was  used  as  the  baseline  against  which  to 
compare  potential  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action,  as  discussed  in  Section  4.19.  In  addition, 
existing  laws  and  regulations  applicable  to  water  resources  in  the  area  are  described.  In  some 
cases,  compliance  with  the  existing  laws  and  regulations  would  serve  to  reduce  or  avoid  certain 
impacts  that  might  otherwise  occur  with  the  implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action. 


3.19.1  Environmental  Setting 

The  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  facility  would  be  located  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  in  the  eastern 
Mojave  Desert  in  San  Bernardino  County,  California,  near  the  California/Nevada  border.  The 
Ivanpah  Valley  is  approximately  569,000  acres  in  size.  Jean  and  Primm  are  the  largest 
communities  in  the  valley.  The  Stateline  project  would  be  located  near  Primm  and  the  445  acre 
Primm  Valley  Golf  Club.  The  basin  is  bounded  by  the  Clark  Mountains,  Ivanpah  Mountains, 
McCullough  Range,  Spring  Mountains,  New  York  Mountains,  Sheep  Mountain,  and  the  Bird 
Spring  Range.  Several  northwest-trending  faults  transect  the  basin,  including  the  State  Line, 
Ivanpah,  and  Clark  Mountain  faults. 

This  area  is  located  within  the  South  Lahontan  Hydrologic  Region  (HR),  one  of  ten  hydrologic 
regions  in  California  that  correspond  with  major  watersheds  and  drainage  areas,  as  established 
by  the  California  DWR  for  management  purposes.  Being  located  within  the  South  Lahontan 
HR,  the  Proposed  Action  is  subject  to  management  direction  of  the  Water  Quality  Control  Plan 
for  the  Lahontan  Region  (Lahontan  2005),  under  jurisdiction  of  the  Lahontan  RWQCB. 

The  Mojave  Desert  is  classified  as  a dry-hot  desert  climate,  with  portions  classified  as  dry-very 
hot  desert,  to  indicate  that  at  least  three  months  have  maximum  average  temperatures  over 
100.4  °F  (MDAQMD  CEQA  Guidelines  2011).  Prevailing  winds  in  the  project  area  are  out  of  the 
west  and  southwest.  These  prevailing  winds  are  due  to  the  proximity  of  the  Mojave  Desert  to 
coastal  and  central  regions  and  the  blocking  nature  of  the  Sierra  Nevada  Mountains  to  the 
north;  and  air  masses  pushed  onshore  in  southern  California  by  differential  heating  are 
channeled  through  the  Mojave  Desert.  The  Mojave  Desert  is  separated  from  the  southern 
California  coastal  and  central  California  valley  regions  by  mountains  (highest  elevation 
approximately  10,000  feet),  the  passes  of  which  form  the  main  channels  for  these  air  masses 
(MDAQMD  CEQA  Guidelines  2011).  Most  desert  moisture  arrives  from  infrequent  warm,  moist 
and  unstable  air  masses  from  the  south.  The  Mojave  Desert  averages  between  three  and 
seven  inches  of  precipitation  per  year  (from  16  to  30  days  with  at  least  0.01  inches  of 
precipitation). 

The  following  sections  characterize  the  existing  environmental  setting  for  the  proposed  Stateline 
facility,  including  information  relevant  to  surface  water  drainage,  flooding,  water  quality,  and 
groundwater  resources. 
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3.19.1.1  Surface  Water 
Surface  Water  Setting 

The  proposed  project  would  be  developed  on  an  alluvial  fan  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  which  is 
designated  as  the  Ivanpah  Hydrologic  Unit  (Number  612.00)  in  the  Water  Quality  Control  Plan 
for  the  Lahontan  Region  (Lahontan  2005).  The  Ivanpah  Valley  extends  across  the  California 
state  line  and  into  Nevada  and  is  part  of  a larger  hydrologic  system  that  includes  Roach  Lake  in 
Nevada.  There  are  no  perennial  flowing  surface  water  bodies  within  the  valley,  except  for  in 
limited  areas  in  the  mountain  ranges,  adjacent  to  springs.  Seasonal  springs  are  present  along 
the  base  of  the  Clark  Mountains,  upslope  and  hydraulically  upgradient  from  the  proposed 
project  site.  These  springs  occur  in  areas  of  consolidated  rock  and  are  estimated  to  flow  at  a 
rate  of  no  more  than  5 gallons  per  minute  (gpm).  The  discharge  from  the  springs  is  inadequate 
to  sustain  surface  flow  for  a substantial  distance  (Glancy  1968). 

The  Ivanpah  Valley  is  topographically  closed.  Excess  surface  flow  drains  to  the  Ivanpah, 
Roach,  and  Jean  Dry  Lakes,  where  it  evaporates  and  leaves  behind  a hard  lakebed  (desert 
playa).  Ivanpah,  Roach,  and  Soda  Lakes  are  all  dry  alkali  lake  beds.  Ivanpah  Valley  is  located 
in  both  California  and  Nevada,  while  Roach  Lake  is  located  entirely  in  Nevada  and  Soda  Lake  is 
entirely  in  California  west  of  the  Soda  Mountains.  The  lakes  are  dry  throughout  most  of  the  year 
except  in  the  wetter  winter/spring  months,  and  they  only  hold  water  temporarily.  Each  lake 
receives  flow  from  various  unnamed  ephemeral  drainages,  as  well  as  storm-generated  sheet 
flow  from  surrounding  alluvial  fans. 


Stormwater  Flow 

The  existing  stormwater  flow  across  the  proposed  project  area  is  generally  towards  the  east, 
across  the  alluvial  fan  that  has  developed  in  conjunction  with  the  uplift  and  erosion  of  the  Clark 
Mountains.  Stormwater  is  conveyed  across  the  fan  as  sheet  flow  and  through  numerous 
ephemeral  wash  channels,  and  can  reach  the  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  during  heavy  rain  events. 
During  major  storm  events,  the  ephemeral  washes  can  flow  for  periods  of  a few  hours  to  24- 
hours  with  the  possibility  of  flash  floods  and  mass  wasting.  The  ephemeral  washes  on  the 
alluvial  fan  have  been  determined  to  be  non-jurisdictional  features  by  the  USACE  under  Section 
404  of  the  CWA  (LSA  2011a)  and  are,  therefore,  waters  of  the  State. 

The  proposed  project  area  is  located  in  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  (FEMA)  Zone 
D,  which  is  classified  as  area  where  flood  hazards  have  not  been  mapped  (FEMA  2008). 
Although  a flood  hazard  analysis  has  not  yet  been  conducted  by  FEMA  for  this  area,  a 
hydrologic  study  and  modeling  have  been  completed  by  the  Applicant  (Taney  Engineering 
2011a;  Taney  Engineering  2011b).  The  alluvial  fan  can  be  subject  to  intense  storm  water  flows. 
Storm  water  flow  across  the  active  portion  of  the  fan  is  controlled  by  runoff  generated  within  the 
Clark  Mountain  sub-watersheds  above  the  alluvial  fan  and  from  runoff  generated  on  the  alluvial 
fan  itself  (Taney  Engineering  2011a;  Taney  Engineering  2011b).  The  Applicant  has  identified  6 
sub-watersheds  that  contribute  stormwater  flows  that  could  affect  the  proposed  project  area. 
These  sub-watersheds  comprise  a total  of  23,014  acres  within  the  Clark  Mountains  and  on  the 
alluvial  fan  itself  (Taney  Engineering  2011a). 

Stormwater  flow  in  the  area  of  the  Proposed  Action  is  affected  by  two  features.  First, 
Metamorphic  Hill  is  a bedrock  feature  that  crops  out  in  the  middle  of  the  alluvial  fan,  rising 
approximately  300  feet  above  the  alluvial  fan  surface.  Being  comprised  of  bedrock,  this  feature 
is  not  part  of  the  broad,  general  movement  of  alluvial  fan  sediment  that  occurs  during  each 
stormwater  flow  event.  As  a result,  Metamorphic  Hill  blocks  stormwater  flow  coming  from  the 
west,  and  diverts  the  stormwater  around  both  its  north  and  south  ends.  Hydrologic  analysis 
conducted  by  Taney  Engineering  for  the  Applicant  indicates  that  flow  is  primarily  diverted 
around  the  south  end  of  the  hill,  and  causes  the  presence  of  two  large,  incised  drainage 
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channels  referred  to  as  the  North  Wash  and  South  Wash  (Taney  Engineering  2011a).  Being 
located  directly  adjacent  to  the  northeast  side  of  Metamorphic  Hill,  the  southern  part  of  the 
footprint  of  the  Proposed  Action  exists  in  a type  of  drainage  “shadow”  on  the  downgradient  side 
of  the  hill.  In  this  area,  Metamorphic  Hill  blocks  the  flow  coming  from  the  mountains  to  the  west, 
and  diverts  it  to  the  south.  The  project  location  was  selected,  in  part,  to  avoid  the  concentrated 
flow  in  the  North  and  South  Washes. 

The  second  feature  potentially  affecting  stormwater  flow  onto  the  proposed  facility  location  is  the 
Ivanpah  SEGS  solar  facility.  Ivanpah  SEGS  Units  2 and  3 are  located  on  the  west  side  of 
Metamorphic  Hill,  and  are  directly  upgradient  of  the  proposed  Stateline  facility.  The  Ivanpah 
SEGS  facility  was  designed  as  a low-impact  development  facility,  and  does  not  include  any 
active  stormwater  management  features  (diversion  or  retention  structures)  within  the  vast 
heliostat  fields.  However,  Ivanpah  SEGS  does  include  some  impermeable  areas  and  flood 
protection  features  within  their  power  block  areas.  The  hydrologic  modeling  done  by  Taney 
Engineering  for  the  Applicant  incorporated  these  areas  into  their  calculations  of  flow  conditions 
for  the  Stateline  facility  (Taney  Engineering  2011a) 


Surface  Water  Quality 

Water  quality  objectives  are  established  in  the  Water  Quality  Control  Plan  for  the  Lahontan 
Region  (Lahontan  2005).  The  purpose  of  water  quality  objectives  and  requirements  described 
in  the  Plan  is  to  protect  Designated  Beneficial  Uses  of  surface  waters,  which  include 
consumptive  (municipal,  industrial,  and  irrigation)  and  non-consumptive  (recreation  and  habitat) 
uses.  The  Lahontan  RWQCB  has  established  a nondegradation  objective  for  all  waters  within 
the  Lahontan  Region,  and  this  objective  would  be  applicable  to  the  Proposed  Action.  The  Plan 
has  also  established  numerical  and  narrative  water  quality  objectives  for  specific  water  bodies, 
but  Ivanpah  Valley  is  not  among  these. 

Surface  waters  in  the  Ivanpah  Hydrologic  Unit  are  designated  for  beneficial  uses  in  the  Water 
Quality  Control  Plan  for  the  Lahontan  Region  (Lahontan  2005).  The  designated  uses  for  the 
area  are  summarized  in  Table  3.19-1. 


Table  3.19-1.  Designated  Beneficial  Uses  for  Surface  Waters  in  the  Ivanpah  Hydrologic  Unit 


Beneficial  Use 
Designation 

Description 

Groundwater  Recharge 

Beneficial  uses  of  waters  used  for  natural  or  artificial  recharge  of  ground  water  for 
purposes  of  future  extraction,  maintenance  of  water  quality,  or  halting  of  saltwater 
intrusion  into  freshwater  aquifers. 

Flood  Peak 

Attenuation/Flood  Water 
Storage 

"Beneficial  uses  of  riparian  wetlands  in  flood  plain  areas  and  other  wetlands  that 
receive  natural  surface  drainage  and  buffer  its  passage  to  receiving  waters. 

Wildlife  Habitat 

Beneficial  uses  of  waters  that  support  wildlife  habitats  including,  but  not  limited  to,  the 
preservation  and  enhancement  of  vegetation  and  prey  species  used  by  wildlife,  such 
as  waterfowl. 

Municipal  and  Domestic 
Supply 

Beneficial  uses  of  waters  used  for  community,  military,  or  individual  water  supply 
systems  including,  but  not  limited  to,  drinking  water  supply. 

Agricultural  Supply 

Beneficial  uses  of  waters  used  for  farming,  horticulture,  or  ranching,  including,  but  not 
limited  to,  irrigation,  stock  watering,  and  support  of  vegetation  for  range  grazing. 

Water  Quality 
Enhancement 

Beneficial  uses  of  waters  that  support  natural  enhancement  or  improvement  of  water 
quality  in  or  downstream  of  a water  body  including,  but  not  limited  to,  erosion  control, 
filtration  and  purification  of  naturally  occurring  water  pollutants,  streambank 
stabilization,  maintenance  of  channel  integrity,  and  siltation  control. 

Cold  Freshwater  Habitat 

Beneficial  uses  of  waters  that  support  cold  water  ecosystems  including,  but  not 
limited  to,  reservation  and  enhancement  of  aquatic  habitats,  vegetation,  fish,  and 
wildlife,  including  invertebrates. 
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Table  3.19-1.  Designated  Beneficial  Uses  for  Surface  Waters  in  the  Ivanpah  Hydrologic  Unit 


Beneficial  Use 
Designation 

Description 

Warm  Freshwater  Habitat. 

Beneficial  uses  of  waters  that  support  warm  water  ecosystems  including,  but  not 
limited  to,  preservation  and  enhancement  of  aquatic  habitats,  vegetation,  fish,  and 
wildlife,  including  invertebrates. 

Inland  Saline  Water  Habitat 

Beneficial  uses  of  waters  that  support  inland  saline  water  ecosystems  including,  but 
not  limited  to,  preservation  and  enhancement  of  aquatic  saline  habitats,  vegetation, 
fish,  and  wildlife,  including  invertebrates. 

Water  Contact  Recreation 

Beneficial  uses  of  waters  used  for  recreational  activities  involving  body  contact  with 
water  where  ingestion  of  water  is  reasonably  possible.  These  uses  include,  but  are 
not  limited  to,  swimming,  wading,  waterskiing,  skin  and  scuba  diving,  surfing,  white 
water  activities,  fishing,  and  use  of  natural  hot  springs. 

Noncontact  Water 
Recreation 

Beneficial  uses  of  waters  used  for  recreational  activities  involving  proximity  to  water, 
but  not  normally  involving  body  contact  with  water  where  ingestion  of  water  is 
reasonably  possible.  These  uses  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  picnicking, 
sunbathing,  hiking,  beachcombing,  camping,  boating,  tidepool  and  marine  life  study, 
hunting,  sightseeing,  and  aesthetic  enjoyment  in  conjunction  with  the  above 
activities. 

3.19.1.2  Groundwater 
Groundwater  Setting 

The  project  site  is  located  within  the  Ivanpah  Valley  Groundwater  Basin  (IVGB).  The  IVGB 
covers  an  area  of  199,000  ac.  The  groundwater  in  the  project  area  primarily  occurs  in  the 
Quaternary  alluvium,  including  the  unconsolidated  sediments  of  the  alluvial  fan.  Groundwater 
flow  direction  generally  follows  topography  from  all  sides  of  the  basin  towards  the  Ivanpah  Dry 
Lake.  At  the  project  site,  this  would  indicate  a groundwater  flow  direction  towards  the  northeast. 
Groundwater  flow  directions  may  be  impeded  by  the  Stateline,  Ivanpah,  and  Clark  Mountain 
Faults  (DWR  2004).  The  depth  to  groundwater  in  the  basin  varies  from  less  than  100  to  715 
feet  below  ground  surface  (bgs),  with  depth  increasing  upslope  along  the  alluvial  fan  (Broadbent 
2002).  Near  the  proposed  project  site,  groundwater  depths  in  Primm  wells  WP-5  and  WP-6  are 
in  the  range  of  100  feet  bgs  (Broadbent  2002). 

Groundwater  in  the  IVGB  is  unconfined  with  several  local  semi-confined  areas,  such  as  in  the 
vicinity  of  Jean  Dry  Lake.  Transmissivity  of  the  IVGB  aquifer,  estimated  from  well  tests,  ranges 
from  2,300  to  1 00,000  gallons  per  day  per  foot  (gpd/ft).  Higher  transmissivity  values  occur  in  the 
southern  (California)  portion  of  the  basin.  On  average,  transmissivity  across  the  IVGB  appears 
to  be  on  the  order  of  20,000  gpd/ft  (URS  1990).  The  storage  capacity  on  the  California  side  of 
the  valley  of  the  IVGB  is  estimated  to  be  3.09  million  acre-feet  (DWR  2004). 

There  is  no  underflow  water  supply  to  the  basin  (Glancy  1968),  so  all  groundwater  is  supplied 
by  precipitation  that  falls  within  the  basin.  The  principle  source  of  recharge  is  percolation  of 
runoff  through  alluvium  within  Wheaton  Wash  and  at  the  base  of  the  bordering  mountain 
ranges.  Groundwater  discharge  from  the  basin  occurs  mainly  through  pumping  and  underflow 
towards  the  Las  Vegas  Valley  (Glancy  1968). 

Local  subsidence  in  the  form  of  sinkholes  has  discussed  in  Section  3.14.  Broadbent  (2009) 
considered  the  potential  for  groundwater  extraction  and  lowering  of  the  water  table  associated 
with  the  Primm  Casino  and/or  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  wells  to  have  caused  the  subsidence. 
However,  the  report  concluded  that  the  groundwater  extraction  was  not  the  cause  for  two 
reasons.  First,  the  amount  of  drop  in  the  water  table  in  the  area  is  in  the  range  of  5 feet,  and 
this  is  much  lower  than  the  amount  of  drop  observed  in  other  locations  where  groundwater 
extraction  is  known  to  have  resulted  in  subsidence.  The  second  observation  in  the  Broadbent 
(2009)  report  is  that  the  area  of  subsidence  is  located  more  than  3 miles  from  the  Primm  Casino 
and  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  wells. 
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Groundwater  Use 

Groundwater  in  the  Ivanpah  Hydrologic  Unit  is  designated  for  beneficial  uses  in  the  Water 
Quality  Control  Plan  for  the  Lahontan  Region  (Lahontan  2005).  The  designated  uses  for  the 
area  are  summarized  in  Table  3.19-2. 


Table  3.19-2.  Designated  Beneficial  Uses  for  Groundwater  in  the  Ivanpah  Hydrologic  Unit 


Beneficial  Use 
Designation 

Description 

Municipal  and  Domestic 
Supply 

Beneficial  uses  of  waters  used  for  community,  military,  or  individual  water  supply 
systems  including,  but  not  limited  to,  drinking  water  supply. 

Agricultural  Supply 

Beneficial  uses  of  waters  used  for  farming,  horticulture,  or  ranching,  including,  but  not 
limited  to,  irrigation,  stock  watering,  and  support  of  vegetation  for  range  grazing. 

Industrial  Service  Supply 

Beneficial  uses  of  waters  used  for  industrial  activities  that  do  not  depend  primarily  on 
water  quality  including,  but  not  limited  to,  mining,  cooling  water  supply,  geothermal 
energy  production,  hydraulic  conveyance,  gravel  washing,  fire  protection,  and  oil  well 
repressurization. 

Freshwater  Replenishment 

Beneficial  uses  of  waters  used  for  natural  or  artificial  maintenance  of  surface  water 
quantity  or  quality  (e.g.,  salinity). 

Groundwater  in  the  area  of  the  proposed  project  is  used  for  these  beneficial  uses.  Figure  3.19- 
1 shows  locations  of  groundwater  production  and  monitoring  wells,  along  with  the  most  recent 
Total  Dissolved  Solids  (TDS)  concentrations  measured  in  these  wells.  Table  3.19-3  shows  the 
estimated  groundwater  pumping  rate  for  those  wells. 

Groundwater  was  formerly  pumped  from  the  Colosseum  1 Colosseum  2 wells  for  use  by  the 
Colosseum  Mine,  located  in  the  Clark  Mountains.  This  use  of  these  wells  was  ceased  when  the 
mine  closed  in  the  early  1990s.  Wells  PVGC-7,  PVGC-8,  and  PVGC-9  were  installed  in  1995  to 
supply  water  for  irrigation  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course.  By  1998,  the  golf  course  had 
purchased  the  Colosseum  wells,  and  now  uses  those  wells  for  their  water  source. 

In  1989,  Whiskey  Pete’s  (the  first  of  the  Primm  resort  facilities)  installed  wells  WP-5  and  WP-6 
to  provide  water  for  domestic  use  at  the  resorts.  These  wells  also  supply  water  to  the  NV 
Energy  Walter  Higgins  Power  Generating  Station. 

The  Ivanpah  SEGS  facility  began  construction  in  2010.  The  plan  for  that  facility  included 
installation  of  two  groundwater  production  wells.  Water  use  from  these  wells  is  estimated  to  be 
77  acre  feet  per  year  (ac-ft/yr)  throughout  the  operation  of  Ivanpah  SEGS. 


Table  3.19-3.  Groundwater  Use  in  Southern  Ivanpah  Valley 


User 

Distance  from 
Proposed 
Action  (miles) 

Pump  Rate 
(ac-ft/yr) 

Consumptive  Use 
(ac-ft/yr) 

Primm  Casinos  (WP-5  and 
WP-6) 

0 

8601 

510 

Primm  Valley  Golf  Course 
(Colosseum  1,  Colosseum 
2,  PVGC-7,  PVGC-8,  and 
PVGC-9) 

1-1.5 

1,800^ 

1,220 

Ivanpah  SEGS 

2 

Too3 

100 

Molycorp 

17 

8474 

847 

Desert 

18 

501 

30 

Nipton 

24 

30' 

20 
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Table  3.19-3.  Groundwater  Use  in  Southern  Ivanpah  Valley 

' Source:  Average  use  for  16-vear  period  from  1990-2005.  West  Yost  2011a 
2 Source:  Permitted  value  from  Broadbent  2012 

Source:  BLM  2010.  It  is  assumed  the  phase  of  construction  requiring  the  greatest  water  use  for 
Ivanpah  SEGS  would  be  completed  by  the  time  Stateline  begins  construction.  Therefore,  this  rate  is  the 
estimated  annual  operation  rate. 

Source:  San  Bernardino  County  2010.  The  wells  are  currently  inactive,  but  have  historically  pumped  up 
to  1,200  ac-ft/yr.  The  2010  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  assumes  a potential  maximum  freshwater 
use  rate  of  525  gpm,  which  equates  to  847  ac-ft/yr  if  pumped  all  year.  Some  portion  of  this  would  likely 
be  accessed  from  Molycorp’s  Shadow  Valley  wells,  so  847  ac-ft/yr  is  an  overestimate. 


Groundwater  Quality 

Groundwater  quality  within  the  IVGB  is  highly  variable.  In  most  of  the  basin,  the  groundwater  is 
dominated  by  sodium  and  calcium  as  the  cations  and  bicarbonate  as  the  major  anion.  Water 
quality  in  the  washes  and  alluvial  fan  areas  is  good,  and  supports  groundwater  production  wells 
for  the  Primm  resorts,  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  Molycorp  mine  operations,  and  scattered 
residents.  Overall,  the  groundwater  in  the  basin  is  rated  as  marginal  to  inferior  for  domestic  and 
irrigation  use  due  to  elevated  fluoride  and  sodium  concentrations  (DWR  2004). 

Water  quality  in  the  basin  decreases  with  proximity  to  the  Dry  Lake  due  to  evaporation  and 
concentration  of  salts,  and  the  water  quality  becomes  dominated  by  sodium  chloride  (DWR 
2004;  West  Yost  2011a).  TDS  concentrations  range  from  300  to  500  milligrams  per  liter  (mg/L) 
in  most  of  the  basin,  but  evaporation  at  the  Dry  Lake  bed  has  resulted  in  TDS  concentrations  in 
the  center  of  the  Dry  Lake  as  high  as  50,000  mg/L.  This  feature  can  be  seen  in  Table  3.19-4, 
which  shows  TDS  concentrations  in  wells  near  the  proposed  project  site.  Well  locations,  along 
with  the  most  recent  TDS  concentrations,  are  shown  in  Figure  3.19-1. 


Table  3.19-4.  Total  Dissolved  Solids  Concentrations  in  Groundwater 


Well 

Former  TDS  Concentration 
(Date)1 

TDS  Concentration  July  2008 

WP-5 

150-180  mq/L  (1994) 

560  mq/L 

WP-6 

100  mq/L  (1994) 

760  mg/L 

Colosseum  1 

395  mq/L  (1998) 

450  mq/L 

Colosseum  2 

382  mq/L  (1998) 

350  mq/L 

PVGC-7 

1,355  mq/L  (1995) 

1,300  mq/L 

PVGC-8 

1,004  mq/L  (1996) 

940  mq/L 

PVGC-9 

^ r, . „ — 

365  mg/L  (1997) 

720  mq/L 

Source:  Broadbent  2002 


The  wells  further  from  the  Dry  Lake  (WP-5  and  WP-6)  originally  had  the  lowest  TDS 
concentrations,  in  the  range  of  100-180  mg/L.  The  Colosseum  wells,  closer  to  the  Dry  Lake, 
had  concentrations  in  the  range  of  350-400  mg/L.  Those  closest  to  the  Dry  Lake  (PVGC-7  and 
PVGC-8)  had  original  TDS  concentrations  over  1,000  mg/L. 


3.19.2  Applicable  Regulations,  Plan,  and  Standards 
3.19.2.1  Federal 

Clean  Water  Act.  The  CWA  (33  U.S.C.  Section  1251  et  seq.)  was  enacted  with  the  intent  of 
restoring  and  maintaining  the  chemical,  physical,  and  biological  integrity  of  the  waters  of  the 
United  States.  The  CWA  establishes  the  basic  structure  for  regulating  discharges  of  pollutants 
into  the  waters  of  the  U.S.  and  has  given  the  EPA  the  authority  to  implement  pollution  control 
programs.  The  CWA  requires  states  to  set  standards  to  protect,  maintain,  and  restore  water 
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quality  through  the  regulation  of  point  source  and  certain  non-point  source  discharges  to  surface 
water.  Those  discharges  are  regulated  by  the  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System 
(NPDES)  permit  process  (CWA  Section  402).  In  California,  NPDES  permitting  authority  is 
delegated  to,  and  administered  by,  the  nine  RWQCBs.  The  Proposed  Action  is  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Lahontan  RWQCB. 


Section  402  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  authorizes  the  California  SWRCB  to  issue  NPDES  General 
Construction  Storm  Water  Permit  (Water  Quality  Order  99-08-DWQ),  referred  to  as  the  “General 
Construction  Permit.”  Construction  activities  can  comply  with  and  be  covered  under  the  General 
Construction  Permit  provided  that  they  meet  the  following  requirements. 

• Develop  and  implement  a Storm  Water  Pollution  Prevention  Plan  (SWPPP)  which 
specifies  Best  Management  Practices  (BMPs)  that  will  prevent  all  construction  pollutants 
from  contacting  storm-water  and  with  the  intent  of  keeping  all  products  of  erosion  from 
moving  offsite  into  receiving  waters. 

• Eliminate  or  reduce  non-stormwater  discharges  to  storm  sewer  systems  and  other 
waters  of  the  nation. 

• Perform  inspections  of  all  BMPs. 

Projects  that  disturb  one  or  more  acres,  including  the  Proposed  Action,  are  required  to  obtain 
NPDES  coverage  under  the  Construction  General  Permits.  The  EPA’s  NPDES  Phase  II  Final 
Rule  and  the  SWRCB  NPDES  General  Permit  No.  CAS000004,  “Waste  Discharge 
Requirements  for  Stormwater  Discharges  from  Small  Municipal  Separate  Storm  Sewer  Systems 
(MS4s)  General  Permit  (referred  to  as  the  “MS4  General  Permit”)  require  that  the  County,  as  the 
MS4  operator,  implement  a Stormwater  Management  Program  (SWMP)  that  reduces  the 
discharge  of  pollutants  to  the  “maximum  extent  practicable”,  that  protects  water  quality,  and  that 
satisfies  the  requirements  of  the  CWA  according  to  California’s  MS4  General  Permit  (SWRCB 
2004).  As  such,  the  administration  of  NPDES  regulations  for  the  Proposed  Action  is  the  duty  of 
San  Bernardino  County. 


Section  401  of  the  CWA  requires  that  any  activity,  including  river  or  stream  crossing  during 
road,  pipeline,  or  transmission  line  construction,  which  may  result  in  discharges  into  a State 
waterbody,  must  be  certified  by  the  RWQCB.  This  certification  ensures  that  the  proposed 
activity  does  not  violate  State  and/or  federal  water  quality  standards.  The  limits  of  non-tidal 
waters  extend  to  the  Ordinary  High  Water  Mark,  defined  as  the  line  on  the  shore  established  by 
the  fluctuation  of  water  and  indicated  by  physical  characteristics,  such  as  natural  line  impressed 
on  the  bank,  changes  in  the  character  of  the  soil,  and  presence  of  debris. 


Section  404  of  the  CWA  requires  a permit  for  construction  activities  involving  placement  of  any 
kind  of  fill  material  into  waters  of  the  U.S.  or  wetlands.  The  Applicant’s  Jurisdictional  Delineation 
Report  ( LSA  2011b)  was  submitted  to  the  USACE  for  their  determination.  In  a letter  dated 
December  2,  2012,  the  USACE  concurred  that  the  project  is  not  subject  to  USACE  jurisdiction 
under  Section  404 , and  that  a Section  404  permit  is  not  required  (Swenson  2012).  Both  the 
Applicant’s  Jurisdictional  Delineation  Report  and  the  USACE  response  letter  are  provided  in 
Appendix  H. 


Section  303(d)  of  the  CWA  (CWA,  33  U.S.C.  1250,  et  seq.,  at  1313(d))  requires  states  to 
identify  “impaired”  waterbodies  as  those  which  do  not  meet  water  quality  standards.  States  are 
required  to  compile  this  information  in  a list  and  submit  the  list  to  the  EPA  for  review  and 
approval.  This  list  is  known  as  the  Section  303(d)  list  of  impaired  waters.  As  part  of  this  listing 
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process,  states  are  required  to  prioritize  waters  and  watersheds  for  future  development  of  Total 
Maximum  Daily  Load  (TMDL)  requirements.  The  SWRCB  and  RWQCBs  have  ongoing  efforts  to 
monitor  and  assess  water  quality,  to  prepare  the  Section  303(d)  list,  and  to  develop  TMDL 
requirements. 


National  Flood  Insurance  Program  (NFIP).  The  NFIP,  implemented  by  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  in  1968,  enables  participating  communities  to  purchase  flood  insurance.  Flood 
insurance  rates  are  set  according  to  flood-prone  status  of  property  as  indicated  by  Flood 
Insurance  Rate  Maps  (FIRM)  developed  by  the  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency. 
FIRMs  identify  the  estimated  limits  of  the  100-year  floodplain  for  mapped  watercourses,  among 
other  flood  hazards.  As  a condition  of  participation  in  the  NFIP,  communities  must  adopt 
regulations  for  floodplain  development  intended  to  reduce  flood  damage  for  new  development 
through  such  measures  as  flood  proofing,  elevation  on  fill,  or  floodplain  avoidance. 


U.S.  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  (SDWA),  Section  1424(e).  Section  1424(e)  of  the  SDWA 
established  the  EPA  Sole  Source  Aquifer  (SSA)  Program.  A SSA  is  an  aquifer  which  supplies 
more  than  50  percent  of  a community’s  drinking  water.  The  boundaries  of  designated  SSAs 
include  the  entire  surface  recharge  area  for  the  aquifer,  and  can  extend  beyond  the  underlying 
aquifer.  Since  1977,  the  SSA  Program  has  led  to  the  designation  of  64  SSAs  across  the  United 
States.  Under  the  SSA  Program,  the  EPA  conducts  environmental  review  of  any  project  which  is 
located  within  the  surface  recharge  area  of  a designated  SSA  and  which  is  financially  assisted 
by  federal  grants  or  federal  loan  guarantees.  These  projects  are  evaluated  to  determine  if  they 
have  the  potential  to  contaminate  a designated  SSA;  if  the  EPA  determines  that  such  potential 
exists,  the  project  should  be  modified  to  reduce  or  eliminate  the  risk.  This  does  not  mean  that 
the  SSA  Program  can  delay  or  stop  development  of  projects  or  impact  any  direct  federal 
environmental  regulatory  or  remedial  programs  such  as  permit  decisions.  The  Project  site  is  not 
located  in  the  area  of  a Sole  Source  Aquifer. 


Executive  Order  11988,  Floodplain  Management.  This  order  directs  all  federal  agencies  to 
avoid  the  long-term  and  short-term  adverse  impacts  associated  with  the  occupancy  and 
modification  of  floodplains,  and  to  avoid  direct  or  indirect  support  of  floodplain  development 
wherever  there  is  a practicable  alternative. 


3.19.2.2  State 

Senate  Bill  (SB)  610,  Water  Supply  Assessment.  SB  610  was  passed  on  January  1,  2002, 
amending  California  law  to  require  detailed  analysis  of  water  supply  availability  for  certain  types 
of  large  development  projects.  The  primary  purpose  of  SB  610  is  to  improve  the  linkage 
between  water  and  land  use  planning  by  ensuring  greater  communication  between  water 
providers  and  local  planning  agencies,  and  ensuring  that  land  use  decisions  for  certain  large 
development  projects  are  fully  informed  as  to  whether  sufficient  water  supplies  are  available  to 
meet  project  demands.  SB  610  requires  the  preparation  of  a Water  Supply  Assessment  for  a 
project  that  is  subject  to  CEQA  and  meets  certain  requirements,  as  described  below  with 
regards  to  the  proposed  Stateline  facility. 


1.  Is  the  proposed  project  subject  to  CEQA? 

Yes.  As  presented  in  this  EIR,  the  Proposed  Action  requires  issuance  of  permits  by  a public 
agency  and  is,  therefore,  subject  to  CEQA. 
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2.  Is  the  proposed  project  a “Project”  under  SB  610?  A proposed  project  would  meet  the 
definition  of  “Project”  per  Water  Code  Section  10912  if  it  is: 

• A proposed  residential  development  of  more  than  500  dwelling  units; 

• A proposed  shopping  center  or  business  establishment  employing  more  than  1,000 
persons  or  having  more  than  500,000  square  feet  of  floor  space; 

• A proposed  commercial  office  building  employing  more  than  1,000  persons  or  having 
more  than  250,000  square  feet  of  floor  space; 

• A proposed  hotel  or  motel,  or  both,  having  more  than  500  rooms; 

• A proposed  industrial,  manufacturing,  or  processing  plant,  or  industrial  park  planned 
to  house  more  than  1,000  persons,  occupying  more  than  40  acres  of  land,  or  having 
more  than  650,000  square  feet  of  floor  area; 

• A mixed-use  project  that  includes  one  or  more  of  the  projects  specified  in  this 
subdivision;  or 

• A project  that  would  demand  an  amount  of  water  equivalent  to,  or  greater  than,  the 
amount  of  water  required  by  a 500  dwelling  unit  project. 


Based  on  the  definition  of  “project”  as  presented  above,  the  proposed  Stateline  facility  meets 
the  intent  of  the  definition,  because  it  an  industrial  facility  occupying  more  than  40  acres  of  land. 


3.  Is  there  a public  water  system  that  will  service  the  proposed  project? 

No.  Water  service  during  construction  and  operation  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  be  obtained 
from  two  newly  installed  private  wells. 


4.  Is  there  a current  Urban  Water  Management  Plan  that  accounts  for  the  project  demand? 

No,  there  is  no  Urban  Water  Management  Plan  for  the  unincorporated  portion  of  San 
Bernardino  County  where  the  Proposed  Action  is  located. 


5.  Is  groundwater  a component  of  the  supplies  for  the  project? 

Yes,  water  supply  requirements  for  the  Proposed  Action  or  an  alternative  would  be  met  using 
water  pumped  from  two  new  groundwater  wells  located  at  the  facility.  Over  the  2-4  year 
construction  period,  approximately  1,900  acre-feet  of  water  would  be  required  for  soil 
compaction  and  dust  suppression.  In  addition,  the  O&M  building  would  require  approximately 
20  ac-ft  per  year  for  sanitary  purposes.  The  expected  operational  lifetime  of  the  Proposed 
Action  is  30  years.  Therefore,  total  demand  for  the  O&M  building  would  be  600  acre-feet  over 
the  operational  lifetime  of  the  Proposed  Action. 

As  described  above,  the  proposed  Stateline  facility  is  considered  a “project”  as  defined  under 
SB-610,  and  a full  Water  Supply  Assessment  was  developed  by  the  Applicant  (LSA  2011b). 
Potential  impacts  to  water  supply  are  addressed  under  in  Section  4.19  of  this  PA  and  EIS/EIR. 


Porter-Cologne  Water  Quality  Control  Act.  The  SWRCB  regulates  water  quality  through  the 
Porter-Cologne  Water  Quality  Act  of  1969,  which  contains  a complete  framework  for  the 
regulation  of  waste  discharges  to  both  surface  waters  and  groundwater  of  the  State.  On  the 
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regional  level,  the  Proposed  Action  falls  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Lahontan  RWQCB,  which  is 
responsible  for  the  implementation  of  State  and  federal  water  quality  protection  statutes, 
regulations  and  guidelines.  The  Lahontan  RWQCB  has  developed  the  Water  Quality  Control 
Plan  for  the  Lahontan  Region  (Lahontan  2005)  to  describe  how  the  quality  of  the  surface  and 
groundwaters  should  be  managed  to  provide  the  highest  water  quality  reasonably  possible.  The 
Plan  lists  the  various  beneficial  uses  of  surface  water  and  groundwater  water  within  the  region, 
describes  the  water  quality  which  must  be  maintained  to  allow  those  uses,  describes  the 
programs,  projects,  and  other  actions  which  are  necessary  to  achieve  the  standards  established 
in  this  plan,  and  summarizes  plans  and  policies  to  protect  water  quality.  Developments  which 
impact  jurisdictional  waters  through  alteration  of  streambeds,  land  disturbance  of  one  or  more 
acre,  or  discharge  of  low  threat  wastes  to  land  or  surface  water  would  be  subject  to  Water 
Board  Waste  Discharge  Requirements  (WDRs),  including  implementation  of  a Storm  Water 
Pollution  Prevention  Plan. 


California  Fish  and  Game  Code.  Section  1602  of  the  California  Fish  and  Game  Code  protects 
the  natural  flow,  bed,  channel,  and  bank  of  any  river,  stream,  or  lake  designated  by  the  CDFW 
in  which  there  is,  at  any  time,  any  existing  fish  or  wildlife  resources,  or  benefit  for  the  resources. 
Section  1602  applies  to  all  perennial,  intermittent,  and  ephemeral  rivers,  streams,  and  lakes  in 
the  State,  and  requires  any  person,  State,  or  local  governmental  agency,  or  public  utility  to  notify 
the  CDFW  before  beginning  any  activity  that  will: 

• Substantially  divert  or  obstruct  the  natural  flow  of  any  river,  stream  or  lake; 

• Substantially  change  or  use  any  material  from  the  bed,  channel,  or  bank  of,  any  river, 
stream,  or  lake;  or 

• Deposit  or  dispose  of  debris,  waste,  or  other  material  containing  crumbled,  flaked,  or 
ground  pavement  where  it  may  pass  into  any  river,  stream,  or  lake. 

During  final  engineering  and  design  of  the  Proposed  Action,  if  it  is  determined  that  any  project- 
related  actions  would  have  the  potential  to  necessitate  a Streambed  Alteration  Agreement,  then 
such  an  agreement  would  be  prepared  and  implemented  prior  to  construction  of  the  Proposed 
Action,  thus  maintaining  compliance  with  Section  1602  of  the  California  Fish  and  Game  Code.  A 
Streambed  Alteration  Agreement  is  required  if  the  CDFW  determines  the  activity  could 
substantially  adversely  affect  an  existing  fish  and  wildlife  resource.  The  agreement  includes 
measures  to  protect  fish  and  wildlife  resources  while  conducting  the  project.  It  is  likely  that 
CDFW  will  require  a Streambed  Alteration  Agreement  for  the  Project.  Therefore,  the  Applicant 
would  be  required  to  submit  a Notification  of  Lake  or  Streambed  Alteration  to  CDFW  in 
connection  with  the  Project.  The  CDFW  must  comply  with  CEQA  before  it  may  issue  a final 
Lake  or  Streambed  Alteration  Agreement;  therefore,  the  CDFW  must  wait  for  the  lead  agency  to 
fully  comply  with  CEQA  before  it  may  sign  the  draft  Lake  or  Streambed  Alteration  Agreement, 
thereby  making  it  final. 


California  Water  Code  §13260.  California  Water  Code  §13260  requires  that  any  person 
discharging  waste,  or  proposing  to  discharge  waste,  within  any  region  that  could  affect  the 
quality  of  the  waters  of  the  State,  other  than  into  a community  sewer  system,  must  submit  a 
report  of  waste  discharge  to  the  applicable  RWQCB.  Any  actions  related  to  the  Proposed  Action 
that  would  be  applicable  to  California  Water  Code  §13260  would  be  reported  to  the  Lahontan 
RWQCB. 


California  Water  Code  §13751.  California  Water  Code  §13751  requires  a Report  of  Well 
Completion  to  be  filed  with  the  Department  of  Water  Resources  within  60  days  of  well 
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completion.  New  wells  must  comply  with  California  Department  of  Water  Resources  Well 
Standards  as  described  in  Water  Resources  Bulletins  74-81  and  74-90. 

3.19.2.3  Local 

Floodplain  Management 

The  San  Bernardino  County  Flood  Control  District  was  formed  as  an  urgency  and  progressive 
measure  for  the  preservation  and  promotion  of  public  peace,  health,  and  safety  as  a direct 
aftermath  of  disastrous  1938  floods.  The  District  exercises  control  over  all  main  streams  in  the 
County,  acquires  a ROW  for  all  main  channels,  constructs  channels,  and  has  carried  out  an 
active  program  of  permanent  channel  improvements  in  coordination  with  the  USACE.  The 
District  administers  encroachment  permits  needed  for  flood  channel  crossings  or  any  work 
within  the  district’s  ROW,  should  they  be  required. 


Stormwater  Management 

Currently,  the  County  of  San  Bernardino  follows  state  standards  for  water  quality,  and  does  not 
have  their  own  specific  standards.  During  construction,  projects  will  be  required  to  obtain 
coverage  under  the  state’s  General  Permit  for  Construction  Activities  that  is  administered  by  the 
California  Regional  Water  Quality  Board,  RWQCB.  Stormwater  management  measures  will  be 
required  to  be  identified  and  implemented  that  will  effectively  control  erosion  and  sedimentation 
and  other  construction-based  pollutants  during  construction.  Other  management  measures, 
such  as  construction  of  detention  basins,  will  be  required  to  be  identified  and  implemented  that 
will  effectively  treat  pollutants  that  would  be  expected  for  the  post-construction  land  use. 
Because  projects  will  be  subject  to  regulatory  requirements,  impacts  to  water  quality  standards 
or  waste  discharge  requirements  related  to  implementation  of  the  General  Plan  are  considered 
less  than  significant.  All  individual  construction  projects  over  one-acre  in  size  that  are 
implemented  under  the  2007  County  of  San  Bernardino  General  Plan  are  required  to  have 
coverage  under  the  state’s  General  Permit  for  Construction  Activities.  As  stated  in  the  Permit, 
during  and  after  construction,  BMPs  will  be  implemented  to  reduce/eliminate  adverse  water 
quality  impacts  resulting  from  development.  Compliance  with  applicable  state  and  local  water 
quality  regulations  will  ensure  that  impacts  to  water  quality  are  less  than  significant. 
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3.20  Wild  Horse  and  Burro 

This  section  describes  baseline  conditions  to  support  BLM’s  analysis  of  the  impact  of  the 
Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  on  wild  horses  and  burros  (see  Section  4.20).  Wild  horses  and 
burros  are  protected  by  the  Wild  and  Free-Roaming  Horse  and  Burro  Act  of  1971  (P.L.  92-195), 
as  amended  by  the  FLPMA  and  the  Public  Rangelands  Improvement  Act  of  1978  (P.L.  95-514), 
which  declares  these  animals  an  integral  part  of  the  public  land  resources.  Through  the  Act, 
Congress  declared:  “It  is  the  policy  of  Congress  that  wild  free-roaming  horses  and  burros  shall 
be  protected  from  capture,  branding,  harassment,  or  death;  and  to  accomplish  this  they  are  to 
be  considered  in  the  area  where  presently  found,  as  an  integral  part  of  the  natural  system  of  the 
public  lands”  and  are  to  be  managed  “in  a thriving  natural  ecological  balance.”  Proper 
management  is  required  to  achieve  and  maintain  population  levels  to  ensure  healthy  herds  and 
animals  and  to  maintain  a thriving  natural  ecological  balance  through  reduction  or  elimination  of 
conflicts  now  creating  severe  adverse  impacts  on  other  highly  valued  natural  resources, 
especially  wildlife. 


3.20.1  Environmental  Setting 

Wild  burros  inhabiting  the  United  States  are  descendants  of  the  Nubian  and  Somali  wild  ass 
( Equus  asinus)  of  northeastern  Africa.  The  burro  was  domesticated  over  5,000  years  ago  in 
Africa  and  used  as  a beast  of  burden.  Spanish  explorers  introduced  the  burro  as  a 
domesticated  animal  to  North  America  in  the  16th  century.  Wild  burro  populations  became 
established  in  the  arid  southwest  as  a result  of  domestic  escapees  and  from  burros  being 
intentionally  turned  loose  when  they  were  no  longer  needed. 

The  CDCA  Plan  established  17  Herd  Management  Areas  (HMAs),  including  the  Clark  Mountain 
HMA,  which  includes  the  location  of  the  Proposed  Action.  The  Clark  Mountain  HMA,  which 
encompasses  233,407  acres  in  the  northern  and  eastern  portions  of  the  Clark  Mountain  Range, 
is  managed  by  the  BLM,  and  is  covered  under  BLM’s  East  Mojave  Herd  Management  Area 
Plan.  No  wild  horses  have  been  documented  in  the  Clark  Mountain  HMA,  but  burros  have  been 
observed  near  the  proposed  project  location  as  recently  as  201 1 . 

Historically,  BLM  management  of  this  herd  has  included  the  removal  of  burros  to  maintain 
population  levels  at  the  established  an  Appropriate  Management  Level  (AML)  of  44  burros. 
There  was  a burro  gather  conducted  in  April  2001 , where  79  burros  were  removed  from  the  east 
side  of  Clark  Mountain.  The  gathered  burros  were  placed  in  the  BLM’s  National  Wild  Horse  and 
Burro  Adoption  Program. 

A component  of  the  NEMO  Plan  Amendment  (BLM  2002)  is  the  reduction  of  the  AML  for  burros 
in  this  area  of  the  HMA  from  44  to  0.  The  purpose  of  this  amendment  was  to  reduce  grazing  and 
therefore  assist  the  recovery  of  desert  tortoise.  In  implementation  of  the  NEMO  Plan 
Amendment,  nearly  100  burros  were  removed  by  BLM  in  January  2007.  Burros  are  still  known 
to  exist  in  this  area,  with  burros  observed  a few  miles  to  the  west  in  Wheaton  Wash  in  2011. 
Although  BLM  plans  to  remove  the  remaining  burros  in  the  future  pursuant  to  a separate  gather 
decision,  the  remaining  burros  are  still  protected  by  the  provisions  of  the  Wild  and  Free- 
Roaming  Horses  and  Burros  Act. 


3.20.2  Applicable  Regulations,  Plan,  and  Standards 

The  BLM  administers  wild  horses  and  burros  as  guided  by  the  Wild  and  Free-Roaming  Horse 
and  Burro  Act  of  1971.  This  includes  the  management  of  Herd  Areas  (HA)  and  HMAs.  HAs  are 
those  geographic  areas  where  wild  horses  and/or  burros  were  found  at  the  passage  of  the  Wild 
Free-Roaming  Horse  and  Burro  Act  in  1971.  HMAs  are  those  areas  within  HAs  where  the 
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decision  has  been  made,  through  Land  Use  Plans,  to  manage  for  populations  of  wild  horses 
and/or  burros. 

BLM  regulations  pertaining  to  wild  horses  and  burros  are  specified  in  43  CFR  Part  4700,  and 
the  4700  BLM  Manual  Series  prescribes  the  authorities,  objectives,  and  policies  that  guide  the 
protection,  management,  control,  and  disposition  of  wild  horses  and  burros. 

The  CDCA  Plan  included  a Wild  Horse  and  Burro  Element  which  contains  the  following  goals: 

• provide  year-long  food  requirements  of  wild  horses  and  burros; 

• provide  adequate  cover  for  wild  horses  and  burros; 

• provide  adequate  living  space  for  wild  horses  and  burros;  and 

• protect  wild  horses  and  burros  on  public  lands. 

The  Public  Rangelands  Improvement  Act  modified  the  Wild  and  Free-Roaming  Horse  and 
Burros  Act  by  defining  “excess  animals”,  and  by  modifying  inventory  procedures  and  adoption 
standards. 

The  CDCA  Plan  established  17  HMAs  where  populations  of  wild  horses  and  burros  would  be 
managed  and  protected.  Components  of  some  of  the  HMAs,  including  boundaries  and  AMLs, 
were  revised  through  the  NEMO  Plan  amendments  to  the  CDCA  Plan.  This  included  a 
reduction  in  the  AML  for  the  Clark  Mountain  HMA  from  44  to  0. 
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3.21  Wildland  Fire 

This  section  describes  baseline  conditions  to  support  BLM’s  analysis  of  the  impact  of  the 
Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  on  wildland  fire  (see  Section  4.21). 


3.21.1  Environmental  Setting 

The  behavior  and  characteristics  of  wildfires  are  dependent  on  a number  of  biophysical  and 
anthropogenic  (human-caused)  factors.  The  biophysical  variables  are  fuels  (including 
composition,  cover,  and  moisture  content),  weather  conditions  (particularly  wind  velocity  and 
humidity),  topography  (slope  and  aspect),  and  ignition  sources  (e.g.,  lightning).  The 
anthropogenic  variables  are  ignitions  (e.g.,  arson,  smoking,  and  power  lines)  and  management 
(wildfire  prevention  and  suppression  efforts). 

Vegetation  with  low  moisture  content  is  more  susceptible  to  ignition  and  burns  more  readily  than 
vegetation  with  higher  moisture  content.  Grasses  tend  to  ignite  more  easily  and  burn  faster,  but 
tend  to  burn  for  a shorter  duration  than  woody  vegetation  such  as  shrubs  and  trees.  Continuity 
of  fuels  helps  sustain  wildland  fires.  Dense  vegetation  tends  to  carry  a fire  farther  than  patchy 
vegetation.  The  presence  of  invasive  annual  grasses,  however,  can  provide  fuel  connectivity  in 
patchy  desert  shrublands  that  would  otherwise  provide  inconsistent  fuel  for  a wildland  fire.  High 
winds  provide  oxygen  to  wildfires  and  can  also  blow  glowing  embers  off  burning  vegetation  to 
areas  far  ahead  of  the  front  of  a fire,  allowing  fires  to  jump  fuel  breaks  in  some  cases. 
Conditions  of  low  relative  humidity  will  dry  out  fuels,  increasing  the  likelihood  of  ignition.  Finally, 
steep  slopes  and  slopes  with  exposure  to  wind  will  carry  fires  rapidly  uphill,  and  fires  that  are 
extinguished  in  mountainous  areas  are  often  contained  along  ridgelines. 

Vegetation  at  the  proposed  Stateline  project  site  consists  of  barren  areas  and  sparsely 
vegetated  creosote  brush  scrub.  Topography  at  the  project  site  is  nearly  level,  sloping  gently 
towards  the  Dry  Lake  Bed  to  the  east. 

Fire  Hazard  Severity  Zones  (FHSZs)  are  areas  of  significant  fire  hazards  based  on  fuels,  terrain, 
weather,  and  other  relevant  factors  that  have  been  mapped  by  the  California  Department  of 
Forestry  and  Fire  Protection  (CAL  FIRE)  under  the  direction  of  PRC  4201-4204  and 
Government  Code  51175-89.  FHSZs  are  ranked  from  moderate  to  very  high  and  are 
categorized  for  fire  protection  as  within  a Federal  responsibility  area  (FRA)  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  a federal  agency,  within  a State  responsibility  area  (SRA)  under  the  jurisdiction  of  CAL  FIRE, 
or  within  a local  responsibility  area  (LRA)  under  the  jurisdiction  of  a local  agency.  The  Stateline 
Solar  facility  site  is  located  in  a FRA  under  the  jurisdiction  of  BLM,  and  the  site  is  within  a 
moderate  FHSZ  (CAL  FIRE  2012).  There  are  no  areas  with  a high  FHSZ  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
project  site. 

According  to  the  Nevada  Community  Wildfire  Risk/Hazard  Assessment  Project,  the  area  near 
Primm,  Nevada,  is  classified  as  a low  hazard  community  with  respect  to  fire,  including  low 
interface  fuel  hazard  condition,  low  ignition  risk,  and  low  community  hazard  rating  (Resource 
Concepts,  Inc.  2005).  Although  this  assessment  was  developed  using  a methodology  from 
outside  of  San  Bernardino  County  and  outside  of  the  state  of  California,  the  assessment 
provides  information  suggesting  that  the  fire  risk  at  the  proposed  facility  site,  located 
approximately  2 miles  from  Primm,  is  low. 

The  project  area  is  within  the  area  covered  by  the  BLM  CDD  and  Needles  Field  Office  Fire 
Management  Plan  (BLM  2004).  The  CDD  Fire  Management  Plan  addresses  management  and 
suppression  of  wildfires,  and  does  not  address  incidents  on  specific  facilities  such  as  power 
plants.  The  Plan  identifies  Fire  Management  Units  (FMUs)  within  the  CDD,  and  discusses 
characteristics,  objectives,  and  strategies  for  each  area.  The  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm 
facility  would  be  located  in  the  Mesquite  FMU,  Number  CA-690-05.  The  Plan  classifies  the  area 
that  includes  the  proposed  facility  as  Fire  Regime  V,  Condition  Class  I,  as  having  little  or  no  fire 
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history.  In  this  area,  seasonal  winter  and  spring  rains  may  allow  grasses,  including  invasive 
species  (such  as  Red  Brome)  to  become  established,  and  these  can  create  a fire  threat  through 
the  summer  months.  Should  a fire  occur  in  the  area  that  is  not  specific  to  the  facility,  it  would  be 
addressed  by  BLM,  not  by  the  applicant,  and  it  would  be  addressed  in  conformance  with  the 
Fire  Management  Plan. 

Fire  support  services  to  the  site  itself  would  be  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Bernardino 
County  Fire  Department  (SBCFD).  Station  53  is  40  miles  from  the  project  site,  located  at  65 
Kingston  Circle,  Baker,  California,  and  would  be  the  first  responder  to  the  facility,  with  a 
response  time  of  approximately  45  minutes.  The  SBCFD  also  has  a Mutual  Aid  Agreement  with 
Clark  County  (Nevada)  Fire  Department  for  responses  requiring  more  assistance,  but  this 
assistance  is  voluntary. 

The  Applicant  would  implement  a Fire  Prevention  Plan  for  construction  and  operations.  The 
plan  would  comply  with  San  Bernardino  County  regulations,  and  would  include  the  following 
elements: 

• Design  of  a road  network  and  Traffic  Control  Plan  that  would  ensure  adequate  emergency 
vehicle  access  to  the  site; 

• Energizing  electrical  equipment  only  after  final  inspection  and  approval; 

• Monitoring  of  fire  risks  during  construction  and  operations  to  identify  and  address  risks;  and 

• Use  of  non-toxic,  mineral  oil-based  coolant  that  is  non-flammable  and  biodegradable. 

During  construction,  water  holding  basins  constructed  for  storing  water  for  dust  suppression 
would  also  act  as  fire  water  storage.  During  operations,  a 5,000  gallon  aboveground  water 
storage  tank  would  serve  to  store  water  for  fire  suppression. 


3.21.1.1  Fire  History 

Between  1900  and  2011  only  two  ignitions  occurred  in  or  near  the  project  area:  the  Yates  fire 
(1992)  and  the  Stuck  fire  (2006).  Both  fires  were  human-caused  (BLM  GIS  ignitions  database 
accessed  2012  07  20). 


3.21.2  Applicable  Regulations,  Plan,  and  Standards 
3.21.2.1  Federal 

Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 

The  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission  (FERC)  requires  utilities  to  adopt  and  maintain 
minimum  clearance  standards  between  vegetation  and  transmission  voltage  power  lines.  These 
clearances  vary  depending  on  voltage.  In  most  cases,  however,  the  minimum  clearances 
required  in  state  regulations  are  greater  than  the  federal  requirement.  In  California  for  example, 
the  state  has  adopted  General  Order  95  rather  than  the  North  American  Electric  Reliability 
Corporation  (NERC)  Standards  as  the  electric  safety  standard  for  the  State.  Since  the  state 
regulations  meet  or  exceed  the  FERC  standards,  the  FERC  requirements  are  not  discussed 
further  in  this  section,  as  compliance  with  the  state  requirements  will  ensure  that  the  federal 
requirements  are  met. 


Federal  Wildland  Fire  Management  Policy 

The  Federal  Wildland  Fire  Management  Policy  was  developed  in  1995  and  updated  in  2001  by 
the  National  Wildfire  Coordinating  Group,  a federal  multi-agency  group  that  establishes 


November  201 3 


3.21-2 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
3.21  Wildland  Fire 


consistent  and  coordinated  fire  management  policy  across  multiple  federal  jurisdictions.  An 
important  component  of  the  Federal  Wildland  Fire  Management  Policy  is  the  acknowledgement 
of  the  essential  role  of  fire  in  maintaining  natural  ecosystems.  The  Federal  Wildland  Fire 
Management  Policy  and  its  implementation  are  based  on  the  following  guiding  principles: 

• Firefighter  and  public  safety  is  the  first  priority  in  every  fire  management  activity. 

• The  role  of  wildland  fire  as  an  essential  ecological  process  and  natural  change  agent  will 
be  incorporated  into  the  planning  process. 

• Fire  management  plans,  programs,  and  activities  support  land  and  resource 
management  plans  and  their  implementation. 

• Sound  risk  management  is  a foundation  for  all  fire  management  activities. 

• Fire  management  programs  and  activities  are  economically  viable,  based  upon  values  to 
be  protected,  costs,  and  land  and  resource  management  objectives. 

• Fire  management  plans  and  activities  are  based  upon  the  best  available  science. 

• Fire  management  plans  and  activities  incorporate  public  health  and  environmental 
quality  considerations. 

• Federal,  State,  tribal,  local,  interagency,  and  international  coordination  and  cooperation 
are  essential. 

• Standardization  of  policies  and  procedures  among  federal  agencies  is  an  ongoing 
objective. 


International  Fire  Code 

Created  by  the  International  Code  Council,  the  International  Fire  Code  addresses  a wide  array 
of  conditions  hazardous  to  life  and  property  including  fire,  explosions,  and  hazardous  materials 
handling  or  usage.  The  International  Fire  Code  places  an  emphasis  on  prescriptive  and 
performance-based  approaches  to  fire  prevention  and  fire  protection  systems.  Updated  every 
three  years,  the  International  Fire  Code  uses  a hazards  classification  system  to  determine  the 
appropriate  measures  to  be  incorporated  in  order  to  protect  life  and  property  (often  times  these 
measures  include  construction  standards  and  specialized  equipment).  The  International  Fire 
Code  uses  a permit  system  (based  on  hazard  classification)  to  ensure  that  required  measures 
are  instituted. 


North  American  Electric  Reliability  Corporation  Standards 

The  NERC  is  a nonprofit  corporation  comprising  10  regional  reliability  councils.  The  overarching 
goal  of  NERC  is  to  ensure  the  reliability  of  the  bulk  power  system  in  North  America.  To  achieve 
its  goal,  the  NERC  develops  and  enforces  reliability  standards,  monitors  the  bulk  power 
systems,  and  educates,  trains,  and  certifies  industry  personnel  (NERC  2012).  In  order  to 
improve  the  reliability  of  regional  electric  transmission  systems  and  in  response  to  the  massive 
widespread  power  outage  that  occurred  on  the  Eastern  Seaboard,  NERC  developed  a 
transmission  vegetation  management  program  that  is  applicable  to  all  transmission  lines 
operated  at  200  kV  and  above  to  lower  voltage  lines  designated  by  the  Regional  Reliability 
Organization  as  critical  to  the  reliability  of  the  electric  system  in  the  region.  The  plan  became 
effective  on  April  7,  2006  and  establishes  requirements  of  the  formal  transmission  vegetation 
management  program.  The  Plan  includes  identifying  and  documenting  clearances  between 
vegetation  and  any  overhead,  ungrounded  supply  conductors,  while  taking  into  consideration 
transmission  line  voltage,  the  effects  of  ambient  temperature  on  conductor  sag  under  maximum 
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design  loading,  fire  risk,  line  terrain  and  elevation,  and  the  effects  of  wind  velocities  on 
conductor  sway  (NERC  2006).  The  clearances  identified  must  be  no  less  than  those  set  forth  in 
the  Institute  of  Electrical  and  Electronics  Engineers  Standard  516-2003  ( Guide  for  Maintenance 
Methods  on  Energized  Power  Lines)  (NERC  2006). 


Institute  of  Electrical  and  Electronics  Engineers  Standard  516-2003 

The  Institute  of  Electrical  and  Electronics  Engineers  is  a leading  authority  in  setting  standards 
for  the  electric  power  industry.  Standard  516-2003,  Guide  for  Maintenance  Methods  on 
Energized  Power  Lines , establishes  minimum  vegetation-to-conductor  clearances  in  order  to 
maintain  electrical  integrity  of  the  electrical  system. 


3.21.2.2  State 
California  Fire  Code 

The  California  Fire  Code  is  contained  within  Chapter  9 of  Title  24  of  the  California  Code  of 
Regulations  (CCR).  Based  on  the  International  Fire  Code,  the  California  Fire  Code  is  created 
by  the  California  Buildings  Standards  Commission  and  regulates  the  use,  handling,  and  storage 
requirements  for  hazardous  materials  at  fixed  facilities.  Similar  to  the  International  Fire  Code, 
the  California  Fire  Code  and  the  California  Building  Code  use  a hazards  classification  system  to 
determine  the  appropriate  measures  to  incorporate  to  protect  life  and  property. 


California  Health  and  Safety  Code 

State  fire  regulations  are  established  in  Section  13000  of  the  California  Health  and  Safety  Code. 
The  section  establishes  building  standards,  fire  protection  device  equipment  standards,  high- 
rise  building  and  childcare  facility  standards,  interagency  support  protocols,  and  emergency 
procedures.  Also,  Section  13027  states  that  the  state  fire  marshal  shall  notify  industrial 
establishments  and  property  owners  having  equipment  for  fire  protective  purposes  of  the 
changes  necessary  to  bring  their  equipment  into  conformity  with,  and  shall  render  them  such 
assistance  as  may  be  available  in  converting  their  equipment  to,  standard  requirements. 


California  Fire  Plan 

The  California  Fire  Plan  is  the  statewide  plan  for  reducing  the  risk  of  wildfire.  The  basic 
principles  of  the  Fire  Plan  are  as  follows: 

• Involve  the  community  in  the  fire  management  planning  process; 

• Assess  public  and  private  resources  that  could  be  damaged  by  wildfires;  and 

• Develop  pre-fire  management  solutions  and  implement  cooperative  programs  to  reduce 
community’s  potential  wildfire  losses. 

One  of  the  more  important  objectives  of  the  plan  regards  pre-fire  management  solutions. 
Included  within  the  realm  of  pre-management  solutions  are  fuel  breaks,  the  establishment  of 
Wildfire  Protection  Zones,  and  prescribed  fires  to  reduce  the  availability  of  fire  fuels.  In  addition, 
the  Fire  Plan  recommends  that  clearance  laws,  zoning,  and  related  fire  safety  requirements 
implemented  by  state  and  local  authorities  address  fire-resistant  construction  standards,  hazard 
reduction  near  structures,  and  infrastructure  (California  Board  of  Forestry  2010).  The  Fire  Plan 
does  not  contain  any  specific  requirements  or  regulations.  It  acts  as  more  of  an  assessment  of 
current  fire  management  practices  and  standards  and  makes  recommendations  on  how  best  to 
improve  the  practices  and  standards  in  place. 
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California  Public  Utilities  Commission  (CPUC)  General  Order  (GO)  95:  Rules  for 
Overhead  Electric  Line  Construction 

GO  95  is  the  key  standard  governing  the  design,  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
overhead  electric  lines  in  the  State.  It  was  adopted  in  1941  and  updated  most  recently  in  2006. 
GO  95  includes  safety  standards  for  overhead  electric  lines,  including  minimum  distances  for 
conductor  spacing,  minimum  conductor  ground  clearance,  standards  for  calculating  maximum 
sag,  electric  line  inspection  requirements,  and  vegetation  clearance  requirements. 

Rule  31.2,  Inspection  of  Lines,  requires  that  lines  be  inspected  frequently  and  thoroughly  for  the 
purpose  of  ensuring  that  they  are  in  good  condition,  and  that  lines  temporarily  out  of  service  be 
inspected  and  maintained  in  such  condition  as  not  to  create  a hazard. 


Public  Resources  Code  4291 

Public  Resources  Code  4291  provides  that  a person  who  owns,  leases,  controls,  operates,  or 
maintains  a building  or  structure  in,  upon,  or  adjoining  a mountainous  area,  forest-covered 
lands,  brush-covered  lands,  grass-covered  lands,  or  land  that  is  covered  with  flammable 
material,  shall  at  all  times  maintain  defensible  space  of  100  feet  from  each  side  and  from  the 
front  and  rear  of  the  structure,  but  not  beyond  the  property  line. 


3.21.2.3  Local 

San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan 

Goals  S3  of  the  Safety  Element  of  the  San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan  reads  “The  County 
will  protect  its  residents  and  visitors  from  injury  and  loss  of  life  and  protect  property  from  fires”. 
The  Plan  establishes  policies  and  describes  programs  intended  to  accomplish  this  goal.  The 
San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan  is  not  applicable  to  projects  located  entirely  on  federal 
lands. 
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The  section  describes  the  environmental  setting  and  wildlife  resources  present  or  with  potential 
to  occur  within  the  approximately  2,143-ac  proposed  project  site  (Alternative  1),  including  2,084 
acres  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  (north  of  the  existing  transmission  line  in  this  area),  18  acres 
for  the  access  corridor,  and  41  acres  for  the  transmission  corridor.  The  Project  Study  Area 
covers  approximately  5,850  acres  and  encompasses  the  areas  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  all 
action  alternatives.  Information  in  this  section  is  largely  based  on  the  Biological  Resources 
Technical  Report  - Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  (First  Solar  2013e).  A detailed  description  of 
survey  methods  utilized  by  the  Applicant  to  identify  the  biological  resources  within  the  Project 
can  be  found  in  the  Biological  Resources  Technical  Report  - Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  (First 
Solar  201 3e). 

During  the  scoping  period,  government  agencies  and  members  of  the  public  identified  the 
following  issues  and  concerns  related  to  biological  resources:  potential  impacts  to  protected 
wildlife  species  and  their  habitats  including  bighorn  sheep,  desert  tortoise,  migratory  birds,  the 
golden  eagle,  and  rare  plants;  and  cumulative  effects  of  developments  within  the  Ivanpah 
Valley. 


3.22.1  Environmental  Setting 

The  Project  site  is  located  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  in  San  Bernardino  County,  California  near  the 
boundary  of  California  and  Nevada,  approximately  2 miles  southwest  of  the  town  of  Primm, 
Nevada.  The  proposed  project  location  is  shown  in  Figure  1-1.  Ivanpah  Valley  lies  within  the 
larger  Mojave  Desert,  an  ecoregion  extending  across  southeastern  California,  southern  Nevada, 
southwestern  Utah,  and  northwestern  Arizona.  The  Mojave  Desert  is  characterized  by  interior 
mountain  ranges  and  valleys,  with  elevations  generally  ranging  between  2,000  and  5,000  feet. 
At  lower  elevations,  the  desert  is  dominated  by  creosote  bush  ( Larrea  tridentata),  named  for  its 
distinctive  odor.  The  lowest  points  in  the  desert  are  occupied  by  playas  or  alkali  sinks,  dry  lake 
beds  where  evaporation  leaves  wide  expanses  of  soils  with  high  alkalinity  or  salinity. 

Originally  proposed  in  2008,  the  Project  site  has  since  changed  in  size  and  shape.  To  ensure 
that  the  resources  within  the  Project  site  were  thoroughly  documented  and  to  allow  for  flexibility 
in  site  layout  design,  a large  Project  Study  Area  covering  approximately  5,850  acres  was 
identified  for  characterization.  Located  within  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  the  Project  Study  Area 
consists  of  relatively  flat,  undeveloped  land,  along  the  western  flank  of  the  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake. 
The  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club  is  adjacent  to  the  southeast  corner  of  the  Study  Area.  There  are  no 
known  residences  within  0.5  mile  of  the  boundary  of  the  Study  Area. 

The  Project  Study  Area  is  located  outside  the  boundaries  of  an  ACEC,  DWMA,  BLM  wilderness 
area,  or  USFWS  designated  critical  habitat  unit  (CHU)  for  desert  tortoise.  The  Study  Area  is  less 
than  2 miles  west  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  DWMA/ACEC  and  approximately  3.5  miles  northwest 
from  the  Ivanpah  CHU.  The  Clark  Mountain  ACEC  is  approximately  4 miles  west  of  the  site.  The 
BLM-designated  Stateline  Wilderness  Area  is  located  less  than  one  mile  northwest  of  the  Study 
Area.  The  Mesquite  Wilderness  Area  is  located  immediately  west  of  the  Stateline  Wilderness 
Area  and  located  approximately  6 miles  west  of  the  Study  Area.  Human  disturbances  within  the 
Study  Area  include  moderate  levels  of  OHV  activity,  existing  utility  corridors  (i.e.,  overhead 
power  transmission  lines)  and  associated  access  roads. 

Like  most  areas  of  the  Mojave  Desert,  rainfall  within  the  Ivanpah  Valley  is  highly  variable,  but 
mean  annual  precipitation  is  approximately  4 to  7 inches.  The  distribution  of  rainfall  is  also  bi- 
modal  with  winter  peak  precipitation  typically  in  February  and  summer  peak  rain  falls  in  August. 
Runoff  from  the  steep  surrounding  mountains  is  rapid  and  flash  floods  are  common  events  as 
most  of  the  storm  water  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  drains  across  the  alluvial  fan  to  Ivanpah  and 
Roach  Dry  Lakes.  Although  the  Mojave  Desert  is  the  driest  of  the  North  American  deserts,  the 
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east  Mojave  does  receive  a large  percentage  of  its  annual  precipitation  from  summer  “monsoon” 
rains.  As  reported  in  Hereford  and  others  (2001)  the  relative  abundance  of  cacti,  many  yuccas, 
agaves,  and  agave-like  plants  tend  to  be  greater  where  warm-season  rainfall  is  abundant.  This 
is  true  of  the  Study  Area  where  cacti  are  extremely  abundant. 

The  Study  Area  contains  two  major  vegetation  communities:  Creosote  Bush-White  Bursage  and 
Mixed  Saltbrush  (Figure  3.17-1).  These  native  vegetation  communities  are  largely  intact  and 
relatively  free  from  noxious  and  invasive  weeds.  Native  vegetation  and  natural  topography 
provides  habitat  to  a variety  of  wildlife  species.  Vegetation  within  the  Creosote  Bush-White 
Bursage  Series  is  more  diverse  within  the  rocky  terrain  of  the  stabilized  alluvial  fan  found  at 
higher  elevations  (generally  above  2,500  feet)  within  the  northern-  and  southern-most  extents  of 
the  Project  Study  Area.  Mixed  Saltbush  Series  is  found  along  the  eastern  portion  of  the  Study 
Area.  This  community  is  situated  within  a relatively  narrow  band  that  begins  at  the  edge  of  the 
non-vegetated  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  and  extends  to  the  west  approximately  800  feet  (First  Solar 
2013e).  Soils  within  the  Study  Area  consist  primarily  of  sand  and  gravel  within  a broad  alluvial 
fan  originating  in  the  Clark  Mountain  Range.  Slopes  within  the  site  range  from  approximately  0 
to  5 percent  with  an  eastern  aspect. 

The  native  habitat  within  the  project  area  provides  host  plants  for  numerous  insect  and 
invertebrate  species.  Spiders,  scorpions,  beetles,  crickets,  flies,  butterflies,  and  bees  exist  in  the 
area  and  provide  a food  base  for  other  species.  Nine  uncommon  species  potentially  could  occur 
at  the  project  site,  including  the  Mojave  Desert  blister  beetle  ( Lytta  insperata , Federal  species  of 
concern),  brown  tassel  trigonoscuta  weevil  ( Trigonoscuta  brunnotesselata),  desert  green 
hairstreak  butterfly  ( Callophrys  comstocki),  monarch  butterfly  ( Danaus  plexippus),  Mojave 
dotted  blue  butterfly  ( Euphilotes  mojave ),  San  Emigdio  blue  butterfly  ( Plebulina  emigdionis ), 
cuckoo  wasp  ( Ceratochrysis  grisselli),  and  two  bee  species  ( Habropoda  pallida  and  Neolarra 
alba).  No  special  status  insect  or  invertebrate  species  with  regulatory  protection  are  known  to 
occur  within  the  project  area. 

Reptiles  that  utilize  these  types  of  habitats  include  desert  tortoise,  western  whiptail 
( Cnemidophorus  tlgris),  side-blotched  lizard  (Ufa  stansburiana),  desert  iguana  ( Dipsosaurus 
dorsalis),  long-nosed  leopard  lizard  (Gambelia  wislizenii),  western  whiptail  ( Cnemidophorus 
tigris),  zebra-tailed  lizard  ( Callisaurus  draconoides),  and  desert  horned  lizard  ( Phrynosoma 
platyrhinos)  (First  Solar  201 3e). 

The  Project  Study  Area  provides  forage,  cover,  roosting,  and  nesting  habitat  for  a variety  of  bird 
species.  Non-game  birds  include  a variety  of  migratory  songbirds  and  raptors,  many  of  which 
are  protected  by  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  (MBTA)  and  are  included  on  the  USFWS  Birds  of 
Conservation  Concern  (BCC)  list.  Resident  and  migratory  birds  occur  at  the  site  during  the 
winter,  migratory,  and  breeding  seasons,  including  species  such  as  black-throated  sparrow 
(Amphispiza  bilineata),  horned  lark  ( Eremophila  alpestris),  common  raven  ( Corvus  corax), 
Brewer's  sparrow  ( Spizella  breweri),  white-crowned  sparrow  ( Zonotrichia  leucophrys),  house 
finch  ( Carpodacus  mexicanus),  and  ash-throated  flycatcher  ( Myiarchus  cinerascens)  (First  Solar 
201 3e). 

The  diverse  landscape  features,  soil  types,  vegetation,  and  prey  availability  at  the  Project  Study 
Area  likely  support  a variety  of  mammal  species  such  as  various  species  of  pocket  mice,  desert 
woodrat  ( Neotoma  lepida),  Audubon’s  cottontail  ( Sylvilagus  audubonii),  black-tailed  jackrabbit 
( Lepus  californicus),  whitetail  antelope  squirrel  ( Ammospermophilus  leucurus),  desert  kit  fox 
( Vulpes  macrotis),  and  coyote  ( Canis  latrans).  Given  the  proximity  of  the  Clark  Mountains,  it  is 
likely  that  mule  deer  ( Odocoileus  hemionus  hemionus)  and  desert  bighorn  sheep  (Ovis 
canadensis  nelson!)  may  use  the  upper  elevations  of  the  valley  as  movement  corridors  and 
foraging  habitat.  No  fish  or  amphibian  species  are  likely  to  inhabit  the  Project  Study  Area  or 
immediately  surrounding  areas  because  of  the  absence  of  suitable  aquatic  habitat  (First  Solar 
201 3e). 
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Special  Status  Wildlife  Species 

For  assessment  purposes  in  this  El  S/El  R,  a special  status  species  is  considered  to  be  a wildlife 
species  that  meets  the  following  criteria: 

• Designated  as  either  rare,  threatened,  or  endangered  by  CDFW  or  the  USFWS,  and  are 
protected  under  either  the  California  or  Federal  Endangered  Species  Acts; 

• Candidate  species  being  considered  or  proposed  for  listing  under  these  same  Acts; 

• Species  of  special  consideration  as  referenced  in  the  NEMO  Plan  and  Final  EIS  (BLM  2002) 
and  Biological  Opinion  for  the  NEMO  Plan  (USFWS  2002); 

• State  Species  of  Special  Concern  as  designated  by  CDFW;  or 

• Considered  endangered,  threatened,  or  rare  pursuant  to  CEQA  Guidelines,  Section  15380. 

Special  status  species  were  evaluated  for  their  potential  to  occur  within  the  Study  Area  and 
included  special  status  species  for  which  focused  surveys  were  conducted,  sightings  recorded 
during  general  or  other  species-specific  wildlife  surveys,  and  those  species  of  particular  concern 
as  noted  by  discussions  with  resource  agencies  and  during  public  scoping.  Those  species  that 
were  considered  to  have  a low  potential  for  occurrence  and  were  not  observed  during  surveys 
were  eliminated  from  further  analysis  (Table  3.22-1).  There  are  16  special  status  wildlife  species 
that  are  present  and  have  moderate  to  high  potential  for  occurrence.  The  subsequent  section 
describes  relevant  natural  history  and  survey  results  for  these  species.  For  a detailed 
description  of  survey  methods  that  were  used,  please  refer  to  the  Biological  Resources 
Technical  Report  - Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  (First  Solar  2013e). 
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Reptiles 

Desert  Tortoise  (Gopherus  agassizii) 

Natural  History 

The  desert  tortoise’s  range  includes  the  Mojave  Desert  region  of  Nevada,  southern  California, 
and  the  southwest  corner  of  Utah  and  the  Sonoran  Desert  region  of  Arizona  and  northern 
Mexico.  The  desert  tortoise  range  is  divided  into  Mojave  and  Sonoran  populations.  The  Ivanpah 
Valley  supports  a portion  of  the  Mojave  population,  primarily  inhabiting  creosote  bush- 
dominated  valleys  with  adequate  annual  forbs  for  forage. 

Desert  tortoises  have  been  known  to  live  up  to  70  years,  but  the  typical  adult  likely  lives  25  to  35 
years  (USFWS  1994).  Like  many  long-lived  species,  the  tortoise  has  a relatively  slow  rate  of 
reproduction,  and  achieves  breeding  status  at  15  to  20  years  of  age.  Egg-laying  occurs  primarily 
from  April  to  July  (Rostral  and  others  1994;  USFWS  1994);  the  female  typically  lays  2 to  14 
eggs  (average  5 to  6)  eggs  in  an  earthen  chamber  excavated  near  the  mouth  of  a burrow  or 
under  a bush  (Woodbury  and  Hardy  1940;  USFWS  1994).  The  eggs  typically  hatch  90  to  120 
days  later,  between  August  and  October. 

Desert  tortoise  activity  is  seasonally  variable,  and  in  California  peak  adult  and  juvenile  activity 
typically  coincides  with  the  greatest  annual  forage  availability  during  the  early  spring  and 
summer.  However,  tortoises  will  emerge  from  their  burrows  at  any  time  of  year  when  the 
weather  is  suitable.  Hatchling  desert  tortoises  typically  become  active  earlier  than  adults  do  and 
their  greatest  activity  period  can  be  expected  between  late  winter  and  spring.  During  active 
periods,  tortoises  feed  on  a wide  variety  of  herbaceous  plants,  including  cactus,  grasses,  and 
annual  flowers  (USFWS  1 994). 

Annual  home  ranges  have  been  estimated  between  10  and  450  acres  and  are  age,  sex, 
seasonal,  and  resource  density  dependent  (USFWS  1994).  Although  adult  males  can  be 
aggressive  toward  each  other  during  the  breeding  season,  there  can  be  a great  deal  of  overlap 
in  individual  home  ranges  (USFWS  1994).  More  than  1.5  square  miles  of  habitat  may  be 
required  to  meet  the  life  history  needs  of  a tortoise  and  individuals  have  been  known  to  travel 
more  than  7 miles  at  a time  (BLM  2002).  In  drought  years,  tortoises  can  be  expected  to  wander 
farther  in  search  of  forage.  During  their  active  period,  desert  tortoises  retreat  to  shallow  burrows 
and  aboveground  shade  to  escape  the  heat  of  the  day,  and  will  also  retire  to  burrows  at 
nighttime.  Desert  tortoises  are  primarily  dormant  in  winter  in  underground  burrows  and 
sometimes  congregate  in  communal  dens. 

Desert  tortoise  populations  have  declined  throughout  their  range  because  of  loss  and 
degradation  of  habitat  caused  by  urbanization,  agricultural  development,  military  training, 
recreational  use,  mining,  and  livestock  grazing.  The  loss  of  individual  desert  tortoises  to 
increased  predation  by  common  ravens,  collection  by  humans  for  pets  or  consumption, 
collisions  with  vehicles  on  paved  and  unpaved  roads,  and  mortality  resulting  from  diseases  also 
contributed  to  declines. 


Survey  Results 

Full  coverage  protocol  desert  tortoise  surveys  were  conducted  from  2008  to  2012,  following 
appropriate  USFWS  protocols  for  full  coverage  surveys  (First  Solar  2013e).  The  revised 
protocols  also  provided  methods  to  estimate  the  abundance  of  tortoises  occurring  within  the 
Study  Area.  Table  3.22-2  provides  a summary  of  the  surveys  that  have  occurred  within  the 
Project  Study  Area,  as  well  as  potential  tortoise  translocation  sites. 
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Table  3.22-2  Summary  of  Desert  Tortoise  Surveys 


Dates 

Area  (acres) 

Description 

18-27  April  2008 

5,440 

Majority  of  Solar  Farm  Study  Area 

19-24  October  2008 

635 

Section  35  in  the  southern  Study  Area 

19-22  October  2009 

170 

Gen-Tie  Line  (7,000  linear  feet  of  1 ,000-foot  wide  study  corridor) 

29  March -22  May  2011 

1,120 

Extended  Study  Area  to  the  east  and  south 

7 April -7  May  2011 

3,830 

Primary  Recipient  Site 

7-11  October  2011 

800 

Stateline  Pass  Connectivity 

2-25  April  2012 

9,000 

Alternative  Recipient  Sites  and  Stateline  Pass 

5-14  May  2012 

4,000 

Solar  Farm  Project  Alternatives  (updated  survey) 

Category  1 habitat  was  designated  in  this  are  prior  to  passage  of  NEMO  (BLM  2002).  NEMO 
resulted  in  a redesignation  of  Category  1 to  the  boundaries  of  the  critical  habitat,  and  the 
remaining  areas,  including  this  site,  are  now  Category  3. 

In  surveys  prior  to  2012,  sign  of  desert  tortoise  (i.e.,  live  tortoises,  active  burrows/pallets,  and 
recent  scat,  and  tracks)  were  found  throughout  the  Study  Area  (see  Figure  12  in  First  Solar 
2013e).  Thirty-three  live  tortoises  [twenty-eight  adults  (>160  millimeters)  and  five  immature 
(<160  millimeters)]  and  234  good-to-excellent  burrows/pallets  were  observed  within  the  Study 
Area  during  these  pre-2012  surveys.  In  addition,  159  other  inactive  burrows/pallets  ranging  in 
quality  from  poor-to-fair  were  recorded.  Live  tortoise  observations  were  not  evenly  distributed 
throughout  the  Study  Area.  One  group  was  located  in  the  northeast  quadrant  of  Section  22  and 
southeast  quadrant  of  Section  15,  and  another  group  was  located  in  the  southeastern  quadrant 
of  Section  22.  The  remaining  tortoise  observations  were  more  broadly  distributed,  but  generally 
occurred  at  higher  elevations  within  the  study  area  that  supported  a stabilized  alluvial  fan 
consisting  of  rocky,  gravelly  soils  (First  Solar  2013e).  No  tortoises  or  active  burrows  were  found 
within  1,700  meters  of  the  western  edge  of  the  lakebed.  Furthermore,  no  tortoises  were 
observed  in  the  northern  limits  of  the  Study  Area.  Over  100  carcasses  were  detected  during  the 
surveys;  most  of  which  (74  percent)  were  estimated  to  be  greater  than  4 years  since  death.  The 
location  and  distribution  of  carcasses  were  plotted  with  inactive,  older  desert  tortoise  burrows  to 
characterize  historic  use  areas  (see  Figure  13  in  First  Solar  2013e). 

The  Project  Study  Area  (approximately  5,850  acres)  is  estimated  to  support  69  adult  desert 
tortoises,  with  a 95  percent  confidence  interval  ranging  between  27  and  180  adult  desert 
tortoises.  Within  the  Study  Area,  the  overall  tortoise  density  is  estimated  to  be  7.2  tortoises  per 
square  mile,  with  a 95  percent  confidence  interval  ranging  between  2.8  to  18.9  adult  desert 
tortoises  per  square  mile. 

Additional  surveys  were  conducted  in  the  spring  of  2012.  The  result  from  those  surveys  are 
shown  in  Table  3.22-3. 


Table  3.22-3  Desert  Tortoise  Estimates  from  Spring  2012  Surveys1 


Alternative  1 

Alternative  2 

Alternative  3 

Alternative  4 

Live  Tortoises  Observed 

16 

25 

14 

18 

Estimated  Number  of  Tortoises 

40 

62 

35 

45 

Lower  95%  Confidence  Interval 

15 

24 

14 

17 

Upper  95%  Confidence  Interval 

107 

160 

94 

118 

1 Includes  only  adult  tortoises  >160millimeter  mean  carapace  length  (MCL);  estimates  rounded  to  nearest  whole 
number 

2 Unknown  age  classes  were  treated  as  adult  tortoises,  which  may  result  in  higher  estimates 
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The  2012  surveys  also  included  surveys  of  four  potential  recipient  sites  for  translocated 
tortoises.  The  Translocation  Plan  (First  Solar  2013d)  identifies  four  potential  recipient  sites,  and 
evaluated  them  based  on  the  criteria  described  above.  These  sites,  and  a summary  of  their 
relevant  characteristics,  are  as  follows: 

• The  Perimeter  Recipient  Site  comprises  3,800  acres  located  to  the  north,  west,  and 
south  of  the  Proposed  Action  area,  but  excluding  Metamorphic  Hill.  This  area  currently 
has  a density  of  9 adult  tortoises  per  square  mile,  so  could  ultimately  support  the 
addition  of  45  tortoises.  This  area  is  already  designated  to  ultimately  be  the  recipient 
site  for  10  tortoises  from  Ivanpah  SEGS,  but  could  potentially  support  an  additional  35 
tortoises  from  Stateline.  Due  to  its  proximity  to  the  proposed  facility,  this  area  could  be 
used  to  support  both  in-home-range  and  outside-of-home-range  translocation.  Because 
the  area  is  the  location  of  other  rights-of-way  and  the  highway,  tortoise  exclusion  fencing 
would  be  needed  to  protect  the  area. 

• The  Stateline  North  Recipient  Site  comprises  2, 290  acres  extending  west  of  Primm 
towards  Stateline  Pass.  This  site  is  located  approximately  1 mile  from  the  Proposed 
Action  area.  The  current  tortoise  density  is  9 adults  per  square  mile,  so  this  site  could 
support  up  to  30  tortoises  for  out-of-home-range  translocation.  The  habitat  in  this  area 
differs  from  that  of  the  Proposed  Action  area,  consisting  of  rockier  terrain,  caliche,  and 
incised  washes. 

• The  Mesquite  Recipient  Site  is  located  approximately  6 miles  from  the  Proposed  Action 
area  in  Mesquite  Valley.  The  site  covers  2,580  ac.  The  current  tortoise  density  is  23 
adults  per  square  mile,  but  the  Plan  notes  that  these  are  not  uniformly  distributed,  and 
lower  density  areas  exist  that  could  support  translocation.  At  this  time,  tortoise 
connectivity  through  Stateline  Pass  is  assumed  (NatureServe  2012),  but  would  need  to 
be  definitely  established  through  additional  surveys. 

• The  East  Lake  Recipient  Site  comprises  1,300  acres  located  3 miles  from  the  project  on 
the  east  side  of  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake.  This  area  has  a density  of  7 adult  tortoises  per 
square  mile.  This  site  is  adjacent  to  the  Union  Pacific  Railway,  so  any  translocation  in 
the  area  would  need  be  done  in  cooperation  with  the  railroad  in  order  to  implement 
appropriate  tortoise  fencing  and  to  improve  culverts. 

In  addition  to  potential  recipient  sites,  the  Plan  proposes  a Control  Site  which  comprises  2, 000 
ac  on  the  east  side  of  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake.  This  area  would  partially  overlap  with  the  control  site 
being  used  by  Ivanpah  SEGS,  but  these  two  uses  would  not  conflict  with  each  other. 


Critical  Habitat  Designation  and  Desert  Tortoise  Recovery  Plan 

The  USFWS  desert  tortoise  recovery  plan  is  the  principal  strategy  for  recovery  and  delisting  of 
this  species  (USFWS  2011a).  As  part  of  the  recovery  strategy,  the  USFWS  designated  critical 
habitat  for  the  desert  tortoise  in  portions  of  California,  Nevada,  Arizona,  and  Utah  (USFWS 
1994).  Critical  habitat  is  a term  defined  by  the  federal  Endangered  Species  Act  referring  to 
areas  designated  by  the  USFWS  that  are  essential  for  the  conservation  of  threatened  or 
endangered  species  and  may  require  special  management  and  protection  (USFWS  2002).  The 
proposed  project  is  not  within  designated  critical  habitat  for  any  species,  but  is  located 
approximately  3.5  miles  northwest  of  the  Ivanpah  Critical  Habitat  Unit  for  desert  tortoise  ( Figure 
3.22-1). 

The  1994  recovery  plan  (USFWS  1994)  identified  six  subpopulations,  or  “Recovery  Units”  based 
on  genetics,  morphology,  behavioral  patterns,  and  ecosystem  types.  The  2011  recovery  plan 
reduced  the  number  of  recovery  units  from  six  to  five  and  adjusted  the  boundaries  (USFWS 
2011a).  Within  each  Recovery  Unit,  DWMAs  were  developed  to  provide  “reserve  level” 
protection  for  the  tortoise  by  protecting  genetic  factors,  minimum  population  sizes,  and  sufficient 
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size  of  the  reserve  areas  (USFWS  1994).  Pursuant  to  the  1994  recovery  plan,  DWMAs  have 
been  formalized  through  federal  land  use  planning  processes,  particularly  on  BLM  lands,  and 
are  administered  and  designated  as  ACECs  (USFWS  2011a).  These  ACECs  define  specific 
management  areas  based  on  the  general  recommendations  for  DWMAs  in  the  1994  Recovery 
Plan  (USFWS  2011a).  As  part  of  the  actions  needed  to  accomplish  the  recovery  of  this  species, 
land  management  goals  within  all  DWMAs  include  restriction  of  human  activities  that  adversely 
affect  desert  tortoises  (USFWS  1994).  Within  the  DWMAs,  critical  habitat  was  designated  to 
identify  areas  containing  key  biological  and  physical  attributes  that  are  essential  to  the  desert 
tortoise’s  survival  and  conservation,  such  as  space,  food,  water,  nutrition,  cover,  shelter,  and 
reproductive  sites. 

The  1994  and  2011  Desert  Tortoise  Recovery  Plans  (USFWS  1994;  USFWS  2011a)  emphasize 
aggressive  management  within  “tortoise  conservation  areas”  a term  that  encompasses  critical 
habitat,  DWMAs,  ACECs,  and  other  conservation  areas  or  easements  managed  for  desert 
tortoises.  While  the  recovery  plans  suggest  that  land  managers  focus  the  most  aggressive 
recovery  efforts  toward  tortoise  conservation  areas,  they  also  emphasize  that  land  managers 
should  strive  to  limit  the  loss  of  desert  tortoise  habitat  outside  conservation  areas  as  much  as 
possible  (USFWS  2011a).  The  recovery  plans  recognize  that  activities  occurring  on  lands 
beyond  the  boundaries  of  existing  tortoise  conservation  areas  can  affect  tortoise  populations  as 
well  as  the  effectiveness  of  conservation  actions  occurring  within  the  conservation  area 
boundaries.  While  recovery  efforts  may  be  prioritized  within  existing  desert  tortoise  conservation 
areas,  populations,  habitats,  and  actions  outside  of  these  areas  may  also  contribute  to,  or 
hamper,  recovery  of  the  species. 


Banded  Gila  Monster  (Heloderma  suspectum  cinctum) 

Natural  History 

The  banded  Gila  monster  is  considered  rare  in  California  (Lovich  and  Beaman  2007)  with  only 
26  credible  records  of  the  species  documented  in  California  within  the  past  153  years.  This 
large  and  distinctive  looking  lizard  is  difficult  to  observe  even  in  areas  where  they  have  been 
recently  recorded.  As  a result,  little  is  known  about  this  species’  distribution,  population  status, 
and  life  history  in  California. 

Most  of  the  historical  observations  in  California  occurred  in  mountainous  areas  of  moderate 
elevations  with  rocky,  incised  topography,  in  large  and  relatively  high  ranges  as  well  as  riparian 
areas  (Lovich  and  Beaman  2007).  Despite  the  widespread  localities  of  potential  habitat 
throughout  the  California  desert,  the  few  documented  observations  suggest  the  California 
populations  appear  to  be  confined  to  the  eastern  portion  of  the  California  desert  (Lovich  and 
Beaman  2007),  and  the  current  distribution  is  apparently  a function  of  summer  rainfall.  As 
reported  by  Lovich  and  Beaman  (2007),  all  California  Gila  monster  observations  occurred  east 
of  the  116°  longitude  in  areas  that  received  at  least  25  percent  of  their  annual  precipitation 
during  the  summer  months.  Throughout  their  range,  Gila  monsters  appear  to  be  most  active 
during  or  following  summer  rain  events.  Gila  monsters  have  been  recorded  in  the  adjacent 
Mojave  National  Preserve  and  the  Clark  Mountains  (Lovich  and  Beaman  2007).  The  closest 
confirmed  observation  of  a Gila  monster  to  the  project  area  was  collected  within  the  Mojave 
National  Preserve  in  1962  on  the  eastern  slope  of  the  Clark  Mountains  near  Ivanpah  Springs 
(Persons  and  Nowak  2007).  Another  incidental  observation  from  the  area  includes  finding  Gila 
monster  remains  beneath  a redtail  hawk  nest  near  Primm,  Nevada  (CFI2M  Hill  2008). 

Although  the  project  area  does  not  receive  near  the  amount  of  summer  rainfall  as  the  Sonoran 
Desert  where  Gila  monsters  are  more  prevalent,  the  Ivanpah  Valley  does  mimic  the  climatic 
conditions  that  appear  to  be  favorable  to  Gila  monster  presence  (CH2M  Hill  2008). 
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Survey  Results 

No  Gila  monsters  were  observed  during  field  surveys  (First  Solar  2013e).  But,  given  the  habitat, 
Gila  monsters  potentially  could  occur  in  the  Project  area.  Suitable  habitat  is  located  in  the  rocky 
foothills  surrounding  the  Study  Area,  including  Metamorphic  Hill  (First  Solar  201 3e). 


Birds 

Golden  Eagle  (Aquila  chrysaetos) 

Natural  History 

Throughout  most  of  the  western  United  States  golden  eagles  are  mostly  year-round  residents, 
breeding  from  late  January  through  August  with  peak  activity  in  March  through  July  (Kochert 
and  others  2002).  Migratory  patterns  are  usually  fairly  local  in  California  where  adults  are 
relatively  sedentary,  but  dispersing  juveniles  sometimes  migrate  south  in  the  fall. 

Habitats  for  this  species  typically  include  rolling  foothills,  mountain  areas,  and  deserts.  Golden 
eagles  need  open  terrain  for  hunting  and  prefer  grasslands,  deserts,  savanna,  and  early 
successional  stages  of  forest  and  shrub  habitats.  Golden  eagles  primarily  prey  on  lagomorphs 
and  rodents  but  will  also  take  other  mammals,  birds,  reptiles,  and  some  carrion  (Kochert  and 
others  2002).  This  species  prefers  to  nest  in  rugged,  open  habitats  with  canyons  and 
escarpments,  with  overhanging  ledges  and  cliffs  and  large  trees  used  as  cover. 


Survey  Results 

In  2010,  golden  eagles  were  observed  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  on  three  occasions:  Clark 
Mountain  west  (n=1)  and  Umberci  Mine  (n=2).  Numerous  nests  were  identified  within  an 
estimated  12  territories.  Of  these  territories,  seven  were  potentially  active  (WRI  2010).  Many  of 
the  nests  were  likely  alternative  nest  sites  for  the  same  territory.  None  of  the  territories  were 
found  to  be  engaged  or  successful  in  producing  young  for  the  2010  breeding  season.  The  lack 
of  successful  breeding  may  be  attributed  to  natural  annual  variation  and  drought  conditions 
(First  Solar  2013e). 

Based  on  a territory  radius  of  5-miles,  one  territory  located  near  the  Umberci  Mine,  and 
containing  two  potential  nest  sites,  was  estimated  to  partially  overlap  the  Project  site.  Further 
ground-based  surveys  in  2011  found  one  active,  reproductive  nest  within  the  southwestern  nest 
site  near  the  Umberci  Mine,  located  approximately  two  miles  northwest  of  the  proposed  Project 
site. 

Other  potential  nest  sites  located  within  the  Keany  Pass  region  (approximately  five  miles  west  of 
the  Study  Area)  were  occupied  in  201 1 by  red-tailed  hawks,  not  by  golden  eagles. 

The  spring  201 1 golden  eagle  point  count  surveys  revealed  a pair  of  golden  eagles.  The  pair 
was  observed  exhibiting  breeding  aerial  displays.  An  adult  golden  eagle  was  observed  perched 
on  and  foraging  in  the  vicinity  of  Metamorphic  Hill  on  several  occasions  during  the  winter/spring 
of  2011  (Mohlmann  2011).  No  golden  eagles  were  observed  during  the  summer  2011  golden 
eagle  point  count  surveys,  including  the  previously  active  Umberci  Mine  nest.  The  lack  of 
observations  during  late  summer  may  be  a result  of  annual  movement  into  higher  elevations  of 
the  neighboring  mountain  ranges. 
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Burrowing  Owl  (Athene  cunicularia) 

Natural  History 

Western  burrowing  owls  inhabit  arid  lands  throughout  much  of  the  western  United  States  and 
southern  interior  of  western  Canada  (Haug  and  others  1993).  In  the  Mojave  Desert  region,  and 
in  many  other  areas,  this  species  has  declined  because  of  habitat  modification,  poisoning  of  its 
prey,  and  introduced  nest  predators.  The  burrowing  owl  is  diurnal  and  usually  non-migratory  in 
this  portion  of  its  range. 

Burrowing  owls  are  unique  among  the  North  American  owls  in  that  they  nest  and  roost  in 
abandoned  burrows,  especially  those  created  by  California  ground  squirrels,  San  Joaquin  kit 
fox,  desert  tortoise,  and  other  wildlife.  Burrowing  owls  have  a strong  affinity  for  previously 
occupied  nesting  and  wintering  habitats.  They  often  return  to  burrows  used  in  previous  years, 
especially  if  they  were  successful  at  reproducing  there  in  previous  years  (Gervais  and  others 
2008).  The  southern  California  breeding  season  (defined  as  from  pair  bonding  to  fledging) 
qenerally  occurs  from  February  to  August  with  peak  breeding  activity  from  April  through  July 
(Haug  and  others  1993). 

In  the  Mojave  Desert,  burrowing  owls  generally  occur  at  low  densities  in  scattered  populations, 
but  they  can  be  found  in  much  higher  densities  near  agricultural  lands  where  rodent  and  insect 
prey  tend  to  be  more  abundant  (Gervais  and  others  2008).  Burrowing  owls  tend  to  be 
opportunistic  feeders.  Large  arthropods,  mainly  beetles  and  grasshoppers,  comprise  a large 
portion  of  their  diet.  Small  mammals,  especially  mice  and  voles  ( Microtus , Peromyscus,  and 
Mus  spp.),  also  are  important  food  items.  Other  prey  animals  include  reptiles  and  amphibians, 
young  cottontail  rabbits,  bats,  and  birds,  such  as  sparrows  and  horned  larks.  Consumption  of 
insects  increases  during  the  breeding  season  (Haug  and  others  1993). 

Survey  Results 

Burrowing  owls  were  observed  in  the  vicinity  during  surveys  in  2008,  but  not  in  2007  (BLM 
2010),  2010,  or  2011  (BLM  2010;  First  Solar  2013e).  Suitable  habitat  for  burrowing  owls  exists 
throughout  the  Study  Area.  The  Study  Area  supports  numerous  suitable  burrows,  mainly  old 
tortoise  burrows.  For  this  analysis,  burrowing  owls  are  considered  present  within  the  Study 
Area,  but  in  low  numbers.  Phase  3 surveys  are  recommended  prior  to  ground  disturbing 
activities  to  determine  the  number  of  resident  owls  potentially  affected  by  construction. 


Northern  Harrier  (Circus  cyaneus) 

Natural  History 

Northern  harrier  nesting  habitat  consists  of  open  wetlands,  wet,  lightly  grazed  pastures,  fallow 
fields,  dry  uplands,  prairies,  agricultural  lands,  and  cold  desert  shrub-steppe  of  Utah  and  Idaho 
(MacWhirter  and  Bildstein  1996).  Consequently,  nesting  habitat  is  considered  extremely  limited 
or  absent  in  the  Study  Area. 

Northern  harrier  is  a widespread  migrant  and  winter  visitor  through  California  (Garrett  and  Dunn 
1981).  Fall  migrants  may  be  noted  as  early  as  late  August,  and  this  species  is  numerous  away 
from  breeding  areas  by  late  September;  wintering  birds  may  be  present  through  March  and 
often  until  mid-April  (Garrett  and  Dunn  1981).  Grinnell  and  Miller  (1944)  cite  breeding  localities 
over  much  of  the  state,  including  the  interior  regions  of  western  Riverside  and  San  Bernardino 
Counties. 

Compared  to  nesting  habitat,  migrants  and  wintering  birds  are  somewhat  broader  in  the  habitats 
they  occupy,  using  both  wetland  habitats  and  a variety  of  upland  habitats  with  low  vegetation. 
Wintering  birds  in  the  desert  regions  occur  mainly  in  agricultural  areas  (Garrett  and  Dunn  1981), 
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especially  those  dominated  by  alfalfa  fields;  they  also  occupy  extensive  marshes  such  as  at 
Piute  Ponds  and  Harper  Dry  Lake.  Migrants  in  the  deserts  are  widespread  in  open  habitats, 
including  marshes,  grasslands,  pastures,  agricultural  fields,  saltbush  scrub,  and  even  creosote 
scrub. 


Survey  Results 

While  species  specific  surveys  were  not  conducted,  one  individual  northern  harrier  was 
observed  outside  the  Primary  Study  Area  (First  Solar  201 3e).  Within  the  study  area  nesting 
habitat  is  extremely  limited  or  absent.  Horthen  harrier  may  use  the  site  vicinity  for  overwintering. 


Prairie  Falcon  (Falco  mexicanus) 

Natural  History 

This  large  falcon  typically  builds  nest  sites  on  cliffs,  similar  to  the  golden  eagle.  In  the  desert 
they  are  found  in  most  vegetation  types,  although  sparse  vegetation  provides  the  best  foraging 
habitat.  In  the  Mojave,  mean  home  range  size  has  been  found  to  be  approximately  50  to  70 
square  kilometers  (Harmata  and  others  1978). 


Survey  Results 

Prairie  falcons  have  been  repeatedly  observed  in  the  Study  Area.  A single  prairie  falcon  was 
observed  in  flight  over  the  northern  portion  of  the  Study  Area  in  spring  2008.  Four  individual 
prairie  falcons  and  three  cavity  nests,  which  were  attributed  to  prairie  falcons,  were  observed  in 
2010.  Prairie  falcons  have  also  been  found  in  the  project  vicinity.  Individuals  were  located  in  the 
vicinity  of  Clark  Mountains,  Stateline  Hills,  and  Lucy  Gray  Mountains.  The  nests  were  located 
approximately  two  miles  north  (near  Umberci  Mine),  six  miles  west,  and  nine  miles  southwest  of 
the  Study  Area,  all  within  the  Clark  Mountain  range.  Nesting  habitat  for  this  species  does  not 
occur  within  the  Study  Area.  The  nearest  possible  nesting  habitat  is  within  the  northern  region  of 
the  Clark  Mountain  range  located  approximately  two  miles  northwest  of  the  Study  Area  (First 
Solar  201 3e). 


Loggerhead  Shrike  (Lanius  ludovicianus) 

Natural  History 

Loggerhead  shrikes  are  uncommon  residents  throughout  most  of  the  southern  portion  of  their 
range,  including  southern  California.  In  southern  California  they  are  generally  much  more 
common  in  interior  desert  regions  than  along  the  coast  (Humple  2008).  In  the  Mojave  Desert 
this  species  appears  to  be  most  numerous  in  flat  or  gently  sloping  deserts  and  desert/scrub 
edges,  especially  along  the  eastern  slopes  of  mountainous  areas  (Humpel  2008).  Loggerhead 
shrikes  initiate  their  breeding  season  in  February  and  may  continue  with  raising  a second  brood 
as  late  as  July;  they  often  re-nest  if  their  first  nest  fails  or  to  raise  a second  brood  (Yosef  1996). 

Habitat  requirements  include  shrublands  or  open  woodlands  with  both  grass  cover  and  areas  of 
bare  ground,  and  tall  shrubs  or  trees  for  perching  and  nesting.  This  species  can  be  found  within 
lowland,  open  habitat  types,  including  creosote  scrub  and  other  desert  habitats,  sage  scrub, 
non-native  grasslands,  chaparral,  riparian,  croplands,  and  areas  characterized  by  open 
scattered  trees  and  shrubs.  Fences,  posts,  or  other  potential  perches  are  typically  present.  In 
general,  loggerhead  shrikes  prey  upon  large  insects,  small  birds,  amphibians,  reptiles,  and 
small  rodents  over  open  ground  within  areas  of  short  vegetation,  usually  impaling  prey  on 
thorns,  wire  barbs,  or  sharp  twigs  to  cache  for  later  feeding  (Yosef  1996). 
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Survey  Results 

Loggerhead  shrikes  were  detected  in  2007  and  2008  within  the  Study  Area  (BLM  2010)  and  are 
year-round  residents,  using  the  site  for  nesting,  foraging,  and  cover.  During  2010  and  2011 
surveys,  three  sightings  of  loggerhead  shrikes  were  recorded,  both  along  the  existing 
transmission  corridor  in  the  northern  extent  of  the  Study  Area  (First  Solar  2013e).  This  species 
is  considered  to  be  present,  with  suitable  nesting  and  foraging  habitat  located  within  the  Study 
Area. 


Bend  ire’s  thrasher  (Toxostoma  bendirei) 

Natural  History 

Bendire’s  thrasher  is  an  uncommon  resident  of  desert  succulent  shrub  and  Joshua  tree 
woodland  habitats  from  San  Bernardino  County  to  western  Kern  County  (Remsen  1978). 
Breeding  season  extends  from  late  February  to  early  August.  The  diet  of  Bendire’s  thrasher 
consists  of  terrestrial  caterpillars,  beetles,  other  insects,  and  other  small  invertebrates  (Bent 
1948).  Cactus  and  spiny  desert  shrubs  are  typically  used  for  cover,  with  nests  commonly  found 
in  cholla,  yucca,  palo  verde,  or  thorny  shrubs  and  trees  in  flat  desert  areas. 


Survey  Results 

The  Bendire’s  thrasher  was  not  found  within  the  Study  Area  during  2007  and  2008  surveys 
(BLM  2010).  While  several  sightings  of  Bendire’s  thrasher  were  observed  in  the  mountainous 
region  of  the  Mojave  National  Preserve,  they  were  not  observed  during  2010  and  201 1 surveys 
(First  Solar  2013e ).  Breeding  habitat  is  highly  variable,  but  does  occur  within  the  Mojave  and 
Great  Basin  deserts  within  dense  Mojave  Desert  scrub  with  Joshua  trees,  Spanish  bayonet, 
Mojave  yucca,  cholla  cactus,  or  other  succulents. 

While  Bendire’s  thrasher  may  occupy  high  quality  habitat  within  the  project  area,  the  lack  of 
observations  over  four  years  of  surveys  suggests  that  they  are  absent  or  infrequent  visitors. 


Crissal  Thrasher  (Toxostoma  crissale) 

Natural  History 

Crissal  thrashers  are  non-migratory  residents  ranging  from  southern  Nevada  and  southeastern 
California  to  western  Texas  and  central  Mexico,  and  they  are  known  to  occur  in  the  Mojave 
Desert  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Clark  Mountains  (Fitton  2008a).  This  species  prefers  habitats 
characterized  by  dense,  low  scrubby  vegetation,  such  as  desert  and  foothill  scrub  and  riparian 
brush  including  higher  elevation  arroyos  of  the  Mojave  Desert,  normally  near  the  upper  limit  of 
desert  scrub  vegetation  as  it  transitions  into  pinyon-juniper  woodland.  The  nest  of  this  species 
typically  consists  of  an  open  cup  of  twigs,  lined  with  finer  vegetation,  and  placed  in  the  middle  of 
a dense  shrub.  Loss  of  habitat  to  clearing  for  agriculture  or  urban  and  suburban  development 
threatens  some  populations. 


Survey  Results 

No  crissal  thrashers  were  observed  during  field  surveys  (First  Solar  2013e ),  but  nesting  habitat 
is  present  within  the  Project  area  (First  Solar  2013e).  During  surveys  for  the  Ivanpah  SEGS 
project,  crissal  thrashers  were  detected  during  the  surveys  and  were  stated  to  be  likely  to  be 
year-round  residents  at  the  Ivanpah  site,  using  the  site  for  nesting,  foraging,  and  cover  (BLM 
2010). 
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Le  Conte’s  Thrasher  (Toxostoma  lecontei) 

Natural  History 

This  species  inhabits  some  of  the  hottest  and  driest  habitats  in  the  arid  southwest,  including  the 
Mojave  Desert  where  they  occur  year-round.  Preferred  habitats  include  sparse  desert  scrub, 
alkali  desert  scrub,  and  desert  succulent  scrub  habitats  with  open  desert  washes.  They  seek 
gentle  to  rolling  slopes  bisected  by  dry  desert  washes,  conditions  found  on  alluvial  fans  that  are 
found  in  the  project  area.  The  species  is  especially  wary  of  humans  and  is  susceptible  to  human 
disturbance  (Remsen  1978).  This  species  requires  areas  with  an  accumulated  leaf  litter  under 
most  plants  as  cover  for  its  preferred  arthropod  prey;  they  also  feed  on  seeds,  insects,  small 
lizards,  and  other  small  vertebrates  (Sheppard  1970). 


Survey  Results 

The  Le  Conte’s  thrasher  population  densities  are  among  the  lowest  of  passerine  (perching) 
birds,  estimated  at  less  than  five  birds  per  square  kilometer  in  optimal  habitats  (Fitton  2008b). 
LeConte’s  thrashers  were  detected  during  2007,  2008,  2010  and  2011  surveys  (BLM  2010;  First 
Solar  2013e).  This  species  is  considered  to  be  present,  with  suitable  nesting  and  foraging 
habitat  located  within  the  Study  Area. 


Mammals 

Nelson’s  Bighorn  Sheep  (Ovis  canadensis  nelsoni) 

Natural  History 

The  Nelson’s  bighorn  sheep  habitat  includes  the  Transverse  Ranges  through  most  of  the  desert 
mountain  ranges  of  California  and  adjacent  Nevada  and  northern  Arizona  to  Utah.  This  species 
is  widely  distributed  from  the  White  Mountains  in  Mono  County  south  to  the  Chocolate 
Mountains  in  Imperial  County,  and  is  known  to  occur  in  the  Clark  Mountains  (CH2M  Hill  2008). 
Essential  habitat  for  bighorn  sheep  includes  steep,  rocky  slopes  of  desert  mountains,  termed 
“escape  terrain”.  Their  agility  on  steep  rocky  terrain  is  an  adaptation  used  to  escape  predators 
such  as  coyotes,  eagles,  and  cougars  (Wehausen  1992). 

Bighorn  sheep  graze  on  grasses  and  browse  shrubs,  particularly  in  fall  and  winter,  and  seek 
minerals  at  natural  salt  licks.  In  the  spring,  when  annual  plants  are  available,  bighorn  tend  to 
disperse  downhill  to  bajadas  and  alluvial  fans  to  forage.  Bighorn  sheep  have  a large  rumen, 
relative  to  body  size,  which  allows  digestion  of  grasses,  even  in  a dry  state  (Hanly  1982).  This 
gives  them  flexibility  to  select  diets  that  optimize  nutrient  content  from  available  forage. 
Consequently,  bighorn  sheep  feed  on  a large  variety  of  plant  species  and  diet  composition 
varies  seasonally  and  among  locations.  While  diet  quality  in  the  Mojave  Desert  varies  greatly 
among  years,  it  is  most  predictably  high  in  late  winter  and  spring  (Wehausen  1992),  and  this 
period  coincides  with  the  peak  of  lambing.  Desert  bighorn  have  a long  lambing  season  that  can 
begin  in  December  and  end  in  June  in  the  Mojave  Desert,  and  a small  percentage  of  births 
commonly  occur  in  summer  as  well  (Wehausen  1992). 

Radio  telemetry  studies  of  bighorn  sheep  in  various  southwestern  deserts,  including  the  Mojave 
Desert  of  California,  have  found  considerable  movement  of  these  sheep  between  mountain 
ranges  (Bleich  and  others  1990).  Consequently,  intermountain  areas  of  the  desert  floor  that 
bighorn  traverse  between  mountain  ranges  can  be  as  important  to  the  long-term  viability  of 
populations  as  are  the  mountain  ranges  themselves  (Schwartz  and  others  1986;  Bleich  and 
others  1990). 

Surface  water  is  another  element  of  desert  bighorn  habitat  considered  essential  to  population 
health.  Male  and  female  bighorn  sheep  inhabiting  desert  ecosystems  can  survive  without 
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consuming  surface  water  (Krausman  and  others  1985),  and  males  appear  to  drink  infrequently 
in  many  situations;  however,  there  are  no  known  large  populations  of  bighorn  sheep  in  the 
desert  region  that  lack  access  to  surface  water.  It  is  common  for  males  and  females  to 
segregate  and  occupy  different  habitats  outside  the  breeding  season  (Bleich  and  others  1997). 
Females  tend  to  choose  particularly  steep,  safe  areas  for  bearing  and  initial  rearing  of  lambs. 
Areas  of  steep  limestone  are  commonly  preferred  lambing  areas  if  available  (Jaeger  1994). 
Males  frequently  occupy  much  less  precipitous  habitat  during  the  lamb-rearing  season  (Bleich 
and  others  1997). 


Survey  Results 

In  1988,  the  Clark  Mountain  bighorn  sheep  herd  was  estimated  to  consist  of  150  sheep.  During 
golden  eagle  surveys  (First  Solar  2013e ),  41  bighorn  sheep  were  observed  at  various  locations 
in  proximity  to  the  Study  Area  including  at  Devil’s  Peak,  Devil’s  Canyon,  Ivanpah  Valley,  and  the 
Stateline  Hills  (WRI  2010).  According  to  the  NEMO  plan,  bighorn  sheep  regularly  travel  between 
different  ranges,  and  some  movement  occurs  between  the  Clark  Mountains,  Spring  Mountains, 
and  New  York  Mountains,  including  neighboring  ranges  in  Nevada.  Although  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake 
supports  a seasonal  supply  of  water,  it  is  not  likely  that  sheep  would  utilize  the  lower  basin  area 
of  the  ivanpah  Valley  near  the  lakebed,  therefore  crossing  the  Study  Area.  The  northernmost 
section  of  the  Study  Area  may  be  used  infrequently  by  bighorn  sheep  during  foraging  and 
periods  of  movement  between  the  Clark  Mountains  and  Stateline  Hills  (First  Solar  2013e). 
Metamorphic  Hill  contains  steep  rocky  terrain  and  may  attract  sheep  lower  into  the  Ivanpah 
Valley;  however,  this  habitat  is  relatively  isolated  from  other  portions  of  the  Clark  Mountain 
range.  A habitat  evaluation  tool  was  developed  for  the  Desert  National  Wildlife  Range  in  Nevada 
and  includes  an  assessment  of  seven  factors  important  to  the  use  and  presence  of  bighorn 
sheep  (Monson  and  Sumner  1980).  A review  of  the  evaluation  criteria  indicates  that  the  majority 
of  the  Study  Area  is  not  defined  as  important  bighorn  sheep  habitat  due  to  low  to  moderate 
scores  in  the  seven  assessment  factors  (First  Solar  2013e). 


American  Badger  (Taxidea  taxus) 

Natural  History 

American  badgers  were  once  fairly  widespread  throughout  open  grassland  habitats  of 
California.  They  are  now  uncommon,  permanent  residents  throughout  most  of  the  state,  with  the 
exception  of  the  northern  North  Coast  area.  Known  to  occur  in  the  Mojave  Desert,  they  are  most 
abundant  in  the  drier  open  stages  of  most  shrub,  forest,  and  herbaceous  habitats  with  friable 
soils.  Badgers  are  generally  associated  with  treeless  regions,  prairies,  parklands,  and  cold 
desert  areas.  Cultivated  lands  have  been  reported  to  provide  little  usable  habitat  for  this 
species.  They  feed  mainly  on  small  mammals,  especially  ground  squirrels,  pocket  gophers,  rats, 
mice,  and  chipmunks.  This  species  captures  some  of  its  prey  above  ground  foraging  on  birds, 
eggs,  reptiles,  invertebrates,  and  carrion.  Its  diet  will  shift  seasonally  and  yearly  depending  upon 
prey  availability.  This  species  is  somewhat  tolerant  of  human  activities. 

Badgers  are  generally  solitary  animals  that  are  primarily  active  at  night.  They  dig  multiple 
burrows  in  friable  soils  within  their  home  range,  with  the  dens  located  up  to  10  feet  below  the 
grounds  surface.  Their  home  range  size  depends  on  the  sex,  season,  and  geographic  region, 
varying  between  300  to  1,500  acres  per  animal.  Badgers  undergo  torpor  in  winter  months. 


Survey  Results 

Although  this  species  was  not  detected  during  focused  surveys  (First  Solar  2013e ),  the 
environmental  conditions  necessary  to  support  this  species  exist  within  the  Study  Area, 
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Previous  surveys  (BLM  2010)  observed  this  species  approximately  one  mile  west  of  the  site  in 
2007.  A badger  was  relocated  from  the  Ivanpah  solar  site  in  2011.  Consequently,  this  species  is 
considered  to  have  a high  potential  to  occur  within  the  Study  Area. 


Desert  Kit  Fox  (Vulpes  macrotis  arispus) 

Natural  History 

Desert  kit  fox  are  an  uncommon  to  rare  permanent  resident  of  arid  regions  of  the  southern 
portion  of  California.  Kit  fox  occur  in  annual  grasslands , or  grassy  open,  arid  stages  of 
vegetation  dominated  by  scattered  herbaceous  species.  Kit  fox  occur  in  association  with  their 
prey  base  which  is  primarily  cottontail  rabbits , ground  squirrels , kangaroo  rats,  and  various 
species  of  insects,  lizards , or  birds  (Zeiner  and  others  1990).  Protection  provided  by  kit  fox  dens 
for  use  as  shelter , escape,  cover,  and  reproduction  is  vital  to  the  survival  of  the  species.  Title  14 
CCR  § 460  identifies  the  desert  kit  fox  as  non-game  species  that  may  not  be  hunted  or  captured. 


Survey  Results 

Desert  kit  fox  burrows , complexes , and  scat  were  observed  throughout  the  Project  Study  Area, 
and  the  entire  study  area  is  considered  habitat  for  this  species.  Surveys  detected  a total  of  38 
burrow/den  complexes  in  the  study  area , mostly  in  the  northern  portion  of  the  study  area.  Other 
sign,  primarily  scat,  was  common  in  both  the  northern  and  southern  portions  of  the  study  area. 
Suitable  prey  ( including  mice,  squirrels,  and  rabbits)  and  habitat  to  support  this  species  occur 
throughout  the  project  site. 


Bat  Species 

Natural  History 

The  project  area  provides  limited  opportunities  for  roosting.  It  is  likely  that  several  species 
frequent  the  project  area  in  search  of  food.  The  rocky  hills  immediately  adjacent  to  the  Study 
Area  (e.g.,  Stateline  Hills,  Metamorphic  Hills,  and  Clark  Mountains)  and  mines  (the  Umberci 
Mine)  in  the  mountains  adjacent  to  the  project  area  provide  ample  roosting  habitat  for  several 
bat  species.  Special  status  bat  species  known  or  that  have  moderate  to  high  potential  to  be 
present  within  the  project  area  include  the  pallid  bat  ( Antrozous  pallidus),  Townsend’s  big-eared 
bat  ( Plecotus  townsendii),  and  small-footed  myotis  ( Myotis  ciliolabrum). 

The  pallid  bat  and  small-footed  myotis  are  locally  common  species  of  California.  The  pallid  bat 
occurs  throughout  the  state  from  Shasta  to  Kern  counties  except  in  the  high  Sierra.  The  small- 
footed myotis  occurs  from  the  west  and  east  sides  of  the  Sierra  Nevada,  and  in  Great  Basin  and 
desert  habitats  from  Modoc  to  Kern  and  San  Bernardino  counties.  Both  species  occupy  a wide 
variety  of  habitats  including  grasslands,  shrublands,  woodlands,  and  forests  from  sea  level  up 
through  mixed  conifer  forests.  The  pallid  bat  is  most  common  in  open,  dry  habitats  with  rocky 
areas  for  roosting  and  is  a yearlong  resident  in  most  of  the  range.  Caves,  rock  crevices,  tree 
bark,  and  mines  are  used  as  roost  sites.  The  small-footed  myotis  may  occupy  similar  habitat 
within  and  near  the  project  area. 

Townsend's  big-eared  bat  is  found  throughout  California  in  all  but  subalpine  and  alpine  habitats, 
and  may  be  found  at  any  season  throughout  its  range.  Once  considered  common,  Townsend's 
big-eared  bat  now  is  considered  uncommon  in  California.  It  is  most  abundant  in  mesic  habitats, 
and  uses  caves,  mines,  tunnels,  buildings,  or  other  human  made  structures  for  roosting.  The 
Townsend’s  big-eared  bat  captures  their  prey  in  flight  using  echolocation,  or  by  gleaning  from 
foliage,  with  small  moths  being  the  principal  food  of  this  species.  Extremely  sensitive  to 
disturbance  of  roosting  sites,  a single  visit  may  result  in  the  abandonment  of  a maternity  roost. 
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Survey  Results 

A bat  habitat  assessment  and  surveys  were  performed  by  Patricia  Brown,  Ph.D.  (Brown-Berry 
Biological  Consulting)  in  2010  and  2011  within  the  full  Study  Area  (Brown  2011;  First  Solar 
2013e).  Suitable  habitat  for  several  bat  species  (specifically  those  that  are  known  to  occur  in  the 
vicinity  including  pallid  bats,  western  pipistrelles,  and  California  leaf-nosed  bats)  was  reviewed 
in  the  field.  General  areas  that  may  serve  as  potential  roosts  and  foraging  sites  were  identified. 
Acoustic  monitoring  was  conducted  on  July  28  and  29,  2010  and  from  May  14  to  16,  2011  to 
determine  which  bat  species  utilize  the  Study  Area.  Ultrasonic  detectors  (i.e.,  Anabat  II  and  1 A) 
recorded  echolocation  signals  overnight  in  thirteen  locations  in  different  areas  of  the  Study  Area 
to  identify  bat  species  and  document  general  activity  levels. 

Roost  surveys  were  conducted  of  rock  shelters  and  mines  in  the  mountains  adjacent  to  the 
project  area  during  the  day  and  at  night  for  evidence  of  bats  and  guano.  The  Umberci  Mine 
(located  approximately  1.5  miles  northwest  of  the  Study  Area)  was  visited  several  times  to 
census  the  species  and  numbers  of  bats  present.  Occupied  mines  were  monitored  at  dusk  by 
surveyors  with  night  vision  equipment  to  obtain  accurate  exit  counts.  The  surveyors  kept  two 
counts  for  at  least  sixty  minutes  after  the  first  bat  exited  of  how  many  bats  entered  and  exited 
the  mines.  Video  cameras  with  auxiliary  infrared  lights  were  used  to  remotely  monitor  mines  and 
to  obtain  permanent  records  of  exiting  bats. 

Pallid  bats  and  small-footed  myotis  were  detected  in  a shallow  rock  cave  in  the  foothills  just 
north  of  the  study  area.  A mine  shaft  was  located  near  the  active  cave.  This  species  has  been 
found  to  roost  in  rock  crevices  during  the  day  and  congregate  for  socialization  in  boulder  caves 
and  mines  during  the  night  (Brown  2011).  Echolocation  signals  were  recorded  early  in  the 
evening  near  the  dry  lakebed,  which  could  suggest  that  pallid  bats  are  roosting  within  small  rock 
crevices  on  the  ground  and  burrows  throughout  other  portions  of  the  study  area  (First  Solar 
2013e). 

The  Umberci  Mine,  located  in  the  Clark  Mountain  Range  approximately  two  miles  northwest  of 
the  study  area,  serves  as  a maternity  colony  and  hibernation  site  for  Townsend’s  big-eared  bats 
(First  Solar  2013e).  Over  one-hundred  bats  exited  the  mine  on  May  16,  2011  and  a torpid 
Townsend’s  big-eared  bat  was  found  when  the  mine  was  entered  (Brown  2011).  Although  not 
detected  during  echolocation  surveys  within  the  Project  site,  this  species  could  forage  over  the 
project  area  and  not  be  detected  due  to  their  characteristically  faint  calls  (First  Solar  2013e). 
The  Umberci  Mine  has  been  gated  by  BLM  to  protect  the  roosting  bats. 


3.22.2  Applicable  Regulations,  Plans,  and  Standards 

The  proposed  project  must  comply  with  state  and  federal  laws  and  regulations  that  address 
state  and  federally  listed  species,  as  well  as  other  sensitive  species  and  their  habitats. 


3.22.2.1  Federal 

Endangered  Species  Act,  Section  7.  The  ESA  was  passed  by  the  U.S.  Congress  in  1973, 
and  has  since  been  amended  several  times.  The  ESA  and  50  CFR  17.1  et  seq.  designate  and 
provide  for  protection  of  threatened  and  endangered  plants  and  animals  and  their  critical 
habitat.  Procedures  for  addressing  federally  listed  species  follow  two  principal  pathways,  both  of 
which  require  consultation  with  the  USFWS,  which  administers  the  ESA  for  all  terrestrial 
species.  The  first  pathway  (ESA  Section  10(a),  Incidental  Take  Permit)  is  set  up  for  situations  in 
which  a non-federal  government  entity  (where  no  federal  nexus  exists)  must  resolve  potential 
adverse  impacts  to  species  protected  under  the  ESA.  The  second  pathway  (ESA  Section  7, 
Consultation)  involves  projects  with  a federal  connection  or  requirement;  typically  these  are 
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projects  sponsored  or  permitted  by  a federal  lead  agency.  For  the  Project,  the  federal  lead 
agency  (the  BLM)  initiates  and  coordinates  the  steps  below  for  Section  7: 

• Preparation  of  biological  assessment  assessing  potential  for  the  project  to  adversely 
affect  listed  species 

• Coordination  between  resource  agencies  to  assess  impacts  and  proposed  mitigation 

• Development  of  appropriate  mitigation  for  adverse  impacts  on  federally  listed  species 

The  USFWS  ultimately  issues  a final  Biological  Opinion  on  whether  the  project  would  affect 
federally  listed  species.  If  agency  review  of  a project  determines  that  a Project  can  be 
implemented  without  jeopardizing  a federally  protected  species,  the  Biological  Opinion  may 
include  an  Incidental  Take  Statement  of  anticipated  incidental  take  accompanied  by  the 
appropriate  and  reasonable  mitigation  measures  to  minimize  such  take. 


BLM  Sensitive  Species 

BLM  Sensitive  Species  are  species  designated  by  the  State  Director  that  are  not  federal  listed 
proposed,  or  candidate  species,  or  State  listed  because  of  potential  endangerment.  BLM’s 
policy  is  to  “ensure  that  actions  authorized,  funded,  or  carried  out  do  not  contribute  to  the  need 
to  list  any  of  these  species  as  threatened  or  endangered.”  Various  offices  of  the  BLM  maintain  a 
list  of  special  status  plant  and  wildlife  species  that  are  to  be  considered  as  part  of  the 
management  activities  carried  out  by  the  BLM  on  the  lands  that  they  administer. 


California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan 

The  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  (CDCA)  covers  approximately  25  million  acres  of  land 
in  southern  and  southeastern  California,  with  approximately  10  million  acres  being  administered 
by  the  BLM.  The  CDCA  Plan  is  a comprehensive,  long-range  plan  with  goals  and  specific 
actions  for  the  management,  use,  development  and  protection  of  the  resources  and  public  lands 
within  the  CDCA  and  is  based  on  the  concepts  of  multiple  use,  sustained  yield,  and 
maintenance  of  environmental  quality. 

The  Wildlife  Element  of  the  CDCA  Plan  specifies  the  goals,  planned  actions , and 
implementation  for  the  management  of  wildlife  resources.  The  goals  are  to  avoid , mitigate , or 
compensate  for  impacts  of  conflicting  uses  on  wildlife , develop  and  implement  plans  to  provide 
for  special  management  of  habitat , manage  Federal  and  state-listed  species  so  that  their 
continued  existence  is  not  jeopardized , manage  BLM  sensitive  species  so  that  the  potential  for 
Federal  or  state  listing  is  minimized , and  include  consideration  of  crucial  habitats  of  sensitive 
species  in  all  decisions.  The  Plan  has  been  amended  several  times , including  the  designation 
of  Desert  Wildlife  Management  Areas  (DWMAs)  and  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  for  the  protection  of  wildlife  species. 


Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  (MBTA) 

The  federal  MBTA  of  1918  (16  U.S.C.  703-712)  provides  protection  for  a majority  of  bird  species 
occurring  in  the  U.S.  The  MBTA  makes  it  unlawful  to  pursue,  hunt,  take,  capture,  kill,  or  sell 
birds  listed  under  the  MBTA.  Some  common  species  are  not  covered  under  the  MBTA  and 
include  the  European  starling  ( Sturnus  vulgaris),  the  house  sparrow  ( Passer  domesticus),  the 
rock  pigeon  ( Columba  livia),  and  game  species  such  as  grouse,  turkey,  and  ptarmigan.  There 
have  been  several  amendments  to  the  original  law  (including  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Reform 
Act  of  1998).  Currently,  penalties  include  a fine  of  not  more  than  $15,000  or  imprisonment  of  not 
more  than  two  years  for  misdemeanor  violations  of  the  act.  The  statute  does  not  discriminate 
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between  live  or  dead  birds  and  grants  full  protection  to  any  bird  parts,  including  feathers,  eggs, 
and  nests.  Currently,  836  bird  species  are  protected  by  the  MBTA.  The  USFWS  Migratory  Birds 
and  Habitat  Program  primarily  operates  under  the  auspices  of  the  MBTA. 


Bald  and  Golden  Eagle  Protection  Act  (BGEPA) 

The  BGEPA  prohibits  any  form  of  possession  or  taking  of  either  bald  eagles  or  golden  eagles.  A 
1962  amendment  created  a specific  exemption  for  possession  of  an  eagle  or  eagle  parts  (e.g., 
feathers)  for  religious  purposes  of  Indian  tribes.  The  BGEPA  prohibits  take,  which  is  defined  as 
to  “pursue,  shoot,  shoot  at,  poison,  wound,  kill,  capture,  trap,  collect,  destroy,  molest,  disturb,  or 
otherwise  harm  eagles,  their  nests,  or  their  eggs.”  Under  the  BGEPA,  “disturb”  means  to  agitate 
or  bother  a bald  or  golden  eagle  to  a degree  that  causes,  or  is  likely  to  cause,  based  on  the  best 
scientific  information  available:  (1)  injury  to  an  eagle;  (2)  decrease  in  its  productivity  by 
substantially  interfering  with  normal  breeding,  feeding,  or  sheltering  behavior;  or  (3)  nest 
abandonment,  by  substantially  interfering  with  normal  breeding,  feeding,  or  sheltering  behavior. 

On  September  11,  2009,  the  USFWS  set  in  place  rules  (50  CFR  parts  13  and  22)  establishing 
two  new  permit  types:  (1)  take  of  bald  and  golden  eagles  that  is  associated  with,  but  is  not  the 
purpose  of,  the  activity;  and  (2)  purposeful  take  of  eagle  nests  that  pose  a threat  to  human  or 
eagle  safety.  Specifically,  the  BGEPA  authorizes  intentional  take  of  eagle  nests  where: 
necessary  to  alleviate  a safety  hazard  to  people  or  eagles;  necessary  to  ensure  public  health 
and  safety;  the  nest  prevents  the  use  of  a human-engineered  structure;  and/or  the  activity,  or 
mitigation  for  the  activity,  will  provide  a net  benefit  to  eagles;  and  allows  inactive  nests  to  be 
taken  only  in  the  case  of  safety  emergencies. 

As  described  in  the  USFWS  Draft  Eagle  Conservation  Plan  (ECP)  Guidance  dated  January 
2011  (USFWS  2011b),  the  USFWS  recommends  that  project  proponents  prepare  an  ECP  to 
avoid,  minimize,  and  mitigate  project-related  impacts  to  eagles  to  ensure  no  net  loss  to  the 
golden  eagle  population.  Pursuant  to  BLM  Instructional  Memorandum  (IM)  2010-156,  the  BLM 
will  provide  USFWS  an  ECP  for  review.  If  take  is  deemed  likely,  the  applicant  will  seek  an  Eagle 
Take  Permit. 

Rule  changes  made  in  September  2009  finalized  permit  regulations  to  authorize  limited  take  of 
these  species  associated  with  otherwise  lawful  activities.  These  new  regulations  establish 
permit  provisions  for  intentional  take  of  eagle  nests  under  particular  limited  circumstances 
(USFWS  2009).  USFWS  is  currently  accepting  public  comment  in  preparation  for  revising  their 
regulations  governing  these  take  permits  (USFWS  2012). 


Desert  Tortoise  Recovery  Plan  and  Critical  Habitat  Designation  of  1994 

The  Desert  Tortoise  Recovery  Plan  established  a strategy  for  the  recovery  and  eventual  de- 
listing  of  the  Mojave  population  of  desert  tortoise.  Six  recovery  units  with  14  DWMAs  were 
originally  proposed  in  Arizona,  California,  Nevada,  and  Utah.  Based  on  information  in  the 
Recovery  Plan,  12  CHUs  were  established  for  the  Mojave  population  of  desert  tortoise  by  the 
USFWS  on  February  8,  1994  (59  FR  5820,  USFWS  1994). 

A revised  recovery  plan  was  prepared  in  2011,  which  re-delineated  the  recovery  units  and 
reduced  them  from  six  units  to  five  units.  The  recovery  units  cover  the  entire  range  of  the 
Mojave  population  of  desert  tortoise  (USFWS  2011a). 
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Land  Designations  and  Plans 
Federal 

The  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  is  located  on  federal  land  under  BLM’s  jurisdiction  and  is 
therefore  subject  to  the  provisions  of  BLM’s  CDCA  Plan  (BLM  1980).  As  an  amendment  to  the 
CDCA  Plan,  BLM  produced  the  NEMO  Plan  amendments  (BLM  2002).  This  document  consists 
of  proposed  management  actions  and  alternatives  for  public  lands  in  the  NEMO  Planning  Area. 
The  Stateline  project  is  located  in  the  southeastern  portion  of  the  NEMO  Planning  Area 
Boundary. 

The  BLM  has  worked  with  the  USFWS  to  develop  a variety  of  land  designations  as  tools  to 
protect  sensitive  biological  resources,  including  the  desert  tortoise.  The  siting  of  the  Stateline 
Solar  Farm  Project  considered  the  management  direction  of  these  designations,  as  described 
below: 


• Desert  Wildlife  Management  Areas  are  general  areas  recommended  by  the  Desert 
Tortoise  Recovery  Plan  (USFWS  1994;  USFWS  2011a)  within  which  recovery  efforts  for 
the  desert  tortoise  would  be  concentrated.  DWMAs  had  no  specific  legal  boundaries  in 
the  1994  Recovery  Plan.  The  BLM  formalized  the  general  DWMAs  from  the  1994 
Recovery  Plan  through  its  planning  process  and  administers  them  as  Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern  (see  below).  The  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  does  not  fall 
within  any  DWMA  and  is  located  less  than  2 miles  west  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley 
DWMA/ACEC. 

• Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  are  specific,  legally  defined,  BLM 
designations  where  special  management  is  needed  to  protect  and  prevent  irreparable 
damage  to  important  historical,  cultural,  scenic  values,  fish  and  wildlife,  and  natural 
resources  or  to  protect  life  and  safety  from  natural  hazards.  The  Stateline  Solar  Farm 
Project  is  not  included  within  any  designated  ACEC  and  is  located  less  than  2 miles  west 
of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  DWMA/ACEC  and  the  Clark  Mountain  ACEC  is  approximately  4 
miles  west  of  the  site. 

• Critical  Habitat  consists  of  specific  areas  defined  by  the  USFWS  as  areas  essential  for 
the  conservation  of  the  listed  species,  which  support  physical  and  biological  features 
essential  for  survival  and  that  may  require  special  management  considerations  or 
protection.  Critical  habitat  for  the  desert  tortoise  was  designated  in  1994,  largely  based 
on  proposed  DWMAs  in  the  Recovery  Plan.  The  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  is 
approximately  3.5  miles  from  the  nearest  desert  tortoise  critical  habitat  (Ivanpah  CHU). 

BLM  provides  management  direction  for  species  such  as  desert  tortoise  within  the  NEMO, 
which  include  five  geographical  areas  of  tortoise  habitat  in  the  planning  area.  These  areas 
include  an  Ivanpah  Valley  and  a North  Ivanpah  Valley  area  (BLM  2002),  with  the  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  Project  located  within  the  Ivanpah  Valley  habitat  area.  Current  designations  for  both 
Ivanpah  areas  are  as  Category  III  desert  tortoise  habitat  (BLM  2002).  Category  III  management 
goals  are  to  limit  tortoise  habitat  and  population  declines  to  the  extent  possible  by  mitigating 
impacts. 

Potential  take  of  the  desert  tortoise,  listed  as  threatened  by  the  USFWS,  requires  compliance 
with  the  federal  ESA  (16  U.S.C.  §§  1531  et  seq.).  “Take”  of  a federally-listed  species  is 
prohibited  without  an  Incidental  Take  Statement,  which  would  be  obtained  through  a Section  7 
consultation  between  BLM  and  the  USFWS.  A Biological  Assessment  (BA)  for  the  Stateline 
Solar  Farm  Project  was  submitted  by  BLM  to  USFWS  on  January  2,  2013  to  initiate  consultation 
regarding  protected  species.  USFWS  completed  consultation  by  issuing  the  Biological  Opinion 
for  the  Project  on  September  30,  2013.  The  Biological  Opinion  was  developed  jointly  for  the 
Stateline  project  and  the  nearby  Silver  State  South  project , in  order  to  consider  the  effects  of 
both  projects.  The  Biological  Opinion  concluded  that  the  Proposed  Actions  are  not  likely  to 
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appreciably  diminish  reproduction,  numbers,  or  distribution  of  the  tortoise  in  Ivanpah  Valley , and 
would  not  affect  desert  tortoises  within  the  remainder  of  the  Eastern  Mojave  Recovery  Unit  or 
the  remainder  of  the  range  of  the  Mojave  population  of  the  desert  tortoise. 


3.22.2.2  State 

California  Endangered  Species  Act  (CESA).  The  CESA  is  similar  to  the  federal  ESA,  and  is 
administered  by  the  CDFW.  CESA  was  enacted  to  protect  sensitive  resources  and  their 
habitats.  The  CESA  prohibits  the  take  of  CESA-listed  species  unless  specifically  provided  for 
under  another  state  law.  CESA  does  allow  for  incidental  take  associated  with  otherwise  lawful 
development  projects.  The  CDFW  recommends  the  development  of  appropriate  mitigation 
planning  to  offset  project-induced  losses  of  listed  species.  A project  applicant  is  responsible  for 
consulting  with  the  CDFW,  if  applicable,  to  preclude  activities  that  are  likely  to  take  any  CESA- 
listed  threatened  or  endangered  species  then  an  Incidental  Take  Permit  (CDFG  Code  Section 
2081)  will  be  required. 


California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  Code  §1600-1603,  Streambed  Alteration 
Agreement.  This  statute  regulates  activities  that  would  “substantially  divert  or  obstruct  the 
natural  flow  of,  or  substantially  change  the  bed,  channel,  or  bank  of,  or  use  material  from  the 
streambed  of  a natural  watercourse”  that  supports  fish  or  wildlife  resources.  A stream  is  defined 
as  a body  of  water  that  flows  at  least  periodically  or  intermittently  through  a bed  or  channel 
having  banks,  and  supports  fish  or  other  aquatic  life.  This  includes  watercourses  having  a 
surface  or  subsurface  flow  that  supports  or  has  supported  riparian  vegetation.  A Streambed 
Alteration  Agreement  (SAA)  must  be  obtained  for  any  Proposed  Project  that  would  result  in  an 
adverse  impact  to  a river,  stream,  or  lake.  If  fish  or  wildlife  would  be  substantially  adversely 
affected,  an  agreement  to  implement  mitigation  measures  identified  by  the  CDFW  would  be 
required.  An  SAA  would  likely  be  required  for  impacts  to  drainages  in  California. 


California  Fish  and  Game  Code  §3503.  This  section  prohibits  the  taking  and  possession  of 
any  bird  egg  or  nest,  except  as  otherwise  provided  by  this  code  or  subsequent  regulations.  The 
administering  agency  is  the  CDFW. 


California  Fish  and  Game  Code  §3503.5.  This  section  prohibits  the  taking  and  possession  of 
eggs  or  nest  of  any  bird  classified  as  a Falconiformes  or  Strigiformes  (birds-of-prey),  except  as 
otherwise  provided  by  this  code  or  subsequent  regulations.  The  administering  agency  is  the 
CDFW. 


California  Fish  and  Game  Code  §3511,  §4700,  §5515,  and  $5050.  These  sections  prohibit 
the  taking  and  possession  of  birds,  mammals,  fish,  and  reptiles  listed  as  “fully  protected.”  The 
administering  agency  is  the  CDFW. 


California  Fish  and  Game  Code  §3513  - Adoption  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act.  This 
section  provides  for  the  adoption  of  the  MBTA’s  provisions.  As  with  the  MBTA,  this  state  code 
offers  no  statutory  or  regulatory  mechanism  for  obtaining  an  incidental  take  permit  for  the  loss  of 
non-game  migratory  birds.  The  administering  agency  is  the  CDFW. 
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California  Code  of  Regulations  5670.2  and  $670.5.  The  code  lists  wildlife  and  plant  species 
listed  as  threatened  or  endangered  in  California  or  by  the  federal  government  under  ESA. 
Species  considered  future  protected  species  by  the  CDFW  are  designated  California  species  of 
special  concern  (CSC).  CSC  species  currently  have  no  legal  status,  but  are  considered  indicator 
species  useful  for  monitoring  regional  habitat  changes. 

California  Code  of  Regulations  Title  14  §460.  The  CCR  lists  the  desert  kit  fox  as  a non-game 
species  that  may  not  be  hunted  or  captured. 


CEQA  Guidelines  515380.  CEQA  Guidelines  §1 5380(b)  provides  that  a species  not  listed  on 
the  federal  or  state  list  of  protected  species  may  be  considered  rare  or  endangered  if  the 
species  can  be  shown  to  meet  certain  specified  criteria. 
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4.0  Environmental  Consequences 

4.1  Introduction 

This  chapter  assesses  environmental  consequences  or  impacts  that  would  result  from  the 
implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  described  in  Chapter  2.  These 
analyses  consider  direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternatives,  including  both  short-term  impacts  during  construction  and  decommissioning,  and 
long-term  impacts  during  operations.  This  chapter  also  identifies  mitigation  measures  to 
address  adverse  impacts  and  summarizes  the  residual  and  unavoidable  adverse  impacts 
associated  with  each  resource  area.  The  scope  of  the  impact  analyses  presented  in  this 
chapter  is  commensurate  with  the  level  of  detail  for  the  alternatives  provided  in  Chapter  2, 
Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives,  and  the  availability  and/or  quality  of  data  necessary  to 
assess  impacts.  Baseline  conditions  for  assessing  the  potential  environmental  impacts  are 
described  in  Chapter  3. 


National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  Methodology 

The  methodology  for  this  assessment  conforms  with  the  guidance  found  in  the  following 
sections  of  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  regulations  for  implementing  NEPA:  40 
Code  of  Federal  Regulation  (CFR)  Section  1502.24,  Methodology  and  Scientific  Accuracy,  40 
CFR  Section  1508.7,  Cumulative  Impact,  and  40  CFR  Section  1508.8,  Effects.  The  CEQ 
regulations  require  agencies  to  “rigorously  explore  and  objectively  evaluate”  the  impacts  of  the 
alternatives. 


California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  Methodology 

The  methodologies  used  in  the  impact  assessment  also  conform  to  the  requirements  of  CEQA, 
Public  Resources  Code  Section  21000  et  seq.),  including  the  Guidelines  for  Implementation  of 
the  CEQA,  Title  14  California  Code  of  Regulations  (CCR)  section  15000  et  seq. 

Under  CEQA,  a “project”  is  defined  as  “the  whole  of  an  action,  which  has  a potential  for 
resulting  in  either  a direct  physical  change  in  the  environment,  or  a reasonably  foreseeable 
indirect  physical  change  in  the  environment’’  ( CEQA  Guidelines  15378(a)).  In  the  case  of  the 
Proposed  Project , the  County’s  authority  is  limited  to  approval  of  well  permits  for  the 
groundwater  production  and  monitoring  wells.  Mitigation  of  the  effects  of  the  solar  facility  itself 
and  the  land  use  plan  amendments , are  the  responsibility  of  BLM  to  identify  and  to  reguire  of 
the  Applicant. 


4.1.1  Analytical  Assumptions 

The  impact  analysis  in  this  chapter  was  conducted  with  the  following  assumptions: 

• The  laws,  regulations,  and  policies  applicable  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM) 
authorizing  Right-of-Way  (ROW)  grants  for  renewable  energy  development  facilities 
would  be  applied  consistently  for  all  action  alternatives; 

• San  Bernardino  County’s  CEQA  requirements  would  be  applied  consistently  for  those 
portions  of  the  action  alternatives  for  which  it  has  approval  authority : 

• The  proposed  facility  would  be  constructed,  operated,  maintained,  and  decommissioned 
as  described  for  each  action  alternative  in  Chapter  2;  and 


November  201 3 


4.1-1 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.1  Introduction 


• Short-term  impacts  are  those  expected  to  occur  during  the  construction  phase,  the  first 
five  years  of  the  operation  and  maintenance  phase,  and  during  project 
decommissioning.  Long-term  impacts  are  those  that  would  occur  after  the  first  five 
years  of  operation  and  maintenance  until  the  decommissioning  phase  is  complete,  a 
period  of  25  years.  Long-term  impacts,  such  as  vegetation  impacts,  could  also 
potentially  extend  beyond  the  end  of  the  decommissioning  phase. 


4.1.2  Types  of  Effects 
NEPA  Impact  Analysis 

The  potential  impacts  from  those  actions  that  would  have  direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative  effects 
were  considered  for  each  resource.  The  terms  “effect”  and  “impact”  as  used  in  this  document 
are  synonymous  and  could  be  beneficial  or  adverse. 

Direct  effects  are  caused  by  the  action  and  occur  at  the  same  time  and  place  as  the  action; 
indirect  effects  are  caused  by  the  action  and  occur  later  in  time  or  further  in  distance,  but  are 
still  reasonably  foreseeable  based  on  the  scope  of  the  action  (40  CFR  1508.8).  Cumulative 
impacts  are  those  effects  resulting  from  the  incremental  impacts  of  an  action  when  combined 
with  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions,  regardless  of  which  agency 
or  person  undertakes  such  actions  (40  CFR  1508.7).  Cumulative  impacts  could  result  from 
individually  insignificant  but  collectively  significant  actions  taking  place  over  a period  of  time. 
Short-term  impacts  occur  only  for  a short  time  after  implementation  of  an  action;  for  example, 
construction  noise  impacts  from  construction  activities  would  be  considered  short-term  in 
nature.  In  contrast,  long-term  effects  occur  for  an  extended  period  after  implementation  of  an 
action;  for  example,  operational  noise  during  facility  operations  would  be  a long-term  impact,  as 
it  would  continue  throughout  the  entire  period  of  operations.  For  the  purposes  of  this  document, 
“short-term”  and  “long-term”  are  defined  in  Section  4.1.1. 

Section  1502.16  of  the  CEQ  regulations  forms  the  scientific  and  analytic  basis  for  the 
comparison  of  alternatives.  This  chapter  consolidates  the  discussions  of  those  elements 
required  by  sections  102(2)(C)(i),  (ii),  (iv),  and  (v)  of  NEPA  which  are  within  the  scope  of  this 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)/Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR),  and  as  much  of 
Section  102(2)(C)(iii)  as  is  necessary  to  support  the  comparisons.  The  discussion  includes  the 
environmental  impacts  of  each  of  the  alternatives,  including  any  adverse  environmental  effects 
which  cannot  be  avoided,  the  relationship  between  short-term  uses  of  man’s  environment  and 
the  maintenance  and  enhancement  of  long-term  productivity,  and  any  irreversible  or 
irretrievable  commitments  of  resources  which  would  be  involved  in  the  proposal  should  it  be 
implemented. 

Linder  NEPA,  significance  is  defined  by  the  CEQ  as  a measure  of  the  intensity  and  context  of 
the  effects  of  a major  federal  action  on  the  human  environment  (Section  §1508.27).  The  BLM 
NEPA  Handbook  reiterates  this  directive,  stating  that  the  document  should  “focus  the 
discussion  of  effects  on  the  context,  intensity,  and  duration.”  Intensity  refers  to  the  severity  or 
level  of  magnitude  of  impacts.  Public  health  and  safety,  proximity  to  sensitive  areas,  level  of 
controversy,  unique  risks,  or  potentially  precedent-setting  effects  may  all  be  considered  in 
determining  intensity  of  effect.  Context  means  that  the  effects  of  an  action  must  be  analyzed 
within  a framework  or  within  physical  or  conceptual  limits.  NEPA  does  not  require  that  federal 
agencies  make  a finding  of  significance  for  an  EIS.  Linder  NEPA,  impacts,  whether  significant 
or  not,  are  disclosed  and  analyzed.  Impacts  are  to  be  discussed  in  proportion  to  their 
significance;  only  brief  discussions  of  other  than  significant  issues  is  required.  Whenever 
possible,  this  document  differentiates  between  short-term  and  long-term  impacts. 
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For  impacts  identified  as  adverse , mitigation  which  would  either  avoid  or  minimize  the  adverse 
effect  of  the  impact  is  identified,  and  would  be  required  as  a condition  of  the  right-of-way  grant. 


CEQA  Impact  Analysis 

Under  CEQA,  impacts  resulting  from  the  County’s  action  (permitting  of  groundwater  production 
and  monitoring  wells)  are  evaluated  using  significance  thresholds,  as  listed  in  the  Appendix  G 
checklist  of  CEQA.  For  each  issue  listed  in  the  checklist,  a determination  is  made  that  there  is 
no  impact,  a less  than  significant  impact,  a significant  impact,  a potentially  significant  impact,  or 
a significant  and  unavoidable  impact.  If  an  impact  exceeds  a threshold,  it  is  deemed  a 
significant  impact.  Significant  impacts  under  CEQA  require  that  the  EIR  identify  feasible 
mitigation  measures  that  could  avoid  or  substantially  lessen  the  project’s  significant 
environmental  impacts.  For  the  purposes  of  the  analysis  in  Chapter  4,  the  terms  significance  or 
significant  are  used  only  to  describe  impacts  under  CEQA.  In  addition  to  the  impacts  associated 
with  the  well  permitting  action,  the  EIR  also  evaluates  and  reaches  a significance  determination 
for  project  components  that  are  outside  of  the  County’s  jurisdiction , including  the  construction, 
operation , and  decommissioning  of  the  solar  facility.  These  analyses  are  presented  for 
informational  purposes , although  the  County  has  no  authority  over  these  activities. 


4.1.3  Resources  and  Resource  Uses  Not  Affected  or  Present  in  the  Action  Area 

Resources,  BLM  program  areas,  or  other  aspects  of  the  human  environment  that  are  not 
affected  or  present  in  the  proposed  facility  area  include:  wild  and  scenic  rivers,  national  scenic 
or  historic  trails,  monuments,  and  national  recreation  areas;  cooperative  management  and 
protection  areas;  outstanding  natural  areas;  forest  reserves;  back  country  byways;  and 
wetlands. 


4.1.4  Mitigation  Measures  Included  in  the  Analysis 
Mitigation  Measures  under  NEPA 

The  BLM  NEPA  Handbook  (H-1 790-1)  discusses  mitigation  measures  as  specific  means, 
measures,  or  practices  that  would  reduce  or  eliminate  effects  of  the  proposed  action  or 
alternatives.  Mitigation  may  be  used  to  reduce  or  avoid  adverse  impacts  whether  or  not  they 
are  significant  in  nature.  In  an  EIS,  the  BLM  must  identify  and  analyze  measures  to  mitigate  the 
adverse  environmental  impacts  of  a proposed  action.  The  Handbook  distinguishes  between 
“Design  Features  of  the  Proposed  Action”,  which  are  incorporated  into  the  Plan  of  Development 
(POD)  for  the  Proposed  Action,  and  mitigation  measures,  which  are  requirements  identified  and 
analyzed  in  an  EIS  and  may  be  required  as  conditions  of  approval  of  a ROW  grant.  For  this 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  project,  the  Applicant  has  incorporated  environmental  protection  measures 
into  their  POD  (First  Solar  2013).  In  addition,  the  Applicant  has  developed  a series  of 
management  plans  that,  as  components  of  the  POD,  provide  additional  measures,  Best 
Management  Practices,  and  other  elements  included  in  the  design  of  the  Project  in  order  to 
reduce  impacts.  These  measures  are  described  as  components  of  the  Applicant’s  Proposed 
Action  in  the  description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  provided  in  Chapter  2.  In  the 
resource  sections  that  follow , the  BLM  has  developed  additional  mitigation  measures  (if 
appropriate)  that  may  include  specifying  the  components  of  a proposed  management  plan, 
modifying  components  of  the  management  plan , or  providing  other  detailed  measures  that  are 
not  already  addressed  in  the  POD  or  Applicant-proposed  management  plans. 
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Mitigation  Measures  Under  CEQA 

Unlike  NEPA,  CEQA  requires  that  a significance  determination  be  made  for  each  significance 
criteria  evaluated  in  an  EIR.  Significance  criteria,  the  basis  for  which  is  set  forth  in  the  CEQA 
Guidelines  Environmental  Checklist  (Appendix  G),  are  identified  for  each  environmental 
resource  area.  The  significance  criteria  serve  as  a benchmark  for  determining  if  a project  would 
result  in  significant  adverse  environmental  impacts  when  evaluated  against  the  baseline  or 
existing  environmental  conditions.  Impacts  are  assessed  relative  to  each  impact  criterion  to 
determine  whether  the  project  would  have  no  impact,  a less-than-significant  impact,  less  than 
significant  with  mitigation,  or  a significant  impact.  Impacts  are  quantified  to  the  extent  possible. 
In  addition,  the  determination  of  an  impact’s  significance  for  CEQA  purposes  is  derived  from 
standards  set  by  the  applicable  regulatory  agencies  on  the  federal,  State,  and  local  levels; 
knowledge  of  the  effects  of  similar  past  projects;  professional  judgment;  and  plans  and  policies 
adopted  by  governmental  agencies. 

CEQA  requires  that  mitigation  measures  be  identified  to  reduce  or  avoid  significant  impacts. 
The  CEQA  Guidelines  §15370  define  mitigation  as: 

(a)  Avoiding  the  impact  altogether  by  not  taking  a certain  action  or  parts  of  an  action; 

(b)  Minimizing  impacts  by  limiting  the  degree  or  magnitude  of  the  action  and  its  implementation; 

(c)  Rectifying  the  impact  by  repairing,  rehabilitating,  or  restoring  the  affected  environment; 

(d)  Reducing  or  eliminating  the  impact  over  time  by  preservation  and  maintenance  operations 
during  the  life  of  the  action;  and 

(e)  Compensating  for  the  impact  by  replacing  or  providing  substitute  resources  or 
environments. 

If  impacts  remain  significant  after  all  feasible  mitigation  is  considered,  (i.e.,  continue  to  exceed 
the  threshold  of  significance  identified  in  the  impact  criteria),  the  analysis  must  conclude  that 
the  impact  is  significant  and  unavoidable. 


Mitigation  Measure  Summary 

For  impacts  identified  in  the  analyses  in  the  resource  sections  in  this  chapter,  mitigation 
measures  have  been  developed  that  would  be  implemented  during  all  appropriate  phases  of  the 
project  from  initial  ground  breaking  to  operations,  and  through  closure  and  decommissioning. 
The  mitigation  measures  include  a combination  of  the  following: 

• Specifying  that  the  components  of  a management  plan  be  implemented,  modifying 
components  of  the  management  plan,  or  providing  other  detailed  measures  that  are  not 
already  addressed  in  the  POD  or  management  plans; 

• Regulatory  requirements  of  other  federal,  state,  and  local  agencies;  and 

• Additional  BLM-proposed  mitigation  measures,  standard  ROW  grant  terms  and 
conditions,  and  best  management  practices  (BMPs). 

These  requirements  are  generically  referred  to  as  “mitigation  measures”  throughout  this  Plan 
Amendment  (PA)  and  EIS/EIR.  Because  these  mitigation  measures  are  derived  from  a variety 
of  sources,  they  also  are  required,  and  their  implementation  regulated,  by  the  various  agencies. 

Many  of  the  mitigation  measures  are  required  by  agencies  other  than  the  BLM.  For  instance, 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA)  Section  7 mitigation  measures  of  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  (USFWS)  will  be  identified  in  their  Biological  Opinion  (BO),  and  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act  (NHPA)  Section  106  mitigation  measures  will  be  specified  in  a Memorandum 
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of  Agreement  (MOU).  The  Applicant  will  be  required  by  the  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  and  the 
ROW  grant  to  comply  with  certain  more  stringent  requirements  of  other  agencies  (see,  e.g.,  43 
CFR  2805.12(a),  (i)(6)  (more  stringent  state  standards  for  public  health  and  safety, 
environmental  protection  and  siting,  constructing,  operating,  and  maintaining  any  facilities  and 
improvements  on  the  ROW).  Any  non-compliance  with  implementation  of  these  other  Federal 
or  state  requirements  may  affect  the  approval  status  of  any  ROD  and  ROW  grant. 

The  BLM  has  identified  potential  impacts  to  public  land  resources  that  require  the  development 
of  individual  mitigation  measures  by  the  BLM.  If  a ROW  is  granted,  these  mitigation  measures 
will  be  incorporated  into  the  ROW  grant  and,  if  so,  will  be  monitored  and  managed  by  the  BLM. 
In  addition,  standard  terms  and  conditions  for  approval  of  the  use  of  public  land  will  be  identified 
in  the  ROD  and  incorporated  into  the  proposed  ROW  grant  and  therefore  will  be  enforced  by 
the  BLM  as  part  of  any  ROW  grant  approved  for  the  project. 


4.1.5  Cumulative  Scenario  Approach 

This  PA  and  EIS/EIR  analyzes  the  cumulative  impacts  of  the  construction,  operation  and 
maintenance,  closure  and  decommissioning  of  the  components  of  the  Proposed  Action,  taking 
into  account  the  effects  in  common  with  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future 
actions  regardless  of  what  agency  (Federal  or  non-Federal)  or  person  undertakes  such  actions. 
The  cumulative  effects  analysis  highlights  past  actions  that  are  closely-related  either  in  time  or 
space  (i.e.,  temporally  or  in  geographic  proximity)  to  the  Proposed  Action,  present  actions  that 
are  ongoing  at  the  same  time  this  EIS/EIR  was  being  prepared;  and  reasonably  foreseeable 
future  actions,  including  those  for  which  there  are  existing  decisions,  funding,  formal  proposals, 
or  which  are  highly  probable,  based  on  known  opportunities  or  trends. 

NEPA  and  CEQA  have  similar  definitions  of  “cumulative  impact.”  According  to  the  CEQ’s 
regulations  implementing  NEPA,  “cumulative  impact”  or  effect  “is  the  impact  on  the  environment 
which  results  from  the  incremental  impact  of  the  action  when  added  to  other  past,  present,  and 
reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions  regardless  of  what  agency  (federal  or  non-federal)  or 
person  undertakes  such  other  actions”  (40  CFR  §1508.7).  “Cumulative  effects  can  result  from 
individually  minor  but  collectively  significant  actions  taking  place  over  a period  of  time”  (40  CFR 
§1508.7). 

Under  CEQA  Guidelines,  “a  cumulative  impact  consists  of  an  impact  which  is  created  as  a 
result  of  the  combination  of  the  project  evaluated  in  the  EIR  together  with  other  projects  causing 
related  impacts”  (14  CCR  §15130[a][1]).  Cumulative  impacts  must  be  addressed  if  the 
incremental  effect  of  a project,  combined  with  the  effects  of  other  projects,  is  “cumulatively 
considerable”  (14  CCR  §1 51 30[a]).  Such  incremental  effects  are  to  be  “viewed  in  connection 
with  the  effects  of  past  projects,  the  effects  of  other  current  projects,  and  the  effects  of  probable 
future  projects”  (14  CCR  §1 51 64[b][1  ]).  Together,  these  projects  compose  the  cumulative 
baseline  that  forms  the  basis  of  the  cumulative  impact  analysis. 

Table  4.1-1  (located  at  the  end  of  this  section)  provides  a comprehensive  listing  of  all  existing 
and  foreseeable  projects  that  could  contribute  to  a cumulative  impact  on  the  environment. 
Projects  listed  include  renewable  energy  projects  located  on  BLM-administered  lands  and/or 
private  lands,  other  BLM  actions/activities,  and  projects  identified  by  local  governments,  such  as 
San  Bernardino.  Table  4.1-1  presents  the  project  name  and  owner,  location,  type,  status,  total 
acres,  and  a brief  description  of  each  project,  to  the  extent  that  the  information  is  available. 
Most  of  the  projects  listed  in  Table  4.1-1  have  been,  are  being,  or  would  be  required  to  undergo 
their  own  independent  environmental  review  under  NEPA  or  CEQA  or  both,  as  applicable. 
Figure  4.1-1  shows  the  location  of  each  of  the  projects  listed  in  Table  4.1-1  using  a 
corresponding  identification  number. 
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For  the  Proposed  Action,  the  cumulative  scenario  for  each  potentially  affected  resource 
includes  all  or  a portion  of  the  projects  identified  in  Table  4.1-1.  Table  4.1-2  (located  at  the  end 
of  this  section)  identifies  each  potentially  affected  resource,  the  cumulative  analysis  region  of 
interest  (which  is  the  geographic  extent  for  each  cumulative  effects  resource/issue),  elements 
to  consider,  and  which  projects  from  the  full  list  of  project  identified  in  Table  4.1-1  are  located  or 
would  occur  within  the  cumulative  analysis  impacts  area  for  that  resource. 

With  the  exception  of  climate  change,  which  is  a global  issue,  the  BLM  has  identified  the 
California  desert  as  the  largest  area  within  which  cumulative  effects  could  be  assessed 
depending  on  the  resource.  However,  within  the  desert  region  and  in  keeping  with  its  policy , the 
specific  area  of  cumulative  effect  varies  by  resource.  For  each  resource,  the  geographic  scope 
of  analysis  is  based  on  the  topography  surrounding  the  proposed  facility  and  the  natural 
boundaries  of  the  resource  affected,  rather  than  jurisdictional  boundaries.  Table  4.1-2  identifies 
the  relevant  geographic  scope  for  the  evaluation  of  cumulative  impacts  for  each  identified 
resource. 

While  each  project  identified  in  Tables  4.1-1  and  4.1-2  have  their  own  implementation 
schedules,  these  schedules  may  or  may  not  coincide  or  overlap  with  the  schedule  of  the 
Proposed  Action  or  alternatives.  To  be  conservative  the  cumulative  analysis  assumes  that  all 
projects  in  the  cumulative  scenario  are  built  and  operating  during  the  construction,  operation, 
maintenance  and  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  their  effects  are  thuslv 
identified. 
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Table  4.1-2.  Cumulative  Projects  Within  the  Geographic  Scope  of  Cumulative  Analysis  for  Each  Resource  Area 
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4.2  Air  Resources 

4.2.1  Methodology  for  Analysis 

Potential  effects  on  air  resources  from  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  may  occur  as  a 
result  of  emissions  of  criteria  pollutants  from  the  construction,  operation  and  decommissioning 
of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives.  To  assess  those  effects,  quantitative  emission 
estimates  for  criteria  pollutants  were  prepared,  based  on  the  Applicant-provided  construction 
and  operation  assumptions,  in  order  to  evaluate  the  significance  of  emissions  associated  with 
the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives.  Additionally,  qualitative  analyses  were  performed  to 
determine  the  significance  of  potential  hazardous  air  pollutant  emissions  and  odors  from  the 
Proposed  Action  and  alternatives.  Emissions  and  impacts  of  decommissioning  of  the  proposed 
solar  farm  were  analyzed  qualitatively  as  well.  The  emissions  estimates  were  compared  to 
applicable  air  quality  regulatory  requirements  and  ambient  air  quality  standards  in  order  to 
establish  impacts  on  ambient  air  quality.  As  needed,  mitigation  measures  were  identified  to 
reduce  identified  emissions  and  resulting  impacts. 


4.2.2  CEQA  Significance  Criteria 

The  indicators  listed  below  were  used  to  determine  the  significance  of  potential  impacts  to  air 
resources  under  CEQA.  They  are  based  on  the  significance  criteria  for  air  quality  listed  in  the 
CEQA  Environmental  Checklist,  Appendix  G of  the  CEQA  Guidelines  and  the  Mojave  Desert  Air 
Quality  Management  District  (MDAQMD)  CEQA  and  Federal  Conformity  Guidelines.  A project 
would  have  a significant  impact  on  air  quality  if  it  would: 

• AR-1 : Conflict  with  or  obstruct  implementation  of  the  applicable  air  quality  plan; 

• AR-2:  Violate  any  air  quality  standard  or  contribute  to  an  existing  or  projected  air  quality 
violation; 

• AR-3:  Result  in  a cumulatively  considerable  net  increase  of  any  criteria  pollutant  for 
which  the  project  region  is  nonattainment  under  an  applicable  federal  or  State  ambient 
air  quality  standard  (including  releasing  emissions  that  exceed  quantitative  thresholds  for 
ozone  precursors); 

• AR-4:  Expose  the  public  (especially  schools,  day  care  centers,  hospitals,  retirement 
homes,  convalescence  facilities  and  residences)  to  substantial  pollutant  concentrations; 

• AR-5:  Create  objectionable  odors  affecting  a substantial  number  of  people. 

Specifically,  implementation  of  the  project  would  have  a significant  impact  on  air  quality  if  it 
would  exceed  any  of  the  following  adopted  thresholds  presented  in  the  MDAQMD  CEQA  and 
Federal  Conformity  Guidelines,  provided  below  in  Table  4.2-1. 

As  discussed  in  Section  3.2,  PM10  is  the  only  pollutant  currently  in  Federal  nonattainment  in  the 
project  area.  Therefore,  the  PM10  Federal  de  minimis  threshold  is  the  only  de  minimis  threshold 
that  applies  to  the  project  area.  As  shown  in  Table  4.2-2,  the  de  minimis  threshold  for  PM10  is 
100  tons  per  year.  This  threshold  applies  to  all  direct  and  indirect  emissions  generated  during 
construction  and  operation  of  the  Proposed  Action  or  its  alternatives. 
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Table  4.2-1.  MDAQMD  Emission  Significance  Thresholds 


Air  Pollutant 

Annual  Threshold 
(tpy) 

Daily  Threshold 
(Ibs/day) 

Carbon  Monoxide  (CO) 

100 

548 

Nitrogen  Oxides  (NOx) 

25 

137 

Volatile  Organic  Compounds  (VOCs) 

25 

137 

Sulfur  Oxides  (SOx) 

25 

137 

Particulate  Matter,  less  than  10  microns(PMio) 

15 

82 

Particulate  Matter,  less  than  2.5  microns  (PM2.5) 

15 

82 

Source:  MDAQMD  2011 
Notes: 

Emission  thresholds  are  given  as  daily  and  annual  values  so  that  multi  phased  projects  with  phases  shorter 
than  one  year  can  be  compared  to  the  daily  value, 
tpy  = tons  per  year;  Ibs/day  = pounds  per  day 


Table  4.2-2.  General  Conformity  de  minimis  Thresholds 


Air  Pollutant 

Annual  Threshold 

(tpy) 

PM10 

100 

Source:  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA) 
http://www.epa.gov/air/genconform/deminimis.html  201 1 . 
Notes: 

tpy  = tons  per  year 


4.2.3  Alternative  1 : Proposed  Action 
4.2. 3.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 
Construction 

Criteria  Pollutant  Emissions 

Construction  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  result  in  emissions  of  the  following  air  pollutants: 
VOCs,  NOx,  CO,  PM10,  PM2.5i  SOx. 

Emissions  from  construction  would  result  from  fuel  combustion  and  exhaust  from  construction 
equipment  and  vehicle  traffic,  grading,  and  use  of  polluting  building  materials  (e.g.,  paints  and 
lubricants).  Fugitive  dust  emissions  would  be  generated  from  earth  moving  activities  such  as 
dozing,  grading  and  material  loading/handling,  and  vehicle  trips  on  paved/unpaved  roads.  Land 
disturbance  during  construction  would  also  result  in  generation  of  fugitive  dust  due  to  wind 
erosion.  Emissions  were  estimated  based  on  the  following  assumptions,  project  schedule  and 
equipment: 

• The  annual  construction  emissions  were  calculated  using  a 24-month  schedule.  The 
construction  is  expected  to  start  in  October  2014  and  end  in  October  2016. 

• Typical  construction  work  schedules  are  expected  to  be  from  7:00  a.m.  to  5:00  p.m., 
Monday  through  Friday,  which  conforms  with  the  San  Bernardino  County  noise 
ordinance  restrictions  for  construction  activity  of  7:00  a.m.  to  7:00  p.m.,  except  Sundays 
or  Federal  holidays. 

• During  construction,  the  on-site  workforce  is  expected  to  average  approximately  400 
employees,  with  a peak  on-site  workforce  of  approximately  600  employees. 

• Most  construction  equipment/vehicles  would  be  brought  to  the  proposed  PV  generating 
facility  (solar  farm)  at  the  beginning  of  the  construction  process  and  would  remain  on  site 
throughout  the  duration  of  the  construction  activities  for  which  they  are  needed;  they 
generally  would  not  be  driven  on  public  roads  while  in  use  for  the  project. 

• Project  construction  traffic  would  involve  construction  worker  commuting  vehicles,  plus 
periodic  truck  deliveries  of  materials  and  supplies,  trash  and  other  off-site  truck 
shipments,  and  miscellaneous  trips  by  project  staff  (e.g.,  supervisors). 
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• At  peak  construction,  a total  of  approximately  400  vehicles  would  make  one  trip  per  day 
to  and  from  the  site. 


• Truck  traffic  during  construction  is  expected  to  average  approximately  40  truck  trips  per 
day. 

Table  4.2-3  shows  the  type  and  maximum  number  of  construction  equipment  and  vehicles 
expected  to  be  in  use  during  the  2 to  4 year  construction  period,  which  were  included  in  the 
construction  emissions  calculations. 


Table  4.2-3.  Maximum  Construction  Equipment/Vehicles  On  Site  by  Phase 


Number  of 
Pieces 

Equipment 

Usage 

(hours  per  day) 

Duration  (months) 

Site  Preparation  and  Clearing/Grading 

1 

Graders 

8 

8 

4 

Off-Highway  Tractors 

8 

8 

5 

Rollers 

8 

8 

2 

Rubber  Tired  Dozers 

8 

8 

3 

Scrapers 

8 

8 

Underground  Work  (boring,  trenching,  installing  conduit) 

9 

Dumpers/Tenders 

8 

8 

1 

Rollers 

8 

8 

20 

Trenchers 

8 

8 

System  Installation/Testing 

2 

Cranes 

7 

8 

16 

Other  Construction  Equipment 

8 

8 

21 

Other  Material  Handling 

Equipment 

8 

8 

38 

Rough  Terrain  Forklifts 

8 

8 

8 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 

8 

8 

Source:  First  Solar  2012c 


Tables  4.2-4  and  4.2-5  summarize  the  worst-case  daily  and  annual  construction  air  emissions. 
Table  4.2-4  compares  the  maximum  daily  construction  emissions  with  the  applicable  MDAQMD 
thresholds  of  significance,  while  Table  4.2-5  compares  the  maximum  annual  construction 
emissions  with  the  MDAQMD  thresholds  of  significance  and  the  General  Conformity  de  minimis 
thresholds  (40  CFR  Part  93.153),  as  shown  in  Table  4.2-2. 


Table  4.2-4.  Peak  Daily  Construction  Emissions 


Pollutant  Emissions,  pounds/day 

Year 

CO 

ROCs 

NOx 

sox 

PMio 

PM2.5 

2014 

97.39 

23.31 

183.67 

0.18 

555.91 

63.46 

2015 

121.26 

23.60 

180.36 

0.21 

555.24 

62.80 

2016 

308.42 

50.01 

367.79 

0.69 

483.00 

63.52 

Peak 

308.42 

50.01 

367.79 

0.69 

555.91 

63.52 

MDAQMD  Thresholds 

548 

137 

137 

137 

82 

82 

Exceeds  Threshold? 

NO 

NO 

YES 

NO 

YES 

NO 

Source:  First  Solar  2012c 
Note: 

ROC  = reactive  organic  compound 
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Table  4.2-5.  Annual  Construction  Emissions 


Pollutant  Emissions,  tons/year 

Year 

CO 

ROCs 

NOx 

sox 

PMio 

PM2.5 

2014 

3.2 

0.8 

6.1 

0.0 

10.9 

2.0 

2015 

14.2 

3.0 

23.0 

0.0 

32.3 

4.3 

2016 

27.2 

4.6 

33.9 

0.1 

39.3 

5.4 

Peak 

27.2 

4.6 

33.9 

0.1 

39.3 

5.4 

MDAQMD  Thresholds 

100 

25 

25 

25 

15 

15 

Exceeds  Threshold? 

NO 

NO 

YES 

NO 

YES 

NO 

De  Minimis  Levels 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

100 

N/A 

Exceeds  Level? 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

NO 

N/A 

Source:  First  Solar  2012c 
Note: 

ROC  = reactive  organic  compound 


As  shown  in  Table  4.2-4,  peak  daily  construction  NOx  and  PM10  emissions  are  estimated  to 
exceed  the  MDAQMD  thresholds.  As  shown  in  Table  4.2-5,  annual  NOx  and  PM10  emissions 
would  exceed  MDAQMD  thresholds. 

Maximum  annual  NOx  construction  emissions  would  occur  in  2016,  and  maximum  annual  PM10 
construction  emissions  would  occur  in  2014.  The  general  conformity  de  minimis  threshold  for 
PM10  emissions  shown  in  Table  4.2-5  is  applicable  to  the  annual  emissions  of  the  Proposed 
Action,  as  the  project  site  area  is  designated  as  nonattainment  for  the  federal  PM10  standard. 
Annual  PM10  emissions  would  not  exceed  the  Federal  de  minimis  levels. 

Since  the  construction  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  result  in  NOx  and  PM10  emissions  that 
exceed  MDAQMD  daily  and  annual  thresholds,  mitigation  measures  MM-Air-1,  MM-Air-2,  and 
MM-Air-3  are  required  to  minimize  air  quality  impacts  to  the  extent  feasible,  as  required  by  the 
MDAQMD. 

MDAQMD  Rule  403.2  requires  that  soil  stabilizers  be  used  on  exposed  surfaces  to  reduce 
fugitive  dust  emissions.  However,  even  with  this  mitigation  measure  the  PM10  emissions  during 
construction  would  exceed  the  MDAQMD  regional  significance  threshold  of  82  pounds/day. 

NOx  emissions,  as  an  ozone  precursor,  would  have  the  potential  to  worsen  the  air  quality  in  the 
region  where  the  Project  is  proposed.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM-Air-2  and 
MM-Air-3  would  reduce  NOx  emissions  during  construction.  These  mitigation  measures  would 
ensure  that  the  Proposed  Action’s  NOx  emissions  would  be  reduced  to  the  maximum  extent 
feasible. 


Hazardous  Air  Pollutant  Emissions 

Emissions  of  hazardous  air  pollutants  (air  toxics)  are  limited  for  construction  of  solar  PV 
generating  facilities,  and  from  a health  risk  perspective  are  primarily  associated  with  the 
emissions  of  diesel  particulate  matter  (DPM).  DPM  would  be  emitted  from  construction 
equipment  and  diesel  fueled  construction  vehicles.  MM  Air-2  would  reduce  DPM  emissions  by 
requiring  the  use  of  newer  and  cleaner  off-road  diesel  engines. 
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Odors 

Construction  equipment  may  create  mildly  objectionable  odors.  The  specific  potential  minor 
odor  sources  during  construction  would  include  equipment  and  construction  vehicle  exhausts, 
and  limited  asphalt  paving. 


Fugitive  Dust 

MDAQMD  Rule  403  requires  that  fugitive  dust  be  controlled  so  that  the  presence  of  such  dust 
does  not  remain  visible  in  the  atmosphere  beyond  the  property  line  of  the  emission  source. 
Project  construction  activities  would  be  required  to  comply  with  the  following  applicable  Rule 
403  measures: 

• The  construction  contractor  will  ensure  that  the  emissions  of  fugitive  dust  from  any 
transport,  handling,  construction,  or  storage  activity  are  controlled  so  that  the  presence 
of  such  dust  does  not  remain  visible  in  the  atmosphere  beyond  the  property  line  of  the 
emission  source.  Note:  This  measure  does  not  apply  to  emissions  emanating  from 
unpaved  roads  open  to  public  travel  or  farm  roads.  This  exclusion  shall  not  apply  to 
industrial  or  commercial  facilities. 

• The  construction  contractor  will  take  every  reasonable  precaution  to  minimize  fugitive 
dust  emissions  from  wrecking,  excavation,  grading,  clearing  of  land  and  solid  waste 
disposal  operations. 

• The  construction  contractor  will  not  cause  or  allow  particulate  matter  to  exceed  100 
micrograms  per  cubic  meter  (pg/m3)  when  determined  as  the  difference  between  upwind 
and  downwind  samples  collected  on  high  volume  samplers  at  the  property  line  for  a 
minimum  of  5 hours. 

• The  construction  contractor  will  take  every  reasonable  precaution  to  prevent  visible 
particulate  matter  from  being  deposited  upon  public  roadways  as  a direct  result  of  their 
operations.  Reasonable  precautions  will  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  the  removal  of 
any  matter  from  equipment  prior  to  movement  on  paved  streets  or  the  prompt 


Operation  and  Maintenance 
Criteria  Pollutant  Emissions 

Operation  of  the  proposed  solar  farm  would  result  in  substantially  lower  emissions  than  project 
construction,  since  the  project  would  not  have  any  major  stationary  emission  sources.  The 
proposed  facility  is  designed  to  have  essentially  no  moving  parts,  no  thermal  cycle,  and  no 
water  use  for  electricity  generation. 

Operation  emissions  were  based  on  the  assumption  that  there  would  be  up  to  10  roundtrip 
employee  vehicle  trips  and  10  roundtrip  delivery  vehicle  trips  each  day  during  operation.  The 
on-site  transformers  would  have  nighttime  loss  that  amount  to  1 .5  megawatt  hours  (MWh)  per 
year  and  the  on-site  buildings  would  consume  0.9  MWh  per  year  for  a total  annual  consumption 
of  2.4  MWh. 

The  South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management  District’s  (SCAQMD’s)  CalEEMod  model  was  used  to 
calculate  the  annual  operating  emissions  listed  in  Table  4.2-6.  As  shown  in  Table  4.2-6,  the 
operational  emissions  would  not  exceed  either  the  MDAQMD’s  significance  thresholds  or  the 
Federal  PM10  de  minimis  level. 
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Table  4.2-6.  Annual  Operation  Emissions 


Pollutant  Emissions,  tons/year 

Year 

CO 

ROCs 

X 

O 

z 

sox 

PMio 

PM2.5 

Area 

0.0 

0.015 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Energy 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Mobile 

0.20 

0.020 

0.11 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Total 

0.20 

0.035 

0.11 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

MDAQMD  Thresholds 

100 

25 

25 

25 

15 

15 

Exceeds  Threshold? 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

De  Minimis  Levels 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

100 

N/A 

Exceeds  Level? 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

NO 

N/A 

Source:  First  Solar  2012c 
Note: 

ROC  = reactive  organic  compound 


Mitigation  measure  MM-Air-3  would  be  required  to  reduce  particulate  emissions  to  the  extent 
feasible  in  accordance  with  MDAQMD  rules  and  regulations.  Implementation  of  mitigation 
measure  MM-Air-3  would  reduce  NOx  emissions  to  the  extent  feasible.  This  mitigation  measure 
would  ensure  that  the  Proposed  Action’s  DPM  and  NOx  emissions  are  reasonably  mitigated. 

Proposed  facility  operations  would  also  result  in  an  indirect  emission  reduction  by  displacing 
emissions  associated  with  fossil-fuel  fired  power  plant  electricity  generation  that  otherwise 
would  occur.  However,  the  exact  nature  and  location  of  such  reductions  are  not  known,  and 
would  not  occur  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  project. 


Hazardous  Air  Pollutant  Emissions 

DPM  is  a primary  hazardous  air  pollutant.  Sources  of  DPM  emissions  during  operation  include 
operation/maintenance  equipment,  such  as  diesel  fueled  vehicles.  DPM  emissions  during 
operation  would  be  very  limited,  considering  the  frequency  of  the  equipment  use  and  total 
vehicle  miles  traveled;  and  would  also  be  reduced  through  compliance  with  MM-Air-3. 


Odors 

Exhaust  from  off-road  equipment  and  on-road  vehicle  use  during  project  operation  would  not  be 
expected  to  create  objectionable  odors.  No  specialized  equipment,  asphalt  paving,  or  other 
activities  other  than  normal  vehicle  exhaust  would  emit  odors. 


Decommissioning 

The  decommissioning  of  the  project  would  be  similar  to  the  construction  activities  described 
earlier,  and  would  include  demolition  and  removal  of  above-ground  and  subsurface  facilities  and 
site  contouring  and  restoration.  However,  the  duration  of  decommissioning  would  be  shorter 
than  the  duration  of  construction. 


Criteria  Pollutant  Emissions 

Because  decommissioning  would  occur  after  the  Project  is  operational  for  at  least  30  years,  it  is 
likely  that  equipment  engine  technology  would  be  more  advanced  and  fuel  would  be  cleaner. 
Therefore,  it  is  anticipated  that  criteria  pollutant  emissions  during  decommissioning  would  be 
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substantially  less  than  the  emissions  estimated  for  project  construction.  Nonetheless,  in  order 
to  provide  a conservative  estimate,  emissions  generated  during  decommissioning  are  assumed 
to  be  similar  to  the  construction  emissions  shown  in  Tables  4.2-4  and  4.2-5.  As  with 
construction  of  the  project,  decommissioning  activities  would  generate  PM10  and  NOx  emissions 
that  exceed  MDAQMD  daily  and  annual  thresholds.  Decommissioning  activities  would  not 
generate  PM10  emissions  that  exceed  the  Federal  PM10  de  minimis  level. 

As  with  construction  of  the  proposed  solar  project,  the  decommissioning  activities  would  be 
required  to  comply  with  MDAQMD  Rule  403  and  Rule  403.2  to  control  fugitive  dust. 


Hazardous  Air  Pollutant  Emissions 

Similar  to  criteria  pollutant  emissions,  hazardous  air  pollutant  emissions  during 
decommissioning  would  be  less  than  that  during  construction  due  to  advanced  equipment 
engine  technology  and  cleaner  fuel. 


Odors 

Exhaust  from  off-road  equipment  and  on-road  vehicles  used  during  decommissioning  would  not 
be  expected  to  create  objectionable  odors.  No  specialized  equipment,  asphalt  paving , or  other 
activities  other  than  normal  vehicle  exhaust  would  emit  odors. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  boundary  would  not  generate  emissions.  No  adverse  air 
quality  impacts  would  occur. 


4.2. 3. 2 CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Significance  conclusions  for  the  impacts  identified  for  each  phase  of  the  project  (Construction, 
Operation,  and  Decommissioning)  are  presented  below  based  on  the  CEQA  Significance 
Criteria  presented  in  Section  4.2.2. 


AR-1 

Construction 

The  proposed  PV  solar  farm  land  use  is  generally  consistent  with  the  land  uses  identified  in  the 
San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan  for  the  project  site.  Therefore,  implementation  of  the 
project  would  not  require  amendments  to  the  General  Plan  or  the  zoning  designations  for  the 
project  site.  Therefore,  because  the  Proposed  Action  is  consistent  with  the  County’s  General 
Plan,  it  is  also  consistent  with  the  MDAQMD  Air  Quality  Attainment  Plan  (AQAP). 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

The  proposed  PV  solar  farm  land  use  is  generally  consistent  with  the  land  uses  identified  in  the 
San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan  for  the  project  site.  Therefore,  implementation  of  the 
project  would  not  require  amendments  to  the  General  Plan  or  the  zoning  designations  for  the 
project  site.  Therefore,  because  the  Proposed  Action  is  consistent  with  the  County’s  General 
Plan,  it  is  also  consistent  with  the  MDAQMD  AQAP. 
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Decommissioning 

It  is  assumed  that  the  decommissioning  activities  would  be  approved  in  a manner  that  would 
conform  to  the  requirements  of  applicable  air  quality  plans  at  the  time  of  project 
decommissioning.  Therefore,  the  project  would  have  a less  than  significant  impact. 


AR-2 

Construction 

As  shown  in  tables  4.2-4  and  4.2-5,  construction  emissions  of  VOC,  CO,  PM25  and  SOx  would 
be  below  the  applicable  MDAQMD  thresholds  of  significance.  However,  even  with  mitigation, 
emissions  of  NOx  and  PM10  during  construction  would  exceed  the  MDAQMD  daily  and  annual 
thresholds,  and  these  emission  levels  could  cause  localized  exceedances,  or  contribute 
significantly  to  existing  exceedances,  of  the  State  or  federal  air  quality  standards.  Therefore, 
the  Proposed  Action  would  have  temporary  significant  and  unavoidable  NOx  and  PM10  impacts 
during  construction. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

As  shown  in  Table  4.2-6,  operation  emissions  for  all  criteria  pollutants  would  remain  well  under 
the  applicable  thresholds  of  significance.  Such  levels  of  emissions  would  not  cause  localized 
exceedances,  or  contribute  significantly  to  existing  exceedances,  of  the  State  or  Federal  air 
quality  standards.  Therefore,  the  Proposed  Action  would  have  a less  than  significant  impact  on 
air  quality  standard  attainment  during  operation. 


Decommissioning 

The  magnitude  of  decommissioning  emissions  are  expected  to  be  significantly  less  than  those 
estimated  for  project  construction  since  decommissioning  would  occur  after  at  least  30  years  of 
operation,  and  it  is  expected  that  on-road  and  off-road  equipment  engine  technology  would  be 
far  more  advanced  and  cleaner  than  is  currently  the  case.  Additionally,  the  level  of  activity 
needed  to  decommission  the  project  is  less  than  the  level  of  activity  needed  to  construct  the 
project.  Nonetheless,  based  on  the  conservative  assumption  that  decommissioning  activities 
could  be  similar  to  constructive  activities,  decommissioning  of  the  project  could  result  in  NOx 
and  PM10  emissions  that  exceed  MDAQMD  thresholds.  Therefore,  temporary  impacts  to  air 
quality  during  decommissioning  would  be  potentially  significant  and  unavoidable. 


AR-3 

Construction 

As  noted  in  Table  3.2-2  in  Section  3.2  Air  Quality,  the  project  area  is  in  nonattainment  for  the 
State  and  Federal  PM10  standard.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM-Air-1  through 
MM-Air-3  would  reduce  fugitive  dust  emissions  and  engine  NOx  emissions.  However,  daily  and 
annual  construction  NOx  and  PM10  emissions  would  exceed  the  MDAQMD  thresholds,  resulting 
in  a cumulatively  considerable  net  increase  of  NOx  and  PM10  during  project  construction. 
Therefore,  the  Proposed  Action  would  have  temporary  significant  and  unavoidable  NOx  and 
PM10  impacts  during  construction.  These  significant  cumulative  impacts  would  cease  upon 
completion  of  construction  activities. 


November  201 3 


4.2-8 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Project 
4.2  Air  Quality 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operation  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  result  in  substantially  lower  emissions  than  project 
construction  and  would  be  well  below  the  MDAQMD  thresholds  of  significance  (see  Table  4.2- 
6).  Therefore,  project’s  operation  emissions  would  not  result  in  cumulatively  considerable  net 
increases  of  nonattainment  pollutants  and  would  have  a less  than  significant  impact  to  regional 
air  quality. 


Decommissioning 

Due  to  the  reduced  activity,  and  expected  reduced  emission  profile  of  vehicles  when 
decommissioning  would  occur,  is  anticipated  that  decommissioning  emissions  of  the  Proposed 
Action  would  be  less  than  construction  emissions  on  a daily  and  annual  basis.  Nonetheless, 
PM10  and  NOx  emissions  generated  during  decommissioning  activities  may  exceed  MDAQMD 
thresholds.  Therefore,  the  project’s  decommissioning  emissions  would  result  in  cumulatively 
considerable  net  increases  of  nonattainment  pollutants  (PM10)  and  would  have  significant 
impact  to  regional  air  quality  during  decommissioning  activities;  however,  the  significant  impact 
would  cease  upon  completion  of  decommissioning  activities.  Implementation  of  mitigation 
measures  MM-Air-1  through  MM-Air-3  would  reduce  PM10  and  NOx  generated  during 
decommissioning;  however,  impacts  would  remain  significant  and  unavoidable. 


AR-4 

Construction 

The  closest  residence  to  the  project  site  is  located  approximately  2 miles  east  of  the  site,  at  the 
northeast  corner  of  the  1-15/Yates  Well  Road  interchange.  As  shown  above  in  Tables  4.2-4  and 
4.2-5,  construction  emissions  of  VOC,  CO,  PM25  and  SOx  would  be  below  the  applicable 
MDAQMD  thresholds  and  would  not  affect  nearby  sensitive  receptors.  Construction  NOx  and 
PM10  emissions  are  expected  to  exceed  the  applicable  significant  thresholds  even  after 
mitigated.  Based  on  these  exceedances,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  Proposed  Action  would 
generate  high  levels  of  localized  NOx  and  PM10  emissions.  Therefore,  construction  NOx  and 
PM10  emissions  would  create  temporary  unavoidable  significant  impacts  to  the  nearby 
residence.  These  impacts  on  the  residential  receptors  would  vary  depending  on  the  location, 
level  and  type  of  activity,  the  silt  content  of  the  soil,  and  the  prevailing  weather.  In  addition,  the 
project’s  construction  emissions,  specifically  the  construction  dust  emissions,  could  also 
adversely  affect  sensitive  plant  species  and  create  temporary  visual  impacts.  However,  impacts 
to  sensitive  receptors  would  cease  upon  completion  of  the  construction  activities. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

As  shown  in  Table  4.2-6,  the  Project’s  operation  emissions  are  below  MDAQMD  thresholds  for 
criteria  pollutants,  so  the  project  would  have  a less  than  significant  impact  to  sensitive  receptors 
during  operation. 


Decommissioning 

The  closest  residence  to  the  project  site  is  located  approximately  2 miles  east  of  the  site,  at  the 
northeast  corner  of  the  1-15/Yates  Well  Road  interchange.  Emissions  generated  during 
decommissioning  activities  may  be  similar  to  construction  emissions.  Therefore, 
decommissioning  NOx  and  PM10  emissions  would  create  temporary  unavoidable  significant 
impacts  to  the  nearby  residence.  These  impacts  on  the  residential  receptors  would  vary 
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depending  on  the  location,  level,  and  type  of  activity,  the  silt  content  of  the  soil,  and  the 
prevailing  weather.  In  addition,  the  project’s  decommissioning  emissions,  specifically  the  dust 
emissions,  could  also  adversely  affect  sensitive  plant  species  and  create  temporary  visual 
impacts.  However,  impacts  to  sensitive  receptors  would  cease  upon  completion  of  the 
decommissioning  activities. 


AR-5 

Construction 

Use  of  construction  equipment  and  limited  asphalt  paving  may  create  mild  odors.  Construction 
odors  would  be  temporary,  are  not  overly  offensive,  are  types  of  odors  regularly  experienced  by 
the  public,  and  the  proposed  project  is  not  in  an  inhabited  area,  so  these  odors  would  not 
negatively  affect  a substantial  number  of  people.  Therefore,  the  odor  impacts  from  the  project 
construction  would  be  less  than  significant. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Use  of  maintenance  equipment  may  create  mild  odors.  However,  operation  odors  would  be 
minimal  due  to  the  low  number  of  sources  and  lack  of  any  significant  odor  producing  source. 
Therefore,  the  odor  impacts  from  the  project  operation  would  be  less  than  significant. 


Decommissioning 

Use  of  construction  equipment  during  decommissioning  may  create  mild  odors. 
Decommissioning  odors  would  be  temporary,  are  not  overly  offensive,  are  types  of  odors 
regularly  experienced  by  the  public,  and  the  proposed  project  is  not  in  an  inhabited  area,  so 
these  odors  would  not  negatively  affect  a substantial  number  of  people.  Therefore,  the  odor 
impacts  from  decommissioning  of  the  project  would  be  less  than  significant. 


4.2.4  Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 
4.2.4.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  2 would  occupy  two  separate  parcels  north  and  south  of  the  existing  transmission 
corridor.  The  Solar  Farm  site,  gen-tie  corridor,  and  access  corridor  under  Alternative  2 would 
require  approximately  2,385  ac  of  land  managed  by  the  BLM,  which  is  242  ac  (or  about  12 
percent)  more  than  the  Proposed  Action. 


Construction 

The  same  amount  of  materials  and  the  same  equipment  would  be  used  during  construction 
under  Alternative  2 as  the  Proposed  Action.  However,  given  that  the  project  site  under 
Alternative  2 would  be  larger  than  the  project  site  under  the  Proposed  Action,  on-site  vehicular 
travel  and  site  disturbance  (i.e.  clearing  and  grading)  may  be  incrementally  greater  under 
Alternative  2. 

The  daily  construction  activities  under  Alternative  2 would  be  the  same  as  under  the  Proposed 
Action.  Therefore,  the  maximum  daily  emissions  generated  by  the  operation  of  construction 
equipment  and  vehicles  on  the  project  site  and  from  off-site  vehicles  would  be  the  same  as 
under  the  Proposed  Action.  However,  due  to  the  larger  size  of  the  project  site  under  Alternative 
2,  maximum  daily  emissions  would  likely  occur  more  times  within  a year.  Therefore,  the  annual 
construction  emissions  under  Alternative  2 would  be  incrementally  greater  than  the  annual 
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emissions  under  the  Proposed  Action,  and  would  therefore  have  more  of  an  adverse  impact 
than  the  Proposed  Action.  In  addition,  the  air  quality  impacts  from  construction  activities  would 
likely  occur  for  a longer  period  of  time  under  Alternative  2. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Air  emissions  from  operation  and  maintenance  under  Alternative  2 may  be  incrementally  greater 
than  the  Proposed  Action  due  to  the  additional  vehicle  travel  that  may  be  required  for 
maintenance  activities  such  as  panel  washing.  As  such,  the  operational  air  quality  impacts  may 
be  incrementally  greater  under  Alternative  2. 


Decommissioning 

Alternative  2 would  be  located  on  a project  site  that  is  about  12  percent  larger  than  the  project 
site  of  the  Proposed  Action.  As  with  construction  activities  under  Alternative  2, 
decommissioning  activities  would  require  more  onsite  vehicle  travel  due  to  the  larger  site,  which 
would  result  in  incrementally  more  air  emissions  compared  to  the  Proposed  Action. 
Additionally,  the  duration  of  decommissioning  activities  may  be  longer  than  the 
decommissioning  under  the  Proposed  Action,  which  would  result  in  a longer  period  of  adverse 
impacts  as  a result  of  air  emissions  from  decommissioning  activities. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  boundary  would  be  the  same  under  Alternative  2 as  it 
would  be  under  the  Proposed  Action.  As  with  the  Proposed  Action,  modification  of  the 
boundary  under  Alternative  2 would  not  generate  air  emissions. 


4.2.4.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Overall,  air  emissions  under  Alternative  2 would  have  incrementally  greater  adverse  effects  than 
air  emissions  under  the  Proposed  Action.  All  impact  determinations  for  the  Proposed  Action 
would  apply  to  Alternative  2. 


4.2.5  Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 
4.2.5.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Revised  Alternative  3 would  occupy  approximately  1,685  ac  in  a contiguous  project  footprint  in 
the  northeastern  portion  of  the  project  study  area.  The  project  site  under  Revised  Alternative  3 
is  458  ac  (or  about  21  percent ) smaller  than  the  project  site  under  the  Proposed  Action. 


Construction 

The  same  amount  of  materials  and  the  same  equipment  would  be  used  during  construction 
under  Revised  Alternative  3 as  the  Proposed  Action.  However,  given  that  the  project  site  under 
Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  smaller  than  the  project  site  under  the  Proposed  Action,  on-site 
vehicular  travel  and  site  disturbance  (i.e.  clearing  and  grading ) may  be  incrementally  lower 
under  Revised  Alternative  3. 

The  daily  construction  activities  under  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  the  same  as  under  the 
Proposed  Action.  However,  due  to  the  smaller  size  of  the  project  site  under  Revised  Alternative 
3,  maximum  daily  emissions  would  likely  occur  fewer  times  within  a year.  Therefore,  annual 
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construction  emissions  under  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  incrementally  lower  than  the 
annual  emissions  under  the  Proposed  Action.  In  addition , the  air  quality  impacts  from 
construction  activities  would  likely  occur  for  a shorter  period  of  time  under  Revised  Alternative  3. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Air  emissions  from  operation  and  maintenance  under  Revised  Alternative  3 may  be 
incrementally  lower  than  the  Proposed  Action  due  to  the  reduced  vehicle  travel  required  for 
maintenance  activities.  As  such , the  operational  air  quality  impacts  may  be  incrementally  lower 
under  Revised  Alternative  3. 


Decommissioning 

Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  located  on  a project  site  that  is  about  21  percent  smaller  than 
the  project  site  of  the  Proposed  Action.  As  with  construction  activities  under  Revised  Alternative 
3,  decommissioning  activities  would  require  less  onsite  vehicle  travel  due  to  the  smaller  site 
than  the  Proposed  Action,  which  would  result  in  incrementally  lower  air  emissions  compared  to 
the  Proposed  Action.  Additionally , the  duration  of  decommissioning  activities  may  be  shorter 
than  the  decommissioning  under  the  Proposed  Action,  which  would  result  in  a shorter  period  of 
air  emissions  from  decommissioning  activities. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  boundary  would  be  the  same  under  Revised  Alternative 
3 as  it  would  be  under  the  Proposed  Action.  As  with  the  Proposed  Action,  modification  of  the 
boundary  under  Revised  Alternative  3 would  not  generate  air  emissions. 


4.2.5.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Overall,  air  emissions  under  Revised  Alternative  3 would  have  incrementally  lower  adverse 
effects  than  air  emissions  under  the  Proposed  Action.  All  impact  determinations  for  the 
Proposed  Action  would  apply  to  Revised  Alternative  3.  Revised  Alternative  3 would  not  result  in 
a substantial  lessening  of  any  significant  environmental  impacts. 


4.2.6  Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 
4.2.6.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  4 is  conceptually  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1),  but  would  be  placed 
within  a different  land  area  which  comprises  1,766  ac.  The  land  area  associated  with 
Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  the  northern  portion  of  the  bifurcated  footprint  of  Alternative 
2.  The  project  site  under  Alternative  4 would  be  377  ac  (or  about  17  percent)  smaller  than  the 
project  site  under  the  Proposed  Action. 


Construction 

The  same  amount  of  materials  and  the  same  equipment  would  be  used  during  construction 
under  Alternative  4 as  the  Proposed  Action.  However,  given  that  the  project  site  under 
Alternative  4 would  be  smaller  than  the  project  site  under  the  Proposed  Action,  on-site  vehicular 
travel  and  site  disturbance  (i.e.  clearing  and  grading)  may  be  incrementally  lower  under 
Alternative  4. 
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The  daily  construction  activities  under  Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  under  the  Proposed 
Action.  Therefore,  the  maximum  daily  emissions  generated  by  the  operation  of  construction 
equipment  and  vehicles  on  the  project  site  and  from  off-site  vehicles  would  be  the  same  as 
under  the  Proposed  Action.  However,  due  to  the  smaller  size  of  the  project  site  under 
Alternative  4,  maximum  daily  emissions  would  likely  occur  fewer  times  within  a year.  Therefore, 
annual  construction  emissions  under  Alternative  4 would  be  incrementally  lower  than  the  annual 
emissions  under  the  Proposed  Action.  In  addition,  the  air  quality  impacts  from  construction 
activities  would  likely  occur  for  a shorter  period  of  time  under  Alternative  4. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Air  emissions  from  operation  and  maintenance  under  Alternative  4 may  be  incrementally  lower 
than  the  Proposed  Action  due  to  the  reduced  vehicle  travel  required  for  maintenance  activities. 
As  such,  the  operational  air  quality  impacts  may  be  incrementally  lower  under  Alternative  4. 


Decommissioning 

Alternative  4 would  be  located  on  a project  site  that  is  about  17  percent  smaller  than  the  project 
site  of  the  Proposed  Action.  As  with  construction  activities  under  Alternative  4, 
decommissioning  activities  would  require  less  onsite  vehicle  travel  due  to  the  smaller  site  than 
the  Proposed  Action,  which  would  result  in  incrementally  lower  air  emissions  compared  to  the 
Proposed  Action.  Additionally,  the  duration  of  decommissioning  activities  may  be  shorter  than 
the  decommissioning  under  the  Proposed  Action,  which  would  result  in  a shorter  period  of  air 
emissions  from  decommissioning  activities. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  boundary  would  be  the  same  under  Alternative  4 as  it 
would  be  under  the  Proposed  Action.  As  with  the  Proposed  Action,  modification  of  the 
boundary  under  Alternative  4 would  not  generate  air  emissions. 


4.2.6.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Overall,  air  emissions  under  Alternative  4 would  have  incrementally  lower  adverse  effects  than 
air  emissions  under  the  Proposed  Action.  All  impact  determinations  for  the  Proposed  Action 
would  apply  to  Alternative  4.  Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  a substantial  lessening  of  any 
significant  environmental  impacts. 

4.2.7  Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 
4.2.7. 1 Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Under  this  alternative,  the  BLM  would  not  approve  the  proposed  facility  and  would  not  amend 
the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  (CDCA)  Plan.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project 
would  be  constructed,  and  the  BLM  would  continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the 
existing  land  use  designation  in  the  CDCA  Plan. 

Because  there  would  be  no  amendment  to  the  CDCA  Plan  and  no  solar  project  approved  for  the 
site  under  this  alternative,  no  new  structures  or  facilities  would  be  constructed  or  operated  on 
the  site  and  no  new  ground  disturbance  would  occur.  As  a result,  air  emissions  would  not  be 
generated. 

The  results  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  be  the  following: 
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• The  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  occur.  However,  the  land  on  which  the 
project  is  proposed  would  become  available  to  other  uses  that  are  consistent  with  BLM’s 
land  use  plan,  including  another  renewable  energy  project. 

• The  benefits  of  the  Proposed  Action  in  reducing  fossil  fuel  use  and  greenhouse  gas 
emissions  from  gas-fired  generation  would  not  occur.  Both  State  and  Federal  law 
support  the  increased  use  of  renewable  power  generation. 

If  the  Proposed  Action  is  not  approved,  renewable  projects  would  likely  be  developed  on  other 
sites  in  San  Bernardino  County,  in  other  areas  of  California,  or  in  adjacent  states  within  the 
Desert  Southwest  as  developers  strive  to  provide  renewable  power  that  complies  with  utility 
requirements  and  State/Federal  mandates.  Several  dozen  solar  and  wind  development 
applications  for  use  of  BLM  land  have  been  submitted  for  approximately  one  million  acres  of  the 
CDCA.  Additional  BLM  land  in  Nevada  and  Arizona  also  has  applications  for  solar  and  wind 
projects. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  this  alternative. 
Land  uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today.  Because  this 
action  would  not  have  any  associated  air  emissions,  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  have 
any  adverse  impacts  on  air  resources. 


4.2. 7.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

The  less  than  significant  impacts  and  significant  impacts  identified  for  the  Proposed  Action 
would  not  occur  under  Alternative  5.  No  adverse  or  significant  impacts  related  to  air  quality 
would  occur. 


4.2.8  Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 
4.2. 8.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  6 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  not  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  and  no  project  would  be  approved.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be 
constructed  on  the  site,  and  the  BLM  would  continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the 
existing  land  use  designation  in  the  CDCA  Plan. 

Alternative  6 would  leave  the  project  site  vacant  and  exclude  the  future  development  of  the  site 
as  a solar  facility.  Because  this  alternative  would  not  involve  any  construction,  delivery, 
operations,  maintenance,  or  decommissioning  activities,  air  emissions  would  not  be  generated. 

This  alternative  would  prevent  the  project  study  area  from  being  developed  in  the  future  as  a 
solar  facility.  However,  the  project  study  area  could  be  developed  by  a non-solar  land  use  that 
is  approved  by  BLM.  Future  development  could  result  in  air  quality  impacts;  however,  air  quality 
impacts  of  future  development  would  be  analyzed  in  subsequent  NEPA  and/or  CEQA 
environmental  review. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  modified  under  Alternative  6.  Land 
uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today.  Because  this 
action  would  not  have  any  associated  air  emissions,  this  alternative  would  not  have  any  adverse 
impacts  on  air  resources. 
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4.2. 8.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

The  less  than  significant  impacts  and  significant  impacts  identified  for  the  Proposed  Action 
would  not  occur  under  Alternative  6.  No  impacts  related  to  air  quality  would  occur. 


4.2.9  Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 
4.2.9. 1 Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  7 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  although  none  of  the  action  alternatives  would  be  approved.  The  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  Project  would  not  be  constructed  on  the  project  site  and  the  project  site  would  remain 
vacant  in  the  near-term.  Under  this  alternative,  the  BLM  would  not  approve  the  proposed 
facility,  but  would  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  to  allow  for  other  solar  projects  on  the  site.  As  a 
result,  it  is  possible  that  another  solar  energy  project  could  be  constructed  on  the  site. 

If  this  were  to  occur,  it  is  likely  that  the  construction  and  operations  of  the  future  development 
could  result  in  air  quality  impacts;  however,  air  quality  impacts  of  the  future  development  would 
be  analyzed  in  subsequent  NEPA  and/or  CEQA  environmental  review. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  Alternative  7.  Land 
uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today.  Because  this 
action  would  not  have  any  associated  air  emissions,  this  alternative  would  not  have  any  adverse 
impacts  on  air  resources. 


4.2.9.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

The  impacts  identified  for  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  occur  under  Alternative  7.  No  impacts 
related  to  air  quality  would  occur. 


4.2.10  Cumulative  Impacts 
4.2.10.1  Geographic  Extent/Context 

The  geographic  scope  for  air  quality  cumulative  impacts  is  a six-mile  radius  for  regionally  based 
impacts  and  a one-mile  radius  for  sensitive  receptor  impacts.  These  geographic  scopes  of 
analysis  are  appropriate  for  air  quality  due  to  the  statewide,  regional,  and  localized  nature  of  air 
quality  impacts  that  could  occur  cumulatively.  In  addition,  because  air  emissions  released  from 
a source  are  diluted  very  rapidly,  only  projects  that  are  scheduled  concurrently  in  the  same  area 
as  the  Proposed  Action  are  considered  as  projects  that  could  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts. 

The  identification  of  cumulative  projects  for  air  quality  evaluation  purposes  is  geographically 
limited  (no  more  than  6 miles)  because  downwind  dispersion  reduces  the  cumulative  impacts 
from  project  emissions  to  minimal  levels  after  this  distance.  The  emission  sources  for  this 
project  are  all  ground-based  with  minimal  exhaust  plume  buoyancy,  so  the  impacts  from  the 
project  emissions  would  be  highest  at  the  project  fence  line  and  would  decrease  rapidly  with 
distance.  The  California  Energy  Commission  typically  applies  a six-mile  radius  for  its  air  quality 
cumulative  analyses  for  fossil-fuel  fired  power  plant  operating  emissions,  so  this  standard  is 
considered  conservative  for  this  much  cleaner  renewable  energy  project. 

For  the  emissions  of  any  two  or  more  projects  to  have  the  potential  for  significant  cumulative 
downwind  concentrations  at  any  given  fixed  sensitive  receptor  location,  they  must  both  be  in 
close  proximity  to  limit  the  downwind  dispersion  from  one  site  to  the  other;  also,  typically,  one  of 
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the  projects  must  be  able  to  cause  an  air  quality  standard  exceedance  on  its  own.  Therefore, 
only  projects  within  one  mile  of  the  Proposed  Action  are  considered  projects  that  could,  together 
with  the  Proposed  Action,  cause  significant  cumulative  impacts  to  the  fixed  sensitive  receptor 
locations. 

The  cumulative  localized  air  quality  emission  impacts  from  multiple  sources  are  not  always 
directly  additive.  This  is  because  the  relative  locations  of  the  sources,  the  distance  between 
sources,  and  actual  wind  directions  would  reduce  the  time  when  emissions  would  cumulatively 
impact  any  single  receptor  location.  Generally,  these  localized  impacts  are  most  likely  to  have 
significant  additive  effects  when  the  emissions  from  one  or  more  of  the  cumulative  sources  are 
singularly  causing  adverse  localized  impacts. 

The  regional  air  quality  emissions  impacts  from  cumulative  projects  should  also  consider  the 
other  regional  efforts  to  improve  air  quality.  In  this  case  the  regional  area  will  benefit  from  the 
continued  reduction  in  mobile  source  emissions  due  to  ongoing  federal  and  state  on-road  and 
off-road  engine  emission  reduction  and  fuel  improvement  programs  and  alternative 
transportation  initiatives,  along  with  other  efforts  being  undertaken  by  MDAQMD  to  meet  state 
and  federal  air  quality  standards. 


4.2.10.2  Existing  Cumulative  Conditions 

Current  area  designations  for  criteria  air  pollutants  represent  the  existing  cumulative  conditions 
for  the  project  site  area.  The  project  site  area  within  the  Mojave  Desert  Air  Basin  (MDAB)  is 
designated  as  moderate  nonattainment  for  the  state  ozone  standard,  nonattainment  for  both  the 
state  and  the  federal  PM10  standards,  attainment  for  federal  ozone  standard,  and  attainment  or 
unclassified  for  the  state  and  federal  CO,  nitrogen  dioxide  (N02),  sulfur  dioxide  (S02),  and  PM2  5 
standards.  Table  3.2-2  summarizes  the  area's  attainment  status  for  various  applicable  state 
and  federal  standards. 


4.2.10.3  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Projects 

Tables  4.1-1  and  4.1-2  provide  a list  of  current  and  reasonably  foreseeable  projects,  including 
other  proposed  or  approved  renewable  energy  projects,  various  BLM-authorized 
actions/activities,  proposed  or  approved  projects  within  the  County’s  jurisdiction,  and  other 
actions/activities  that  the  Lead  Agency  considers  reasonably  foreseeable.  Most  of  these 
projects  have  either  undergone  independent  environmental  review  pursuant  to  NEPA  and/or 
CEQA  or  will  do  so  prior  to  approval.  The  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  that  are  located 
within  the  geographic  area  of  effect  for  cumulative  impacts  are  presented  in  Table  4.1-2  and 
listed  below: 


Calnev  Pipeline  Expansion 
Molycorp  Phoenix  Project 
Joint  Port  of  Entry 
Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating 
System 


Eldorado  Ivanpah  Transmission  Project 
Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport 
First  Solar  Silver  State  Phase  2 
Desert  Xpress 


Calnev  Pipeline  Expansion.  The  Draft  Calnev  Pipeline  Expansion  Project  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement/  Environmental  Impact  Report  (March  2012)  provides  estimated  criteria 
pollutant  emissions  during  construction  and  operation  of  the  project.  The  estimated  emissions 
are  shown  below  in  Tables  4.2-7  through  4.2-10. 
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Molycorp  Phoenix  Project.  Emissions  from  the  construction  and  operation  of  the  Molycorp 
Phoenix  Project  were  not  available  at  the  time  that  this  EIS/EIR  was  prepared. 


Joint  Point  of  Entry  (JPOE).  An  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  was  prepared  for  the  JPOE 
by  the  BLM.  According  to  the  qualitative  analysis  of  air  quality  impacts  included  in  the  EA,  the 
JPOE  would  not  result  in  any  significant  operation  impacts  to  air  quality.  The  EA  concluded  that 
NOx  emissions  during  construction  activities  would  exceed  SCAQMD  thresholds,  thereby, 
resulting  in  a temporary  adverse  impact. 


Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  System  (Ivanpah  SEGS).  The  estimated  criteria  pollutant 
emissions  generated  during  construction  and  operation  of  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  project  are 
provided  in  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  prepared  for  the  project  in  July  2010. 
The  estimated  emissions  are  shown  below  in  Tables  4.2-7  through  4.2-10. 


Eldorado  Ivanpah  Transmission  Project  (EITP).  The  estimated  criteria  pollutant  emissions 
generated  during  construction  and  operation  of  EITP  project  are  provided  in  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  prepared  for  the  project  in  November  2010.  The  estimated 
emissions  are  shown  below  in  Tables  4.2-7  through  4.2-10. 


Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport.  Emissions  from  the  construction  and  operation  of 
the  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport  project  were  not  available  at  the  time  that  this 
EIS/EIR  was  prepared.  The  preparation  of  the  EIS  for  the  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental 
Airport  has  been  suspended  and  it  is  currently  unknown  when  the  EIS  will  be  available  (FAA 
2012). 


First  Solar  Silver  State  Phase  2.  The  estimated  criteria  pollutant  emissions  generated  during 
construction  and  operation  of  the  entire  First  Solar  Silver  State  project  (Phases  1,11  and  III)  are 
provided  in  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  prepared  for  the  project  in  September 
2010.  The  estimated  emissions  are  shown  below  in  Tables  4.2-7  through  4.2-10. 


Desert  Xpress.  The  estimated  criteria  pollutant  emissions  generated  during  construction  and 
operation  of  the  Desert  Xpress  project  are  provided  in  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  prepared  for  the  project  in  March  2011.  The  estimated  emissions  are  shown  below 
in  Tables  4.2-7  through  4.2-10. 


4.2.10.4  Cumulative  Impacts  Associated  with  Proposed  Action 
Construction 

It  is  unlikely  that  many  of  the  cumulative  projects  described  above  would  be  under  construction 
at  the  same  time  as  the  Proposed  Action  or  alternatives.  In  particular,  expansion  at  Molycorp, 
construction  of  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  facility  and  EITP,  and  the  Mountain  Pass  Lateral  Project  are 
effectively  completed.  The  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport  Project  is  on  indefinite  hold, 
and  there  is  no  schedule  for  construction  of  the  Desert  Xpress  project.  Construction  of  the 
Calnev  Pipeline  Expansion  Project,  and  JPOE  may  occur  simultaneously,  but  would  involve  only 
minimal,  short-term  emissions  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Stateline  project.  The  only  project  that  may 
be  simultaneous  and  result  in  emissions  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  Stateline  project  is  the 
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Silver  State  project.  The  Silver  State  project  would  have  emissions  of  the  same  magnitude  and 
duration  as  the  Stateline  project. 

As  a result  of  these  concurrent  construction  projects,  there  would  be  multiple  potential  sources 
of  emissions  from  onsite  construction  equipment,  and  increased  truck  and  construction  worker 
vehicle  traffic  in  the  area.  Table  4.2-7  shows  estimated  maximum  daily  emissions  generated 
during  construction  of  the  cumulative  projects,  including  the  Proposed  Action,  and  Table  4.2-8 
shows  estimated  annual  construction  emissions. 


Table  4.2-7.  Cumulative  Daily  Construction  Emissions  (pounds/day) 


Project 

CO 

ROCs 

NOx 

S02 

PM10 

PM2.5 

Catnev1 

2,190 

541 

4,486 

5.3 

2,388 

442 

JPOE 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

First  Solar  Silver  State  Phase  2* 

202 

27 

208 

3 

684 

38 

Proposed  Action 

308 

51 

368 

1 

556 

64 

Total 

2.700 

619 

5.062 

9.3 

3.628 

544 

MDAQMD  Thresholds 

548 

137 

137 

137 

82 

82 

Cumulative  Emissions  Exceed 
Threshold? 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

YES 

YES 

Contribution  of  Proposed  Action 
to  Cumulative  Total 

11.4% 

37.2% 

12% 

10.7% 

15.3% 

11.7% 

1 - Catnev  emissions  would  occur  over  a pipeline  length  of  234  miles.  Emissions  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Stateline  project  would  be  a 
fraction  of  this,  and  would  only  occur  for  a few  weeks  during  construction. 


Table  4.2-8.  Cumulative  Annual  Construction  Emissions  (tons/year) 


Project 

CO 

ROCs 

NOx 

SOx 

PM10 

PM2.5 

Calnev 

136 

34 

278 

0.32 

159 

28 

JPOE 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

First  Solar  Silver  State  Phase  2* 

37 

4.9 

38 

<1 

125 

17 

Proposed  Action 

27 

5 

34 

0 

40 

5 

Total 

200 

43.9 

350 

0.32 

324 

50 

MDAQMD  Thresholds 

100 

25 

25 

25 

15 

15 

Exceeds  Threshold? 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

YES 

YES 

De  Minimis  Levels 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

100 

N/A 

Exceeds  Level? 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

YES 

NO 

Contribution  of  Proposed  Action 
to  Cumulative  Total 

13.5% 

11.4% 

9J% 

0% 

12.3% 

10.0% 

‘Annual  construction  emissions  not  provided  in  EIS.  Calculated  by  multiplying  maximum  daily  emissions  by  365  days.  Therefore, 
these  annual  emissions  represent  a conservative  estimate  as  maximum  daily  emissions  would  not  occur  for  an  entire  year. 


As  shown  in  Table  4.2-7,  emissions  from  the  concurrent  construction  of  projects  would  exceed 
daily  thresholds  for  all  criteria  pollutants,  except  SOx.  The  contribution  of  the  Proposed  Action 
to  cumulative  daily  construction  emissions  would  range  from  approximately  10  percent  for  CO  to 
13.5  percent  for  PM10.  The  Proposed  Action  would  not  be  the  largest  source  for  any  of  the  six 
pollutants. 

As  shown  in  Table  4.2-8,  emissions  from  the  concurrent  construction  of  projects  would  exceed 
annual  thresholds  for  all  criteria  pollutants,  except  SOx.  Annual  cumulative  construction 
emissions  would  also  exceed  the  federal  de  minimis  level  for  PM10.  However,  the  contribution 
of  the  Proposed  Action  to  the  cumulative  annual  emissions  would  be  minimal. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

The  proposed  solar  project  would  start  full  operation  as  early  as  2016.  Operation  of  the 
Proposed  Action  or  alternatives  would  not  have  any  major  stationary  emission  sources,  and 
would  only  require  minor  maintenance  activities  and  vehicles  trips  for  operation/maintenance. 
As  previously  discussed,  operation  emissions  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  would  not 
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result  in  adverse  impacts  to  air  quality.  It  is  expected  that  all  of  the  cumulative  projects 
described  above  would  be  operational  at  the  same  time  as  the  Proposed  Action  or  alternatives. 
Operation  of  the  cumulative  projects,  in  combination  with  the  Proposed  Action  or  alternative, 
would  cause  a minor  increase  in  traffic  along  local  roadways,  including  1-15.  Traffic  trips  and 
stationary  sources  from  cumulative  projects  would  increase  criteria  pollutant  emissions  in  the 
project  area.  Tables  4.2-9  and  4.2-10  show  estimated  daily  and  annual  operation  emissions 
from  cumulative  projects.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  proposed  Desert  Xpress  railway  would 
result  in  a net  decrease  in  vehicle  trips  along  the  1-15  corridor,  which  would  decrease  vehicle 
emissions  over  current  conditions.  However,  in  order  to  provide  a conservative  estimate  of 
operation  emissions  from  cumulative  projects,  the  decrease  in  vehicle  trips  emissions  that  would 
result  from  operation  of  the  Desert  Xpress  is  not  included. 


Table  4.2-9.  Cumulative  Daily  Operation  Emissions 


Project 

CO 

ROCs 

NOx 

so2 

PMio 

PM2.5 

Calnev* 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Molycorp  Phoenix 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

JPOE 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

ISEGS 

228 

33 

161 

10 

154 

57 

EITP1 

<7 

<1 

<1 

<1 

<7 

<7 

So.  NV  Supplemental  Airport 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

First  Solar  Silver  State  Phase  2** 

5 

n/a 

2 

0 

12 

1 

Desert  Xpress** 

115 

5.5 

646 

66 

22 

22 

Proposed  Action** 

1 

<1 

<1 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

350 

39 

810 

76 

188 

80 

MDAQMD  Thresholds 

548 

137 

137 

137 

82 

82 

Exceeds  Threshold? 

NO 

NO 

YES 

NO 

YES 

NO 

Contribution  of  Proposed  Action 
to  Cumulative  Total 

0.3% 

<2.5% 

<0.01% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

**  These  maximum  daily  operation  emissions  were  calculated  by  dividing  annual  operation  emissions  by  365  and  converting  tons  to 
pounds. 

ROC  = reactive  organic  compound 

Final  EIR/EIS  for  EITP  states  that  operation  emissions  would  be  negligible  and  does  not  provide  estimates  of  emissions  from 
operation. 


Table  4.2-10.  Cumulative  Annual  Operation  Emissions 


Project 

CO 

ROCs 

NOx 

S02 

PM10 

PM2.5 

Calnev* 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Molycorp  Phoenix 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

JPOE 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

ISEGS 

33 

6 

15 

2 

21 

9 

EITP1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

So.  NV  Supplemental  Airport 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

First  Solar  Silver  State  Phase  2 

1 

n/a 

<1 

<1 

2 

<1 

Desert  Xpress^ 

21 

1 

118 

12 

4 

4 

Proposed  Action 

<7 

<7 

<7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Total 

55 

7 

134 

14 

27 

13 

MDAQMD  Thresholds 

100 

25 

25 

25 

15 

15 

Exceeds  Threshold? 

NO 

NO 

YES 

NO 

YES 

NO 

De  Minimis  Levels 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

100 

N/A 

Exceeds  Level? 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

NO 

N/A 

Contribution  of  Proposed  Action 
to  Cumulative  Total 

<1.8% 

<14.3% 

<0.7% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

* Operational  and  maintenance  emissions  of  air  criteria  pollutants  are  not  expected  to  increase  over  current  levels 
ROC  = reactive  organic  compound 

Final  EIR/EIS  for  EITP  states  that  operation  emissions  would  be  negligible  and  does  not  provide  estimates  of  emissions  from 
operation. 

2 According  to  the  FEIS,  this  project  would  result  in  a net  decrease  in  vehicle  trips  along  the  1-15  corridor,  which  would  decrease 
vehicle  emissions  over  current  conditions.  The  decrease  in  vehicle  trip  emissions  that  would  result  from  operation  of  the  Desert 
Xpress  is  not  included  in  order  to  provide  a conservative  estimate  of  operation  emissions  from  cumulative  project. 
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As  shown  in  Table  4.2-9,  emissions  from  the  concurrent  operation  of  cumulative  projects  would 
exceed  daily  thresholds  for  NOx  and  PM10.  The  contribution  of  the  Proposed  Action  to 
cumulative  daily  operation  emissions  for  NOx  and  PM10  would  be  minimal. 

As  shown  in  Table  4.2-10,  emissions  from  the  concurrent  operation  of  cumulative  projects  would 
exceed  annual  thresholds  for  NOx  and  PM10.  Annual  cumulative  operations  emissions  would 
not  exceed  the  federal  de  minimis  level  for  PM10.  The  contribution  of  the  Proposed  Action  to  the 
cumulative  annual  emissions  for  NOx  and  PM10  would  be  minimal. 


Decommissioning 

The  magnitude  of  decommissioning  emissions  are  expected  to  be  significantly  less  than  those 
estimated  for  project  construction  since  decommissioning  would  occur  after  at  least  30  years  of 
operation,  and  it  is  expected  that  on-road  and  off-road  equipment  engine  technology  would  be 
far  more  advanced  and  cleaner  than  is  currently  the  case.  Additionally,  the  level  of  activity 
needed  to  decommission  the  facility  is  less  than  the  level  of  activity  needed  to  construct  the 
facility.  Nonetheless,  emissions  generated  during  decommissioning  are  estimated  to  exceed 
MDAQMD  daily  thresholds  for  PM10  and  NOx.  Emissions  generated  by  decommissioning  of  the 
Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  would  occur  within  the  context  of  the  operations  of  the  other 
reasonably  foreseeable  projects,  including  the  Ivanpah  SEGS,  Molycorp  Phoenix,  and  other 
projects  that  are  currently  unforeseen.  As  discussed  above,  it  is  expected  that  operation  of 
these  projects  would  contribute  to  cumulatively  significant  air  quality  impacts.  The  contribution 
of  the  Proposed  Action  or  alternatives  to  these  impacts  would  be  unavoidable,  but  would  be 
temporary. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  create  air  emissions,  and 
would  therefore  not  contribute  to  cumulative  air  quality  impacts. 


4.2.10.5  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Significance  conclusions  for  the  cumulative  impacts  identified  for  each  phase  of  the  project 
(Construction,  Operation  and  Maintenance,  and  Decommissioning)  are  presented  below,  based 
on  the  CEQA  Significance  Criteria  presented  Section  4.2.2. 

AR-1 

Construction 

As  concluded  above,  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  would  not  conflict  with  or  obstruct 
implementation  of  the  applicable  air  quality  plan.  The  concurrent  construction  of  cumulative 
projects  would  generate  air  emissions;  however  such  emissions  would  be  temporary  and  would 
cease  upon  the  completion  of  construction  activities.  Therefore,  cumulative  impacts  would  be 
less  than  significant. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Neither  operation  of  the  Proposed  Action  nor  the  cumulative  projects  would  conflict  with  or 
obstruct  implementation  of  the  applicable  air  quality  plan.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts 
would  be  less  than  significant. 
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Decommissioning 

It  is  assumed  that  the  decommissioning  activities  and  any  cumulative  projects  will  be  approved 
in  a manner  that  would  conform  to  the  requirements  of  applicable  air  quality  plans,  if  any  exist, 
at  the  time  of  project  decommissioning.  Therefore,  less  than  significant  impacts  are  expected. 


AR-2 

Construction 

The  proposed  Stateline  facility  would  have  significant  and  unavoidable  NOx  and  PM10  impacts 
during  construction,  and  the  addition  of  emissions  from  the  construction  of  other  cumulative 
projects  would  only  worsen  the  air  quality  impacts.  The  concurrent  construction  of  projects 
would  exceed  daily  thresholds  for  all  criteria  pollutants,  except  SOx.  The  cumulative  NOx  and 
PM10  impacts  would  be  significant  and  unavoidable,  and  the  contribution  of  the  proposed 
Stateline  facility  to  these  impacts  would  be  cumulatively  considerable. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

As  shown  in  Table  4.2-6,  operation  emissions  for  all  criteria  pollutants  would  remain  well  under 
the  applicable  thresholds  of  significance.  Such  levels  of  emissions  would  not  cause  localized 
exceedances,  or  contribute  significantly  to  existing  exceedances,  of  the  State  or  federal  air 
quality  standards.  Therefore,  the  Proposed  Action  would  have  a less  than  significant  impact  on 
air  quality  standard  attainment  during  operation. 


Decommissioning 

As  described  above  in  Section  4. 2. 3.1,  decommissioning  of  the  project  would  have  lower 
emissions  than  that  of  the  project  construction;  however,  it  is  assumed  that  NOx  and  PM10 
emissions  would  exceed  MDAQMD  thresholds.  Emissions  generated  by  decommissioning  of 
the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  would  occur  within  the  context  of  the  operations  of  the 
other  reasonably  foreseeable  projects,  which  were  determined  to  have  significant  NOx  and  PM10 
emissions.  Therefore,  NOx  and  PM10  emissions  generated  during  decommissioning  of  the 
Proposed  Action  would  have  a cumulatively  considerable  air  quality  impact. 


AR-3 

Construction 

Construction  of  the  Proposed  Action  or  alternatives  would  exceed  the  MDAQMD  CEQA 
significance  thresholds  for  PM10,  and  the  addition  of  emission  from  cumulative  projects  would 
only  increase  those  exceedances.  Therefore,  the  project’s  construction  emissions  would  result 
in  cumulatively  considerable  net  increases  of  nonattainment  pollutants  (PM10)  and  would  have 
significant  and  unavoidable  impact  to  regional  air  quality  during  construction  activities;  however, 
the  significant  impact  would  cease  upon  completion  of  construction  activities. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

As  noted  above,  the  sum  of  operational  emissions  from  the  cumulative  projects  would  exceed 
MDAQMD  daily  and  annual  thresholds  for  NOx  and  PM10,  thereby,  resulting  in  a significant  and 
unavoidable  cumulative  impact.  However,  because  the  operation  emissions  of  the  Proposed 
Action  and  alternatives  would  not  exceed  significance  thresholds,  the  contribution  of  the 
Proposed  Action  would  not  be  cumulatively  considerable. 
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Decommissioning 

Decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action  or  alternatives  would  exceed  the  MDAQMD  CEQA 
significance  thresholds  for  PM10.  Decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action  or  alternatives 
would  occur  when  other  cumulative  projects  are  operational.  Cumulative  operational  PM10 
emissions  would  exceed  thresholds.  Therefore,  the  project’s  decommissioning  emissions  would 
result  in  cumulatively  considerable  net  increases  of  nonattainment  pollutants  (PM10)  and  would 
have  significant  and  unavoidable  impact  to  regional  air  quality  during  construction  activities; 
however,  the  significant  impact  would  cease  upon  decommissioning  of  construction  activities. 


AR-4 

Construction 

It  is  anticipated  that  the  Proposed  Action  or  alternatives  would  periodically  generate  a high  level 
of  localized  NOx  and  PM10  emissions  and  the  overlapping  construction  activities  of  the  two 
identified  cumulative  projects  would  only  increase  the  potential  for  localized  air  quality  impacts. 
Therefore,  there  would  be  significant  and  unavoidable  cumulative  construction  impacts  to  the 
local  residents  and  other  local  public  receptors. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operation  emissions  of  the  Proposed  Action  or  alternatives  alone  would  not  exceed  significance 
thresholds;  however,  the  sum  of  operational  emissions  from  the  cumulative  projects  would 
exceed  MDAQMD  daily  and  annual  thresholds  for  NOx  and  PM10.  Therefore,  it  is  assumed  that 
there  would  be  significant  cumulative  impacts  to  area  receptors  during  operation  of  the 
Proposed  Action,  but  the  Proposed  Action’s  contribution  to  the  cumulative  impact  would  not  be 
cumulatively  considerable. 


Decommissioning 

Decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action  or  alternatives  would  exceed  the  MDAQMD  CEQA 
significance  thresholds  for  PM10  and  NOx.  Operation  of  cumulative  projects  would  also  exceed 
the  significance  thresholds  for  PM10  and  NOx.  Therefore,  it  is  assumed  that  there  would  be 
significant  and  unavoidable  cumulative  impacts  to  area  receptors  during  decommissioning  of  the 
Proposed  Action.  However,  the  significant  impact  would  cease  upon  decommissioning  of 
construction  activities. 


AR-5 

Construction 

The  Proposed  Action,  in  combination  with  other  cumulative  projects  would  have  less  than 
significant  odor  impacts.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  odor  impacts  during  construction  of  the 
Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  would  be  less  than  significant. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

The  Proposed  Action,  along  with  cumulative  projects,  would  have  less  than  significant  odor 
impacts.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  odor  impacts  during  operation  of  the  Proposed  Action  would 
be  less  than  significant. 
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Decommissioning 

The  Proposed  Action,  as  well  as  the  other  cumulative  projects,  would  have  less  than  significant 
odor  impacts.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  odor  impacts  during  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed 
Action  would  be  less  than  significant. 


Alternatives 

Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 

The  air  quality  impacts  associated  with  Alternative  2 would  be  approximately  the  same  as  those 
associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts  associated  with 
Alternative  2 would  be  the  same  as  those  described  above  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 

The  air  quality  impacts  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  reduced  as  compared  to 
those  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action,  due  to  the  smaller  project  size  arid  shorter  duration 
of  construction  and  decommissioning.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts  associated  with 
Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  lower  than  those  described  above  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 

The  air  quality  impacts  associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be  reduced  as  compared  to  those 
associated  with  the  Proposed  Action,  due  to  the  smaller  project  size  and  shorter  duration  of 
construction  and  decommissioning.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts  associated  with 
Alternative  4 would  be  lower  than  those  described  above  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 

Alternative  5,  the  No  Action  Alternative,  would  not  contribute  to  air  quality  impacts.  Therefore, 
this  alternative  would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  air  quality  impacts. 


Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 

By  denying  the  solar  energy  application  and  excluding  the  site  from  future  solar  energy 
development,  Alternative  6 would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  air  quality  impacts. 


Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 

By  denying  the  solar  energy  application  and  excluding  the  site  from  future  solar  energy 
development,  Alternative  7 would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  air  quality.  The  site  could 
potentially  be  used  for  solar  or  other  development  in  the  future.  Air  quality  impacts  associated 
with  future  actions  would  be  considered  in  a later  project-specific  environmental  analysis. 


4.2.11  Mitigation  Measures 

Air  quality  impacts  would  be  reduced  by  implementation  of  the  following  mitigation  measures. 
Even  with  mitigation,  NOx  and  PM10  emissions  during  construction  and  decommissioning  are 
likely  to  remain  significant  and  unavoidable  under  CEQA,  but  for  a short  duration.  These 
impacts  would  also  be  considered  to  be  residual  effects  under  NEPA. 
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MM -Air-1:  Air  Quality  Construction  Management  Plan.  The  Applicant  shall  implement  their 
Air  Quality  Construction  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012c)  that  describes  the  fugitive  dust 
control  measures  that  would  be  implemented  and  monitored  at  all  locations  of  proposed  facility 
construction.  This  plan  shall  comply  with  the  mitigation  measures  described  in  the  Fugitive  Dust 
Control  Rules  enforced  by  MDAQMD  (Rule  403.2),  as  well  as  the  existing  SIP  available  for  PM10 
and  PM2.5,  and  the  BLM  Fugitive  Dust/PM10  Emissions  Control  Strategy  for  the  Mojave  Desert 
Planning  Area.  The  plan  shall  be  submitted  to  MDAQMD  no  less  than  60  days  prior  to  the  start 
of  construction.  The  plan  shall  be  incorporated  into  all  contracts  and  contract  specifications  for 
construction  work.  The  plan  shall  outline  the  steps  to  be  taken  to  minimize  fugitive  dust 
generated  by  construction  activities  by: 

• Describing  each  active  operation  that  may  result  in  the  generation  of  fugitive  dust; 

• Identifying  all  sources  of  fugitive  dust,  e.g.,  earth  moving,  storage  piles,  vehicular  traffic; 

• Describing  the  control  measures  to  be  applied  to  each  of  the  sources  identified.  The 
descriptions  shall  be  sufficiently  detailed  to  demonstrate  that  the  best  available  control 
measures  required  by  the  air  quality  districts  for  linear  projects  are  used;  and 

• Providing  the  following  control  measures,  in  addition  to  or  as  listed  in  the  applicable  rules 
but  not  limited  to: 

Frequent  watering  or  stabilization  of  excavation,  spoils,  access  roads,  storage  piles, 
and  other  sources  of  fugitive  dust  (parking  areas,  staging  areas,  other)  if  construction 
activity  cause  persistent  visible  emissions  of  fugitive  dust  beyond  the  work  area; 

Use  of  street  sweeping  and  trackout  devices  at  the  construction  site.  Sweep  streets 
daily  (with  water  sweepers)  if  visible  soil  material  is  carried  into  adjacent  public 
streets  or  wash  trucks  and  equipment  before  entering  public  streets; 

Apply  chemical  soil  stabilizers  or  apply  water  to  form  and  maintain  a crust  on  inactive 
construction  areas  (disturbed  lands  that  are  unused  for  four  consecutive  days); 

Cover  stockpiles  and  suspend  construction  work  when  winds  exceed  30  miles  per 
hour; 

- Pre-watering  of  soils  prior  to  clearing  and  trenching; 

- Pre-moisten,  prior  to  transport,  import  and  export  dirt,  sand,  or  loose  materials; 

Installing  temporary  coverings  on  storage  piles  when  not  in  use.  Cover  loads  in  haul 
trucks  or  maintain  at  least  six  inches  of  free-board  when  traveling  on  public  roads; 

- Dedicating  water  truck  or  high/capacity  hose  to  any  soil  screening  operations; 

- Minimizing  drop  height  of  material  through  screening  equipment; 

- Reducing  the  amount  of  disturbed  area  where  possible;  and 

Planting  vegetative  ground  cover  in  disturbed  areas  as  soon  as  possible  following 
construction  activities. 

The  Applicant  or  its  designated  representative  shall  obtain  prior  approval  from  the  MDAQMD 
prior  to  any  deviations  from  fugitive  dust  control  measures  specified  in  the  Air  Quality 
Construction  Management  Plan.  A justification  statement  used  to  explain  the  technical  and 
safety  reason(s)  that  preclude  the  use  of  required  fugitive  dust  control  measures  shall  be 
submitted  to  the  appropriate  agency  for  review. 

The  provisions  of  the  Air  Quality  Construction  Management  Plan  shall  also  apply  to  project 
decommissioning  activities. 
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MM-Air-2:  Construction  Emissions  Reduction.  The  Applicant  shall  implement  the  following 
measures  to  reduce  emissions  during  construction: 

• All  off-road  diesel-powered  construction  equipment  with  a rating  greater  than  50 
horsepower  shall  utilize  engines  compliant  with  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
(EPA)  Tier  3 or  higher  non-road  engine  standards,  where  available.  In  addition,  all 
retrofitted  construction  equipment  shall  be  outfitted  with  Best  Available  Control 
Technology  devices  certified  by  the  California  Air  Resources  Board  (CARB).  Any 
emissions  control  device  used  by  the  contractor  shall  achieve  emissions  reductions  that 
are  no  less  than  what  could  be  achieved  by  a Level  2 or  Level  3 diesel  emissions  control 
strategy  for  a similarly  sized  engine  as  defined  by  CARB  regulations; 

• As  feasible,  reduce  emissions  of  particulate  matter  and  other  pollutants  by  using 
alternative  clean  fuel  technology  such  as  electric,  hydrogen  fuel  cells,  and  propane- 
powered  equipment  or  compressed  natural  gas-powered  equipment  with  oxidation 
catalysts  instead  of  gasoline-  or  diesel-powered  engines; 

• Ensure  that  all  construction  equipment  is  properly  tuned  and  maintained  and  shut  off 
when  not  in  direct  use; 

• Prohibit  engine  tampering  to  increase  horsepower; 

• Locate  engines,  motors,  and  equipment  as  far  as  possible  from  residential  areas  and  at 
least  300  feet  from  sensitive  receptors,  such  as  schools,  daycare  centers,  and  hospitals; 

• Provide  carpool  shuttles  and  vans  to  transport  construction  workers  to  and  from 
construction  sites,  thus  eliminating  some  private  vehicle  trips; 

• Arrange  for  food  catering  trucks  to  visit  the  Proposed  Action  twice  a day,  if  commercially 
available ; 

• Reduce  construction-related  trips  of  workers  and  equipment,  including  trucks; 

• Require  that  on-road  vehicles  be  less  than  10  years  old. 

The  Applicant  shall  also  consult  with  the  MDAQMD  to  identify  other  potential  control  measures 
not  identified  above.  The  Applicant  or  its  designated  representative  shall  submit  a plan 
specifying  these  additional  measures  and  related  construction  contract  specifications  to  the 
agencies  involved  in  the  environmental  review  and  permitting  process  for  the  proposed  facility, 
to  the  extent  applicable  under  rules  and  regulations  (BLM,  EPA,  MDAQMD),  prior  to 
construction  activities. 

The  Applicant  shall  prepare  and  maintain  documentation  that  demonstrates  implementation  of 
the  proposed  emission  reduction  measures  and  required  mitigation  measures.  The  following 
documents  and/or  files  shall  be  submitted  to  the  agencies  involved  in  the  environmental  review 
and  permitting  process  for  the  proposed  facility: 

• Inventory  of  all  equipment  used  during  each  construction  activity.  At  a minimum,  this 
inventory  shall  include  an  equipment  description,  equipment  identification,  identification 
of  type  of  engine(s),  and  engine  emission  data;  and 

• The  CARB  Diesel  Off-Road  On-line  Reporting  System  (DOORS)  for  registration  shall  be 
used  to  certify  conformance  with  the  tiered  engine  certification. 

MM-Air-3:  Operations  Emissions  Reduction.  The  Applicant  shall  implement  the  following 
measures  to  reduce  emissions  during  operations  and  maintenance  activities: 

• The  Applicant  shall  control  fugitive  dust  from  the  unpaved  roads  on  the  site  during 
operation  using  the  following  methods; 
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• The  main  access  road  for  employees  and  deliveries  to  the  maintenance  complex  shall  be 
paved  as  early  during  construction  as  practical; 

• The  other  unpaved  roads  at  the  site  shall  be  stabilized  using  water  or  soil  stabilizers  so 
that  vehicle  travel  on  these  roads  does  not  cause  visible  dust  plumes; 

• Traffic  speeds  on  unpaved  roads  shall  be  limited  to  no  more  than  15  miles  per  hour. 
Traffic  speed  signs  shall  be  displayed  prominently  at  all  site  entrances  and  at  egress 
point(s)  from  the  central  maintenance  complex; 

• All  on-site  off-road  equipment  and  on-road  vehicles  for  operation/maintenance  shall  be 
new  equipment  that  meets  the  recent  California  Air  Resources  Board  engine  emission 
standards  or  alternatively  fueled  construction  equipment,  such  as  compressed  natural 
gas,  liquefied  natural  gas,  or  electric,  as  appropriate; 

• All  equipment  shall  be  turned  off  when  not  in  use.  Engine  idling  of  all  equipment  shall  be 
minimized;  and 

• All  equipment  engines  shall  be  maintained  in  good  operating  condition  and  in  proposed 
tune  per  manufacturers’  specification. 


Mitigation  measures  MM-Air-1  and  MM-Air-2  would  reduce  Particulate  Matter  and  Nitrogen 
Oxides  emissions,  respectively,  during  construction  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible.  The 
Applicant  has  proposed  soil  stabilizers  (ChlorTex  Road  Binder,  Eccotex  Soil  Binder,  or  PlasTex 
Soil  Stabilizer)  for  the  Proposed  Action,  but  BLM  may  require  other  soil  binders  that  are 
equivalent.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Air-1  is  expected  to  reduce  fugitive  dust 
emissions  by  50  to  85  percent,  or  more,  depending  on  the  emissions  source  and  the  related 
emission  control  measure.  Specifically,  proper  use  of  soil  binders  can  reduce  fugitive  dust  from 
unpaved  road  travel,  the  single  largest  project  source  of  construction  fugitive  dust  emissions,  by 
85  percent  or  more.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Air-2  could  reduce  NOx,  VOC, 
and  particulate  matter  (PM)  emissions  from  the  off-road  equipment  by  as  much  as  78  percent, 
91  percent,  and  73  percent,  respectively,  when  compared  to  old  uncontrolled  equipment  that 
predates  the  EPA  Non-road  Diesel  Engine  Emission  Standards  for  off-road  equipment.  Specific 
emission  reductions  based  on  comparison  with  lower  Tier  levels  vary  by  and  equipment  size 
range  and  the  specific  Tier  to  Tier  level  comparison,  but  range  from  28  to  85  percent  depending 
on  pollutant  (with  the  exception  of  PM  where  there  is  not  additional  control  between  Tier  2 and 
Tier  3)  when  compared  to  the  MM-Air-2  required  Tier  3 level. 

Mitigation  measure  MM-Air-3  would  reduce  Particulate  Matter  and  Nitrogen  Oxides  emissions 
during  operation,  and  would  also  reduce  NOx  emissions  in  a reasonable  manner  for  this  ozone 
non-attainment  area.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Air-3  is  expected  to  reduce 
fugitive  dust  emissions  by  85  percent,  or  more,  depending  on  the  emissions  source  and  the 
related  emission  control  measure.  Specifically,  paving  should  reduce  fugitive  dust  emissions  by 
over  95  percent  versus  controlled  unpaved  roads,  and  the  proper  use  of  soil  binders  can  reduce 
fugitive  dust  from  unpaved  road  travel,  the  single  largest  project  source  of  operation  fugitive 
dust  emissions,  by  85  percent  or  more.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Air-3  also  could  reduce  NOx, 
VOC,  and  PM  emissions  from  the  dedicated  on-site  off-road  and  on-road  equipment  by  amounts 
similar  to  those  described  above  for  mitigation  measure  MM-Air-2. 

Mitigation  measures  MM-Air-1  and  MM-Air-3  would  have  secondary  impacts  from  the  equipment 
and  travel  trips  necessary  to  implement  all  of  the  fugitive  dust  control  measures  contained  in 
these  two  conditions.  For  example  the  use  of  water  for  dust  control  would  cause  truck  exhaust 
emissions.  However,  fugitive  dust  control  using  water  or  soil  binders  is  required  by  MDAQMD 
rules  and  regulations,  so  the  specific  provisions  requiring  the  use  of  soil  binders  rather  than 
water,  which  would  reduce  the  application  frequency  and  overall  water  consumption  by  orders 
of  magnitude,  would  reduce  the  impacts  from  water  use  and  water  trucking.  The  equipment 

November  2013  4.2-26  Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Project 
4.2  Air  Quality 


exhaust  provisions  of  mitigation  measures  MM-Air-2  and  MM-Air-3  would  not  cause  any  new,  or 
affect  any  existing,  environmental  impacts. 

Although  implementation  of  MM-Air-1,  MM-Air-2,  and  MM-Air-3  would  reduce  the  level  of 
significant  impacts  from  construction  and  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action,  NOx  and 
PM10  emissions  would  still  exceed  MDAQMD  significance  thresholds.  Such  exceedances  would 
be  significant  impacts  under  CEQA,  and  would  represent  a residual  impact  under  NEPA. 


4.2.12  Residual  Impacts  After  Mitigation 

The  Proposed  Action  or  alternatives  would  have  temporary  and  unavoidable  adverse  NOx  and 
PM10  impacts  during  construction  and  decommissioning.  However,  the  project  would  not  cause 
emission  rates  that  could  exceed  the  applicable  General  Conformity  de  minimis  thresholds  (40 
CFR  93.153)  during  construction,  decommissioning  or  operation,  so  a formal  conformity 
analysis  and  determination  are  not  required  for  this  project.  Unlike  construction  and 
decommissioning,  project  operation  would  not  have  any  adverse  impacts  since  the 
operation/maintenance  activities  required  for  the  Proposed  Action  are  minimal.  For  all  other 
criteria  pollutants,  the  impacts  would  not  be  substantial  during  construction,  decommissioning  or 
operation.  Mitigation  measures  MM-Air-1  through  MM-Air-3  would  mitigate  NOx  and  particulate 
matter  emissions  during  construction  decommissioning  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible. 
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4.3  Climate  Change 
4.3.1  Methodology  for  Analysis 

This  section  addresses  the  impacts  of  greenhouse  gas  (GHG)  emissions  from  the  proposed 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  project,  as  well  as  the  consistency  of  the  Proposed  Action  with  the 
applicable  plans  and  programs  that  have  been  implemented  by  various  Federal  and  State 
agencies  with  jurisdiction  over  the  project  area.  Potential  GHG  emissions  from  construction  and 
operation,  including  operation  emissions  reductions  from  fossil-fuel  fired  electricity  generation 
displacement,  are  estimated  quantitatively  to  evaluate  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives. 
Climate  change  impacts  are  long-term,  global,  and  cumulative  in  nature.  Therefore,  the  GHG 
emissions  impacts  described  in  this  section  also  analyze  the  potential  for  long-term  cumulative 
impacts. 

The  CEQ  issued  draft  guidance  to  federal  agencies  on  February  18,  2010,  regarding  GHG 
emissions.  The  guidance  states  that  in  an  agency's  analysis  of  direct  effects  of  GHG  emissions, 
it  would  be  appropriate  to  quantify  cumulative  emissions  over  the  life  of  the  project;  discuss 
measures  to  reduce  emissions,  including  consideration  of  reasonable  alternatives;  and 
qualitatively  discuss  the  link  between  such  emissions  and  climate  change.  In  this  guidance,  the 
CEQ  recommends  that  if  a proposed  action  would  be  reasonably  anticipated  to  cause  direct 
emissions  of  25,000  metric  tons  or  more  of  carbon  dioxide  equivalents  (C02e)  GHG  emissions 
on  an  annual  basis,  agencies  should  consider  this  an  indicator  that  a quantitative  and  qualitative 
assessment  may  be  meaningful  to  decision  makers  and  the  public.  The  guidance  also  states 
that  it  is  not  currently  useful  for  the  NEPA  analysis  to  attempt  to  link  specific  climatological 
changes  to  a particular  project  or  emissions  as  direct  linkage  is  difficult  to  isolate  and  to 
understand  on  a project-specific  basis.  While  the  CEQ  draft  guidance  is  not  applicable  to 
Federal  land  management  actions , the  BLM  notes  these  general  principles  to  inform  its 
discussion  of  GHG  emissions  and  climate  change. 


4.3.2  CEQA  Significance  Criteria 

The  indicators  listed  below  were  used  to  determine  whether  the  proposed  facility’s  GHG 
emissions  would  be  significant  under  CEQA.  These  indicators  are  based  on  the  significance 
criteria  for  air  quality  listed  in  the  CEQA  Environmental  Checklist,  Appendix  G of  the  CEQA 
Guidelines.  Under  CEQA,  the  proposed  solar  farm  would  have  a significant  impact  on  climate 
change  if  it  would: 

• CC-1:  Generate  GHG  emissions,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  that  may  have  a significant 
impact  on  the  environment. 

• CC-2:  Conflict  with  an  applicable  plan,  policy  or  regulation  of  an  agency  adopted  for  the 
purpose  of  reducing  the  emissions  of  GHGs. 

The  CARB  published  interim  significance  thresholds  for  GHG  in  2008.  The  thresholds  consist  of 
the  performance  standards  and  a quantitative  threshold  of  7,000  metric  tons  of  carbon  dioxide 
equivalent  emissions  per  year  (MT  C02e/year)  from  non-transportation  related  GHG  sources, 
which  include  combustion-related  components/equipment,  process  losses,  purchased 
electricity,  and  water  usage  and  wastewater  discharge  (CARB  2008). 


4.3.3  Alternative  1:  Proposed  Action 
4.3. 3.1  GHG  Emission  Impacts 

The  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  facility  would  generate  direct  GHG  emissions  during 
construction  and  operation.  Direct  GHG  emissions  during  construction  would  be  generated 
from  use  of  off-road  equipment  (such  as  graders,  cranes,  and  excavators)  and  from  on-road 
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construction  vehicle  trips  (such  as  heavy  haul  trips  for  construction  materials,  as  well  as 
construction  employee  commuting).  As  a solar  photovoltaic  (PV)  project,  the  Proposed  Action 
would  have  no  primary  direct  C02  emissions  from  electricity  production  during  operation,  but 
GHG  emissions  during  operation  would  result  from  the  use  of  off-road  equipment  and  on-road 
vehicles  used  for  inspection  and  maintenance  of  the  Project.  Breakers  containing  sulfur 
hexafluoride  (SF6)  would  be  used,  but  they  would  be  sealed,  and  would  not  be  expected  to 
release  SF6.  The  Proposed  Action  is  likely  to  result  in  a large  reduction  in  GFIG  emissions  due 
to  the  displacement  of  electricity  generated  by  fossil  fuel-fired  power  plants,  offset  by  a small 
increase  in  GFIG  emissions  due  to  the  loss  of  carbon  uptake  from  the  removal  of  vegetation. 


Construction 

The  estimated  direct  construction  GHG  emissions  for  the  Proposed  Action,  including  the 
secondary  direct  emissions  from  offsite  construction  trips,  are  presented  in  Table  4.3-1.  The 
table  also  presents  these  construction-phase  emissions  averaged  over  the  30  year  life  of  the 
project,  in  order  to  support  the  analysis  of  net  annual  GHG  emissions  from  the  Project  in  Table 
4.3-2. 


Table  4.3-1.  Total  Construction  Period  CO2  Emissions  for  Proposed  Action 


MTC02e 

Total 

7,484 

Total  Construction  Emissions  Amortized  over  30-year  Project  Life 

249  MTCCWyear 

Operation  and  Maintenance 

The  estimated  direct  operation  GHG  emissions  related  to  the  Proposed  Action,  including  the 
emissions  from  employee  and  delivery  traffic  trips,  other  maintenance  and  operation  activities, 
and  the  emergency  generator,  are  presented  in  Table  4.3-2.  Also  presented  in  this  table  is  the 
project  life  amortized  construction  and  decommissioning  GHG  emissions  and  an  estimate  of  the 
GHG  emissions  displaced  from  the  project’s  electrical  production. 


Table  4.3-2.  Annual  Operation  Emissions  for  Proposed  Action 


Source 

MTC02e/year 

Total  Annual  Operations  Emissions 

2,100 

Amortized  Construction  Emissions 

249 

Amortized  Decommissioning  Emissions 

249 

Total  Annualized  Emissions 

2,598 

Reduced  uptake  from  vegetation  removal 

2,994 

Displaced  Annual  GHG  Emissions 

-294,728 

Net  Project  Annual  GHG  Emissions 

-286,538 

Assuming  a generating  capacity  of  300  MW,  an  annual  capacity  factor  of  34  percent,  and  a 
system-wide  GHG  emission  factor  of  727.2  pounds  C02e  per  MWh  for  electricity  provided  by 
California  utilities  (EPA  201 1 ),  the  energy  produced  by  the  project  would  displace  approximately 
294,728  MTC02e/year  that  would  otherwise  be  emitted  by  fossil  fuel-fired  power  plants.  This  is 
more  than  enough,  by  orders  of  magnitude,  to  offset  the  project’s  construction  and  operation 
GHG  emissions,  so  the  Proposed  Action  would  have  negative  net  GHG  emissions.  However, 
the  exact  nature  and  location  of  such  reductions  is  not  known,  and  they  would  drop  over  time  as 
California  utilities  change  their  generation  profile  over  time  as  necessary  to  comply  with  State 
regulations.  Regardless,  this  renewable  energy  project  would  provide  a net  reduction  in  GHG 
emissions  for  the  electricity  generating  sector. 
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The  Proposed  Action  would  require  the  clearing  of  land  and  removal  of  vegetation,  which  would 
reduce  the  ongoing  natural  carbon  uptake  by  vegetation.  A study  of  the  Mojave  Desert  indicated 
that  the  desert  may  uptake  carbon  in  amounts  as  high  as  100  grams  per  square  meter  per  year 
(Wohlfahrt  and  others  2008).  This  would  equate  to  a maximum  reduction  in  carbon  uptake, 
calculated  as  carbon  dioxide  (C02),  of  1.48  MT  tons  of  C02  per  acre  per  year  for  areas  with 
complete  vegetation  removal.  For  this  Proposed  Action,  which  would  require  approximately 
2,023  acres  of  disturbed  areas  of  vegetation  removal,  the  equivalent  loss  in  carbon  uptake 
would  be  2,994  MTC02e/year,  which  would  correspond  to  0.00335  MTC02e/MWh  generated 
(7.4  pounds  [lbs]/MWh).  Therefore,  the  natural  carbon  uptake  loss  would  be  negligible  in 
comparison  to  the  reduction  of  727.2  Ibs/MWh  in  fossil  fuel  C02  emissions. 


Decommissioning 

Decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  require  removal  of  the  PV  arrays  and  electrical 
collection  system  and  transporting  all  components  off  site.  After  removal  of  equipment  and 
facilities,  the  site  would  need  to  be  re-vegetated.  Equipment  used  for  decommissioning  would 
generally  be  similar  to  that  used  for  construction,  but  the  overall  activity  necessary  during 
decommissioning  would  be  much  less  than  that  of  construction.  Since  decommissioning  would 
occur  after  at  least  30  years  of  operation,  it  is  likely  that  equipment  engine  technology  would  be 
more  advanced  and  fuels  would  be  cleaner.  Therefore,  it  is  anticipated  that  GHG  emissions 
generated  from  decommissioning  would  be  equal  to,  or  more  likely  less  than,  those  from 
construction  that  are  estimated  above. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  result  in  any  net  additions 
or  reductions  to  GHG  emissions. 


4.3. 3.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Evaluation  of  CEQA  significance  for  GHG/Climate  Change,  which  is  both  a long-term  and  global 
impact,  is  based  on  the  effects  of  the  entire  project  from  construction  through  decommissioning. 


CC-1 

The  proposed  facility  would  emit  an  annualized  average  of  2,598  MTC02e/year  as  presented  in 
Table  4.3-2  above.  These  direct  GHG  emissions  are  well  below  the  interim  draft  CARB 
significance  threshold  of  7,000  MT  C02e/year  for  industrial  projects,  not  including  the  emission 
reductions  from  the  electrical  sector  that  would  be  enabled  by  the  project’s  operation.  The 
project  as  a whole  would  enable  GHG  emission  reductions  within  the  electricity  generation 
sector;  therefore,  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  solar  farm  would  not  only  be  less  than  significant, 
but  would  be  beneficial. 


CC-2 

As  a solar  power  project,  the  project  would  fulfill  a portion  of  the  renewable  portfolio  that  is 
mandated  for  California  and  reflected  in  the  CARB  Assembly  Bill  (AB32)  Scoping  Plan  and  the 
Governor’s  Executive  Order  S-14-08,  partially  satisfying  the  goals  of  the  California  Renewable 
Energy  Programs.  Additionally,  the  emission  reductions  enabled  by  this  project  would  help 
reach  the  AB32  emission  reduction  goals  for  the  electricity  generation  sector.  Therefore,  the 
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project  would  conform  to  applicable  plans,  policies,  and  regulations  related  to  GHG  emission 
reductions  and  would  have  less  than  significant  impacts. 


4.3.4  Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 
4.3.4.1  GHG  Emission  Impacts 

Construction  activities  associated  with  Alternative  2 would  be  slightly  greater  than  the  Proposed 
Action  due  to  the  slightly  increased  acreage.  The  Solar  Farm  site,  generation  interconnection 
(gen-tie)  corridor,  and  access  corridor  under  Alternative  2 would  require  approximately  2,385 
acres  of  land,  which  is  242  acres  (or  about  12  percent)  more  than  the  Proposed  Action. 
Alternative  2 would  utilize  the  same  materials  and  equipment  as  the  Proposed  Action. 
Therefore,  the  intensity  of  construction-related  traffic  per  day  would  be  basically  the  same  as  in 
the  Proposed  Action.  However,  due  to  the  larger  project  site  under  this  alternative,  the  duration 
of  construction-generated  traffic  may  be  incrementally  longer. 


Construction 

The  estimated  direct  construction  GHG  emissions  for  Alternative  2,  including  the  secondary 
direct  emissions  from  offsite  construction  trips , are  presented  in  Table  4.3-3.  The  table  also 
presents  these  construction-phase  emissions  averaged  over  the  30  year  life  of  the  project,  in 
order  to  support  the  analysis  of  net  annual  GHG  emissions  from  the  Project  in  Table  4.3-4. 


Table  4.3-3.  Total  Construction  Period  CO?  Emissions  for  Alternative  2 


MTCOje 

Total  (Scaled  from  Proposed  Action) 

8.382 

Total  Construction  Emissions  Amortized  over  30-vear  Project  Life 

279  MTCO?(/vear 

Operation  and  Maintenance 

The  estimated  direct  operation  GHG  emissions  related  to  Alternative  2,  including  the  emissions 
from  employee  and  delivery  traffic  trips,  other  maintenance  and  operation  activities,  and  the 
emergency  generator,  are  presented  in  Table  4.3-4.  Also  presented  in  this  table  is  the  project 
life  amortized  construction  and  decommissioning  GHG  emissions  and  an  estimate  of  the  GHG 
emissions  displaced  from  the  project’s  electrical  production.  Because  Alternative  2 would 
involve  the  same  number  of  PV  arrays  and  generating  capacity  as  the  Proposed  Action , it  would 
result  in  the  same  annual  GHG  emissions  as  the  Proposed  Action. 

Because  Alternative  2 would  reguire  a different  amount  of  clearing  of  land  and  removal  of 
vegetation , the  alternative  would  result  in  a greater  amount  of  displacement  of  natural  carbon 
uptake  by  vegetation.  Alternative  2 would  reguire  approximately  2,362  ac  of  disturbed  areas  of 
vegetation  removal , so  the  eguivalent  loss  in  carbon  uptake  would  be  3,499  MTCO?e/year, 
which  would  correspond  to  0.0039  MTCCbe/MWh  generated  ( 7.5  Ibs/MWh).  Therefore,  the 
natural  carbon  uptake  loss  would  be  negligible  in  comparison  to  the  reduction  of  127.2  Ibs/MWh 
in  fossil  fuel  CO?  emissions. 
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Table  4.3-4.  Annual  Operation  Emissions  for  Alternative  2 


Source 

NITCOiJyear 

Total  Annual  Operations  Emissions 

2.100 

Amortized  Construction  Emissions 

279 

Amortized  Decommissioninq  Emissions 

279 

Total  Annualized  Emissions 

2.658 

Reduced  uptake  from  veqetation  removal 

3.499 

Displaced  Annual  GHG  Emissions 

-294. 728 

Net  Proiect  Annual  GHG  Emissions 

-285.913 

Decommissioning 

Decommissioning  of  Alternative  2 would  require  the  same  types  of  activities  and  equipment  as 
described  for  construction  above.  Because  decommissioning  would  occur  30  years  in  the  future, 
it  is  likely  that  equipment  engine  technology  would  be  more  advanced  and  fuel  would  be  better, 
and  therefore  emissions  are  likely  to  be  less  than  those  estimated  above. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  the  same  under  Alternative  2 
as  Alternative  1.  As  discussed  for  the  Proposed  Action,  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the 
existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  result  in  any  net  additions  or  reductions  to  GHG  emissions. 


4.3.4.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

While  the  GHG  beneficial  effects  would  be  slightly  reduced  under  Alternative  2,  the  CEQA 
significance  determinations  for  Alternative  2 would  be  the  same  as  those  for  the  Proposed 
Action  as  described  above. 


4.3.5  Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 
4.3.5.1  GHG  Emission  Impacts 

Construction  activities  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  the  same  as  those  of  the 
Proposed  Action , but  would  be  of  a smaller  scale.  The  project  site  under  Revised  Alternative  3 
is  1,685  ac , or  about  458  ac  (21  percent)  smaller  than  the  project  site  under  the  Proposed 
Action.  Revised  Alternative  3 would  utilize  the  same  materials  and  equipment  as  the  Proposed 
Action.  Therefore , the  intensity  of  construction-related  traffic  per  day  would  be  approximately  the 
same  as  in  the  Proposed  Action , but  the  duration  of  construction-generated  traffic  would  be 
shorter. 


Construction 

The  estimated  direct  construction  GHG  emissions  for  Revised  Alternative  3,  including  the 
secondary  direct  emissions  from  offsite  construction  trips , are  presented  in  Table  4.3-5.  The 
table  also  presents  these  construction-phase  emissions  averaged  over  the  30  year  life  of  the 
project , in  order  to  support  the  analysis  of  net  annual  GHG  emissions  from  the  Project  in  Table 
4.3-6. 
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Table  4.3-5.  Total  Construction  Period  CO 2 Emissions  for  Revised  Alternative  3 


MTCO?f> 

Total  (Scaled  from  Proposed  Action ) 

5.912 

Total  Construction  Emissions  Amortized  over  30-vear  Project  Life 

197  MTCOpe/vear 

Operation  and  Maintenance 

The  estimated  direct  operation  GHG  emissions  related  to  Revised  Alternative  3,  including  the 
emissions  from  employee  and  delivery  traffic  trips , other  maintenance  and  operation  activities, 
and  the  emergency  generator,  are  presented  in  Table  4.3-6.  Also  presented  in  this  table  is  the 
project  life  amortized  construction  and  decommissioning  GHG  emissions  and  an  estimate  of  the 
GHG  emissions  displaced  from  the  project’s  electrical  production. 

Because  Revised  Alternative  3 would  involve  the  same  number  of  PV  arrays  and  generating 
capacity  as  the  Proposed  Action,  it  would  result  in  the  same  annual  GHG  emissions  as  the 
Proposed  Action. 

Because  Revised  Alternative  3 would  require  a different  amount  of  clearing  of  land  and  removal 
of  vegetation,  the  alternative  would  result  in  a reduced  amount  of  displacement  of  natural 
carbon  uptake  by  vegetation.  Revised  Alternative  3 would  require  approximately  1,685  ac  of 
disturbed  areas  of  vegetation  removal,  so  the  equivalent  loss  in  carbon  uptake  would  be  2,493 
MTCO?e/vear , which  would  correspond  to  0.0028  MTCO?e/MWh  generated  (7.7  Ibs/MWh). 
Therefore,  the  natural  carbon  uptake  loss  would  be  negligible  in  comparison  to  the  reduction  of 
727.2  Ibs/MWh  in  fossil  fuel  CO?  emissions. 


Table  4.3-6.  Annual  Operation  Emissions  for  Revised  Alternative  3 


Source 

MTC02eJvear 

Total  Annual  Operations  Emissions 

2.100 

Amortized  Construction  Emissions 

197 

Amortized  Decommissioninq  Emissions 

197 

Total  Annualized  Emissions 

2.494 

Reduced  uptake  from  veqetation  removal 

2.493 

Displaced  Annual  GHG  Emissions 

-294.728 

Net  Project  Annual  GHG  Emissions 

-287.247 

Decommissioning 

Decommissioning  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  require  the  same  types  of  activities  and 
equipment  as  described  for  construction  above.  Because  decommissioning  would  occur  30 
years  in  the  future,  it  is  likely  that  equipment  engine  technology  would  be  more  advanced  and 
fuel  would  be  better,  and  therefore  emissions  are  likely  to  be  less  than  those  estimated  above. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  the  same  under  Alternative  3 
as  Alternative  1.  As  discussed  for  the  Proposed  Action,  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the 
existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  result  in  any  net  additions  or  reductions  to  GHG  emissions. 
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4.3. 5.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

The  GHG  beneficial  effects  would  be  similar  under  Revised  Alternative  3 as  the  Proposed 
Action,  and  therefore  the  CEQA  significance  determinations  for  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be 
the  same  as  those  for  the  Proposed  Action  as  described  above. 


4.3.6  Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 
4.3. 6.1  GHG  Emission  Impacts 

Construction  activities  associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  those  of  the 
Proposed  Action,  but  would  be  of  a smaller  scale.  The  project  site  under  Alternative  4 is  1,766 
ac,  or  about  377  ac  (17  percent)  smaller  than  the  project  site  under  the  Proposed  Action. 
Alternative  4 would  utilize  the  same  materials  and  equipment  as  the  Proposed  Action. 
Therefore,  the  intensity  of  construction-related  traffic  per  day  would  be  basically  the  same  as  in 
the  Proposed  Action,  but  the  duration  of  construction-generated  traffic  would  be  shorter.  In 
addition,  due  to  the  reduced  power  output  (232  MW  as  compared  to  300  MW  for  the  Proposed 
Action),  the  beneficial  GHG  emission  impacts  would  be  reduced  from  those  of  the  Proposed 
Action. 


Construction 

The  estimated  direct  construction  GHG  emissions  for  Alternative  4,  including  the  secondary 
direct  emissions  from  offsite  construction  trips,  are  presented  in  Table  4.3-7.  The  table  also 
presents  these  construction-phase  emissions  averaged  over  the  30  year  life  of  the  project , in 
order  to  support  the  analysis  of  net  annual  GHG  emissions  from  the  Project  in  Table  4.3-4. 


Table  4.3-7.  Total  Construction  Period  CO2  Emissions  for  Alternative  4 


MTC02e 

Total  (scaled  from  Proposed  Action) 

6,212 

Total  Construction  Emissions  Amortized  over  30-year  Project  Life 

207  MTC02e/year 

Operation  and  Maintenance 

The  estimated  direct  operation  GHG  emissions  related  to  Alternative  4,  including  the  emissions 
from  employee  and  delivery  traffic  trips,  other  maintenance  and  operation  activities,  and  the 
emergency  generator,  are  presented  in  Table  4.3-8.  Also  presented  in  this  table  is  the  project 
life  amortized  construction  GHG  emissions  and  an  estimate  of  the  GHG  emissions  displaced 
from  the  project’s  electrical  production. 


Table  4.3-8.  Annual  Operation  Emissions  for  Alternative  4 


Source 

MTC02e/year 

Total  Annual  Operations  Emissions  (scaled  from 
Proposed  Action) 

1,743 

Amortized  Construction  Emissions 

207 

Amortized  Decommissioning  Emissions 

207 

Total  Annualized  Emissions 

2,157 

Reduced  uptake  from  vegetation  removal 

2,553 

Displaced  Annual  GHG  Emissions 

-214,169 

Net  Project  Annual  GHG  Emissions 

-207,302 
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Because  Alternative  4 would  require  a different  amount  of  clearing  of  land  and  removal  of 
vegetation,  the  alternative  would  result  in  a reduced  amount  of  displacement  of  natural  carbon 
uptake  by  vegetation.  Alternative  4 would  require  approximately  1,725  ac  of  disturbed  areas  of 
vegetation  removal,  so  the  equivalent  loss  in  carbon  uptake  would  be  2,553  MTC02e/year, 
which  would  correspond  to  0.0037  MTC02e/MWh  generated  (8.2  Ibs/MWh).  Therefore,  the 
natural  carbon  uptake  loss  would  be  negligible  in  comparison  to  the  reduction  of  727.2  Ibs/MWh 
in  fossil  fuel  C02  emissions. 


Decommissioning 

Decommissioning  of  Alternative  4 would  require  the  same  types  of  activities  and  equipment  as 
described  for  construction  above.  Because  decommissioning  would  occur  30  years  in  the 
future,  it  is  likely  that  equipment  engine  technology  would  be  more  advanced  and  fuel  would  be 
better,  and  therefore  emissions  are  likely  to  be  less  than  those  estimated  above. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  the  same  under  Alternative  4 
as  Alternative  1.  As  discussed  for  the  Proposed  Action,  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the 
existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  result  in  any  net  additions  or  reductions  to  GHG  emissions. 


4.3. 6.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

The  GHG  beneficial  effects  would  be  decreased  under  Alternative  4 relative  to  the  Proposed 
Project , but  the  CEQA  significance  determinations  for  Alternative  4 would  be  identical  to  those 
for  the  Proposed  Action  as  described  above. 


4.3.7  Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 
4.3.7. 1 GHG  Emission  Impacts 

Under  this  alternative,  the  proposed  solar  farm  would  not  be  approved  and  BLM  would  not 
amend  the  CDCA  Plan.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be  constructed  on  the  project 
site  and  BLM  would  continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the  existing  land  use 
designation  in  the  CDCA  Plan. 

The  results  of  this  alternative  would  be  the  following: 

• The  GHG  emissions  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  occur.  However,  the 
land  on  which  the  project  is  proposed  would  become  available  to  other  potential  uses 
that  are  consistent  with  BLM’s  CDCA  plan,  including  another  renewable  energy  project. 
These  additional  uses  could  generate  greater  or  lesser  GHG  emissions  than  the 
Proposed  Action,  although  all  such  emissions  are  speculative  at  this  time. 

• The  beneficial  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  in  displacing  fossil  fuel-fired  generation 
and  reducing  associated  GHG  emissions  from  gas-fired  generation  would  not  occur. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  this  alternative. 
Land  uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today.  Because  this 
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action  would  not  have  any  associated  GHG  emissions,  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  have  no 
impact  on  climate  change. 


4.3. 7.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Under  this  Alternative,  the  activities  at  the  site  are  not  expected  to  change  noticeably  from 
existing  conditions.  As  such,  this  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  result  in  direct  GHG  emission 
impacts  generated  by  the  Proposed  Action  nor  would  it  result  in  the  GHG  emission  benefits 
associated  with  the  implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action. 


4.3.8  Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 
4.3. 8.1  GHG  Emission  Impacts 

Alternative  6 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  not  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  and  no  project  would  be  approved.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be 
constructed  on  the  site,  and  the  BLM  would  continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the 
existing  land  use  designation  in  the  CDCA  Plan. 

Because  the  CDCA  Plan  would  be  amended  to  make  the  area  unavailable  for  future  solar 
energy  development,  it  is  expected  that  the  site  would  remain  in  its  existing  condition,  with  no 
new  structures  or  facilities  constructed  or  operated  on  the  site. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  the  same  under  Alternative  6 
as  Alternative  1.  As  discussed  for  the  Proposed  Action,  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the 
existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  result  in  any  net  additions  or  reductions  to  GHG  emissions. 


4.3.8. 2 CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Under  Alternative  6,  the  activities  at  the  site  are  not  expected  to  change  noticeably  from  existing 
conditions.  As  such,  this  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  result  in  direct  GHG  emission  impacts 
generated  by  the  Proposed  Action,  nor  would  it  result  in  the  GHG  emission  benefits  associated 
with  the  implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action. 


4.3.9  Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 
4.3.9.1  GHG  Emission  Impacts 

Alternative  7 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  although  none  of  the  action  alternatives  would  be  approved.  The  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  Project  would  not  be  constructed  on  the  project  site  and  the  project  site  would  remain 
vacant  in  the  near-term.  Under  this  alternative,  the  BLM  would  not  approve  the  proposed 
facility,  but  would  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  to  allow  for  other  solar  projects  on  the  site.  As  a 
result,  it  is  possible  that  another  solar  energy  project  could  be  constructed  on  the  site  in  the 
future:  however,  the  impacts  of  such  a future  project  are  speculative  at  this  time. 

Because  the  CDCA  Plan  would  be  amended  to  find  the  site  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development . it  is  possible  that  the  site  would  be  developed  with  the  same  or  a different  solar 
energy  technology  in  the  future.  While  the  GHG  emissions  and  impacts  and  emission  reduction 
benefits  that  might  result  from  the  construction  and  operation  of  such  a future  solar  energy 
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project  would  likely  be  similar  to  the  GHG  impacts  from  the  Proposed  Action,  those  impacts  and 
benefits  are  speculative  at  this  time.  Different  solar  technologies  require  different  amounts  of 
construction  and  operations  maintenance;  however,  the  benefits  of  the  Proposed  Action  in 
displacing  fossil  fuel  fired  generation  and  reducing  associated  GHG  emissions  could  occur  with 
a different  solar  energy  technology  at  this  site  and  therefore  with  this  alternative. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  Alternative  7.  Land  uses 
associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today.  As  noted  above,  there 
would  be  no  change  in  GHG  emissions  as  a result  of  a decision  not  to  change  the  DWMA 
boundary. 


4.3.9.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Under  Alternative  7,  the  activities  at  the  site  are  not  expected  to  change  noticeably  from  existing 
conditions.  As  such,  this  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  result  in  direct  GHG  emission  impacts 
generated  by  the  Proposed  Action,  nor  would  it  result  in  the  GHG  emission  benefits  associated 
with  the  implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action. 


4.3.10  Cumulative  Impacts 

It  is  generally  agreed  within  the  scientific  community  that  increases  in  global  GHG  emission 
concentration  can  cause  changes  to  current  global  climate  conditions.  Global  effects  of  GHG 
emissions  and  effects  of  climate  change  are  a subject  of  study  by  many  organizations,  including 
the  U.S.  Global  Climate  Research  Program  (GCRP)  and  Intergovernment  Panel  on  Climate 
Change  (IPCC).  The  GCRP  has  provided  valuable  insights  regarding  the  state  of  knowledge  of 
climate  change.  The  projected  change  in  temperature  from  ‘present  day’  (1993-2008)  over  the 
period  encompassing  the  ROW  (i.e.,  to  the  period  of  2040  to  2059  in  the  GCRP  report)  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  site  is  an  increase  of  between  1 to  3°F  (GCRP  2009).  Based  on  the  assessments 
of  the  GCRP  and  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences’  National  Research  Council,  the  EPA 
determined  that  potential  changes  in  climate  caused  by  GHG  emissions  endanger  public  health 
and  welfare  (EPA  2009,  74  FR  66496).  The  EPA  indicated  that,  while  ambient  concentrations 
of  GHGs  do  not  cause  direct  adverse  health  effects  (such  as  respiratory  or  toxic  effects),  public 
health  risks  and  impacts  can  result  indirectly  from  changes  in  climate. 

Global  emissions  of  GHGs  were  estimated  by  the  IPCC  Fourth  Assessment  Report  (IPCC 
2007).  Worldwide  GHG  emissions  increased  between  1970  and  2004  by  70  percent,  from  28.7 
gogatonne  (Gt)  C02e  to  49.0  Gt  C02e.  In  the  United  States,  GHG  emissions  in  2010  totaled  6.8 
million  metric  tons  C02e.  In  contract,  the  contribution  of  the  Proposed  Action  to  this  total  would 
be  2,598  MT  C02e.  This  amount  is  0.04  percent  of  the  total  United  States  annual  emission. 

Climate  change  impacts  could  include  changes  to  the  local  climate  at  the  project  site.  The 
specific  nature  of  any  localized  climate  change  cannot  be  reasonably  predicted  or  associated 
with  specific  activities  or  projects,  but  could  include  increases  or  decreases  in  temperature  and 
rainfall,  the  increase  in  severe  weather  events,  or  otherwise  cause  changes  to  the  local 
climatology  that  could  be  disruptive  to  the  existing  flora  and  fauna,  could  increase  surface  soil 
loss,  and  could  increase  or  decrease  agricultural  productivity.  It  is  expected  that  warmer 
temperatures  would  affect  the  ecology  and  habitats  in  the  area.  Plants  and  wildlife  adapted  to 
lower  (warmer)  elevations  close  to  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  would  potentially  find  higher  elevations  on 
the  alluvial  fan  near  the  base  of  the  Clark  Mountains  to  be  suitable  habitat.  Similar  migrations  of 
habitat  may  occur  within  the  mountains  themselves.  Some  species  that  are  currently  located  at 
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the  highest  elevations,  such  as  bighorn  sheep,  may  eventually  be  eliminated  from  their  former 
range  altogether.  GHG  emissions  from  the  proposed  actions  of  the  solar  facility  and  modified 
DWMA  would  not  have  a direct  impact  on  these  local  ecological  changes. 

Moreover , this  entire  GHG  impact  assessment  is  a cumulative  impact  assessment;  there  are  no 
direct  localized  impacts  from  project-level  GHG  emissions.  The  proposed  Stateline  facility  alone, 
or  any  of  the  project  alternatives,  would  not  be  sufficient  to  effect  global  climate  change,  but  the 
Proposed  Action  and  alternative  would  emit  GHGs  and,  therefore,  have  been  analyzed  as  a 
source  of  potential  cumulative  impacts  in  the  context  of  long  term  global  impacts  and  existing 
GHG  regulatory  requirements  and  GHG  energy  policies.  However,  the  broad  integration  of 
renewable  energy  would  allow  for  a sizable  reduction  in  current  GHG  emission  rates  and  could 
have  long-term  beneficial  impacts  in  relation  to  climate  change.  Specifically,  the  proposed 
Stateline  facility  would  enable  GHG  emission  reductions,  and  so  has  been  found  to  provide 
beneficial  cumulative  GHG  impacts. 


4.3.11  Mitigation  Measures 

The  proposed  solar  farm  would  result  in  a net  reduction  in  GHG  emissions  would  therefore  be 
beneficial  from  a climate  change  perspective , so  no  climate  change/GHG  emissions  mitigation 
measures  are  recommended. 


4.3.12  Residual  Impacts  After  Mitigation 

No  climate  change  or  GHG  emissions  mitigation  is  recommended,  as  the  project’s  impacts 
would  be  beneficial.  Therefore , the  project  would  result  in  no  residual  impacts  under  NEPA  or 
unavoidable  adverse  impacts  under  CEQA  related  to  climate  change. 
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4.4  Archaeological  and  Built-Environment 

4.4.1  Archaeological  and  Built-Environment  Methodology  for  Analysis 

This  section  describes  effects  on  archaeological  and  built-environment  resources  that  would  be 
caused  by  implementation  of  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  project  and  alternatives.  The 
following  discussion  addresses  potential  environmental  impacts  associated  with  implementation 
of  the  Proposed  Action  and  recommends  measures  to  reduce  or  avoid  adverse  impacts 
anticipated  from  construction,  operation,  and  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternatives.  A discussion  of  cumulative  impacts  related  to  archaeological  and  built-environment 
resources  is  also  included  in  this  section. 

The  cultural  resources  analysis  is  intended  to  fulfill  the  goals  of  NEPA,  CEQA,  and  Section  106 
of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  470(f);  NHPA)  through 
the  execution  of  five  basic  analytic  phases.  The  initial  phase  is  the  determination  of  the  Area  of 
Potential  Effect  (APE)  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  for  each  alternative  action  under 
consideration.  The  second  phase  is  to  produce  an  inventory  of  the  cultural  resources  within  the 
APE.  The  third  phase  is  to  determine  whether  particular  resources  in  an  inventory  are  eligible 
for  listing  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (NRHP).  A preliminary  evaluation  of 
eligibility  for  the  NRHP  and  the  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources  (CRHR)  was  made 
for  each  previously  and  newly  recorded  site  (Chandler  and  others  2012),  and  BLM  made 
determinations  and  findings  in  a letter  to  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  on  November  1, 
2012.  The  fourth  phase  is  to  assess  the  character  and  the  severity  of  the  effects  of  the 
proposed  or  alternative  actions  on  the  historically  significant  resources  that  cannot  be  avoided. 
The  final  phase  is  to  propose  measures  that  would  resolve  adverse  effects.  The  details  of  each 
of  these  phases  follow  below  and  provide  the  parameters  of  the  present  analysis. 


4.4.2  Archaeological  and  Built-Environment  Analysis  under  CEQA,  NEPA,  and 
the  NHPA 

A key  part  of  an  archaeological  and  built  environment  resources  analysis  under  CEQA,  NEPA, 
or  Section  106  is  to  determine  which  of  the  resources  that  a proposed  or  alternative  action  may 
affect,  are  important  or  historically  significant  (each  of  these  three  regulatory  programs  uses 
slightly  different  terminology  to  refer  to  historically  significant  archaeological  and  built- 
environment  resources;  clarifications  on  the  use  of  the  terms  “historical  resource,”  “important 
historic  and  cultural  aspects  of  our  national  heritage,”  and  “historic  property”  may  be  found  in  the 
Chapter  7,  Glossary).  Subsequent  impact  assessments  are  only  made  for  those  resources  that 
are  determined  to  be  historically  significant.  All  sites  identified  in  the  area  of  potential  effects 
(APE)  were  evaluated  for  CRHR  and  NRHP-eligibility 


Evaluation  of  Historical  Significance  under  CEQA 

CEQA  states  that  “a  project  that  may  cause  a substantial  adverse  change  in  the  significance  of 
a historical  resource  is  a project  that  may  have  a significant  effect  on  the  environment”  (Public 
Resources  Code  §21084.1).  CEQA  defines  a historical  resource  as  a resource  that  1)  is  listed 
in  or  has  been  determined  eligible  for  listing  in  the  CRHR  by  the  State  Historical  Resources 
Commission;  2)  is  included  in  a local  register  of  historical  resources,  as  defined  in  Public 
Resources  Code  5020. 1 (k);  3)  has  been  identified  as  significant  in  a historical  resources  survey, 
as  defined  in  Public  Resources  Code  5024.1(g);  or  4)  is  determined  to  be  historically  significant 
by  the  CEQA  lead  agency  [CCR  Title  14,  Section  15064.5(a)].  The  CRHR  was  legislated  in 
1992  (Public  Resources  Code  Sections  5020.1,  5020).  In  making  this  determination,  the  CEQA 
lead  agency  usually  applies  the  CRHR  eligibility  criteria,  as  follows: 
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Criterion  1 : It  is  associated  with  events  that  have  made  a significant  contribution  to  the 
broad  patterns  of  local  or  regional  history,  or  the  cultural  heritage  of  California  or 
the  United  States. 

Criterion  2:  It  is  associated  with  the  lives  of  persons  important  to  local,  California,  or  national 
history. 


Criterion  3:  It  embodies  the  distinctive  characteristics  of  a type,  period,  region,  or  method  of 
construction,  or  represents  the  work  of  a master  or  possesses  high  artistic 
values. 

Criterion  4:  It  has  yielded,  or  has  the  potential  to  yield,  information  important  to  the 
prehistory  or  history  of  the  local  area,  California,  or  the  nation. 


It  is  not  required  that  a historic  property  display  all  of  these  qualities.  Some  resources  are  listed 
on  the  CRHR  automatically  (Public  Resources  Code  Section  5024.1).  These  include: 

• Properties  that  are  listed  on  the  NRHP; 

• Properties  that  have  been  determined  eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP  whether  by  the 
Keeper  of  the  National  Register  or  through  a consensus  determination;  and 

• California  Historical  Landmarks  from  Number  777  on. 


In  addition  to  historical  significance,  a property  must  have  integrity  to  be  eligible  for  the  CRHR. 
Integrity  is  the  property’s  ability  to  convey  its  demonstrated  historical  significance.  The  seven 
components  of  integrity  are  location,  design,  setting,  materials,  workmanship,  feeling,  and 
association. 

A preliminary  evaluation  of  eligibility  for  the  CRHR  was  made  for  each  previously  and  newly 
recorded  site.  The  four  standard  eligibility  criteria  and  seven  elements  of  integrity  were  applied 
for  making  the  preliminary  evaluations  for  CRHR  eligibility. 


CEQA  Significance  Criteria 

Under  CEQA,  the  proposed  project  would  have  a significant  impact  on  archaeological  or  built 
resources  if  it  would: 

• CR-1 : Cause  a substantial  adverse  change  in  the  significance  of  a historical  resource; 

• CR-2:  Cause  a substantial  adverse  change  in  the  significance  of  an  archaeological 
resource;  or 

• CR-3:  Disturb  any  human  remains,  including  those  interred  outside  of  formal  cemeteries. 

A substantial  adverse  change  as  defined  by  the  Public  Resources  Code  constitutes  “demolition, 
destruction,  relocation,  or  alteration  such  that  the  significance  of  an  historical  resource  would  be 
impaired”  (Public  Resources  Code  §5020. 1q;  California  Code  of  Regulations,  Title  14,  Section 
4852). 
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Evaluation  of  Historical  Significance  under  NEPA 

In  accordance  with  Part  1502.16  of  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality’s  regulations  for 
implementing  NEPA,  this  section  forms  the  scientific  and  analytic  basis  for  the  evaluating  the 
significance  of  impacts  on  archaeological  or  built-environment  resources  by  the  alternatives 
identified  for  the  Proposed  Action.  According  to  NEPA  regulations,  in  considering  whether  an 
action  may  “significantly  affect  the  quality  of  the  human  environment,”  an  agency  must  consider, 
among  other  things,  the  unique  characteristics  of  the  geographic  areas  such  as  proximity  to 
historic  or  cultural  resources  (40  CFR  1508.27(b)[3]),  and  the  degree  to  which  the  action  may 
adversely  affect  districts,  sites  highways,  structures,  or  objects  listed  in  to  eligible  for  listing  in 
the  NRHP  (40  CFR  1 508.27(b)[8]). 


Evaluation  of  Historical  Significance  under  Section  106  of  the  NHPA 

Section  106  of  the  NHPA  requires  federal  agencies  to  take  into  account  the  effects  of  their 
undertakings  on  historic  properties,  and  afford  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 
(ACHP)  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  such  undertakings. 

Historic  Properties  are  resources  that  are  listed  on,  or  eligible  for  listing  on,  the  NRHP.  In  order 
to  be  eligible  for  the  NRHP,  resources  are  generally,  but  not  always,  at  least  50  years  old,  have 
integrity,  and  meet  at  least  one  of  four  criteria  listed  below.  Integrity  is  the  property’s  ability  to 
convey  its  demonstrated  historical  significance  through  location,  design,  setting,  materials, 
workmanship,  feeling,  and  association.  The  eligibility  criteria  set  forth  in  36  CFR,  60.4  are: 

A.  Association  with  events  that  have  made  a significant  contribution  to  the  broad 
patterns  of  our  history; 

B.  Association  with  the  lives  of  persons  significant  to  our  past; 

C.  Resources  that  embody  the  distinctive  characteristics  of  a type,  period,  or  method  of 
construction,  or  that  represent  the  work  of  a master,  or  that  possess  high  artistic  values, 
or  that  represent  a significant  and  distinguishable  entity  whose  components  may  lack 
individual  distinction;  or 

D.  Resources  that  have  yielded  or  may  be  likely  to  yield  information  important  in 
prehistory  or  history. 

Section  106  of  the  NHPA  sets  forth  the  procedures  for  identifying  and  evaluating  historic 
properties  and  assessing  the  effects  of  federal  undertaking  on  those  historic  properties.  The 
Section  106  process  seeks  to  accommodate  historic  preservation  concerns  with  the  needs  of 
undertakings  through  consultation  among  the  agency  official(s)  and  other  parties  with  an 
interest  in  the  effects  of  the  undertaking  on  historic  properties.  The  goal  of  Section  106 
consultation  is  to  identify  historic  properties  potentially  affected  by  the  undertaking,  assess  the 
effects  of  the  undertaking  on  the  historic  properties  identified,  and  seek  ways  to  avoid,  minimize, 
or  mitigate  any  adverse  effects.  However,  the  NHPA  does  not  preclude  an  undertaking  from 
occurring  if  such  effects  ultimately  cannot  be  avoided,  minimized,  or  mitigated. 

Under  the  NHPA,  an  adverse  effect  is  found  when  an  undertaking  may  alter,  directly  or 
indirectly,  any  of  the  characteristics  of  a historic  property  that  qualify  the  property  for  inclusion  in 
the  NRHP  in  a manner  that  would  diminish  the  integrity  of  the  property’s  location,  design, 
setting,  materials,  workmanship,  feeling,  or  association.  Consideration  would  be  given  to  all 
qualifying  characteristics  of  a historic  property,  including  those  that  may  have  been  identified 
subsequent  to  the  original  evaluation  of  the  property’s  eligibility  for  the  NRHP.  Adverse  effects 
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may  include  reasonably  foreseeable  effects  caused  by  the  undertaking  that  may  occur  later  in 
time,  be  farther  removed  in  distance  or  be  cumulative.  Adverse  effects  on  historic  properties 
include,  but  are  not  limited  to: 

• Physical  destruction  of  or  damage  to  all  or  part  of  the  property; 

• Alteration  of  a property,  including  restoration,  rehabilitation,  repair,  maintenance, 
stabilization,  hazardous  material  remediation,  and  provision  of  handicapped  access,  that 
is  not  consistent  with  the  Secretary’s  standards  for  the  treatment  of  historic  properties 
(36  CFR  part  68)  and  applicable  guidelines; 

• Removal  of  the  property  from  its  historic  location; 

• Change  of  the  character  of  the  property’s  use  or  of  physical  features  within  the 
property’s  setting  that  contribute  to  its  historic  significance; 

• Introduction  of  visual,  atmospheric  or  audible  elements  that  diminish  the  integrity  of  the 
property’s  significant  historic  features; 

• Neglect  of  a property  which  causes  its  deterioration,  except  where  such  neglect  and 
deterioration  are  recognized  qualities  of  a property  of  religious  and  cultural  significance 
to  an  Indian  tribe  or  Native  Hawaiian  organization;  and 

• Transfer,  lease,  or  sale  of  property  out  of  federal  ownership  or  control  without  adequate 
and  legally  enforceable  restrictions  or  conditions  to  ensure  long-term  preservation  of  the 
property’s  historic  significance  (36  CFR  §800.5(2)). 

The  BLM  complies  with  its  obligations  under  the  NHPA  through  a National  Programmatic 
Agreement  and  a related  2007  State  Protocol  Agreement  specific  to  California.  The  protocol 
supplements  the  NHPA  with  state-specific  requirements  for  managing  resources  on  public  lands 
in  California  and  is  used  as  the  primary  management  guidance  by  BLM  offices  in  the  state  for 
complying  with  the  NHPA. 


The  Project  Area  of  Analysis  and  the  Area  of  Potential  Effects 

Useful  in  an  archaeological  and  built-environment  resource  analysis  under  CEQA  and  NEPA 
and  a required  part  of  the  Section  106  process  (36  CFR  Part  800)  are  the  defined  geographic 
limits  for  an  analysis.  The  area  that  is  typically  considered  when  identifying  and  assessing 
impacts  to  archaeological  or  built-environment  resources  under  CEQA  is  referred  to  as  the 
“project  area  of  analysis.”  The  project  area  of  analysis  is  defined  here  as  the  area  within  and 
surrounding  a project  site  and  associated  linear  facility  corridors.  The  area  is  sufficiently  large 
and  comprehensive  in  geographic  area  to  facilitate  and  encompass  considerations  of 
archaeological,  ethnographic,  and  built-environment  resources.  The  current  APE  corresponds 
to  the  project  area  of  analysis: 

• The  full  extent  of  the  ROW  application  area. 

• Individual  historic  built-environment  resources  located  outside  of  the  areas  described 
above  that  could  sustain  indirect  non-physical  effects,  including  visual,  auditory,  and 
atmospheric  effects,  as  a result  of  the  undertaking,  BLM’s  issuance  of  a ROW  grant  for 
the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project. 

• For  ethnographic  resources,  the  project  area  of  analysis  or  APE  is  expanded  to  take  into 
account  traditional  use  areas  and  traditional  cultural  properties.  These  resources  are 
often  identified  in  consultation  with  Native  Americans  and  other  ethnic  groups,  and 
issues  that  are  raised  by  these  groups  may  define  the  area  of  analysis. 
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Inventory  of  Archaeological  and  Built-Environment  Resources  in  the  APE 

Two  resources  in  the  APE,  the  Boulder  Dam-Los  Angeles  Transmission  Line  (CA-SBR-7694H) 
and  the  Edison  Company  Hoover  Dam  San  Bernardino  Transmission  Line  (CA-SBR-10315H) 
are  eligible  for  the  NRHP  and  the  CRHR.  Based  on  investigations  conducted  for  the  Stateline 
Solar  Farm  Project,  six  additional  sites  within  the  Project  Study  Area  were  identified , but  due  to 
re-configuration  of  the  project  footprint,  these  are  no  longer  in  the  APE.  The  remaining  sites 
and  the  isolated  finds  have  been  determined  to  not  be  eligible  by  BLM.  Table  4.4-1  provides  a 
summary  of  the  eligible  resources  in  the  APE. 


Table  4.4-1  Eligible  Resources 


Primary 

Number 

(P36-) 

Trinomial 
( CA-SBR- ) 

Field 

Desipnation 

Elipibilitv 

Effect 

Alternative 

Project 

Study 

1 

Proposed 

Action 

2 

3 

4 

Area 

Built  Environment 

007694 

7694H 

Boulder  Dam- 
Los  Anples 

Transmission 
Lines  1.2.3 

Elidible 

Not 

Effected 

X 

010315 

10315H 

Edison 
Company 
Hoover  Dam- 
San 

Bernardino 

Transmission 

Line 

Elidible 

Not 

Effected 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Archaeolopical  Resources 

024309 

15488/H 

Multi- 

component 
prehistoric 
seasonal  camp 
and  historic 

period  refuse 
scatter 

Unevaluated 

Avoided 

X 

024317 

15496 

Prehistoric 
temporary 
camp  site 

Unevaluated 

Avoided 

X 

024313 

15492/H 

Multi- 

component 
artifact  scatter 

Unevaluated 

Avoided 

X 

024315 

15494 

Prehistoric 
lithic  scatter 

Unevaluated 

Avoided 

X 

024327 

15506 

Prehistoric 
temporary 
camp  site 

Unevaluated 

Avoided 

X 

024328 

15507/H 

Multi- 

component 
prehistoric 
seasonal  camp 
and  historic 

period  refuse 
scatter 

Unevaluated 

Avoided 

X 
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Assessing  Action  Impacts 

The  core  of  an  archaeological  and  built-environment  resources  analysis  under  CEQA,  NEPA,  or 
Section  106  is  to  assess  the  character  of  the  impacts  that  a proposed  or  alternative  action  may 
have  on  these  resources.  The  analysis  takes  into  account  three  types  of  potential  impacts  which 
each  of  the  three  regulatory  programs  defines  and  handles  in  slightly  different  ways.  The  three 
types  of  potential  impacts  include  direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative  impacts.  Once  the  character 
of  each  potential  effect  of  a proposed  or  alternative  action  has  been  assessed,  CEQA  requires 
further  assessment  of  whether  such  impact  is  significant  (see  CEQA  Significance  Criteria, 
above). 


Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Direct  and  indirect  impacts  are  those  that  are  more  clearly  and  immediately  attributable  to  the 
implementation  of  proposed  or  alternative  actions.  Direct  and  indirect  impacts  are  conceptually 
similar  under  CEQA  and  NEPA.  The  uses  of  the  concepts  vary  under  Section  106  relative  to 
their  uses  under  CEQA  and  NEPA  as  discussed  below. 


Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts  under  CEQA 

Direct  impacts  to  archaeological  and  built-environment  resources  are  those  associated  with 
project  construction,  maintenance,  and  decommissioning 


Direct  and  Indirect  Effects  under  Section  106 

Section  106,  on  the  other  hand  does  not  specifically  differentiate  between  direct  and  indirect 
effects.  Rather  Section  106  focuses  on  “effects,”  which  pursuant  to  36  CFR  § 800. 1 6(i),  is 
“alteration  to  the  characteristics  of  a historic  property  qualifying  it  for  inclusion  in  or  eligibility  for 
the  NRHP.”  In  practice,  a “direct  effect”  under  Section  106  is  limited  to  the  direct  physical 
disturbance  of  a historic  property.  Effects  that  are  immediate  but  not  physical  in  character,  such 
as  visual,  auditory , or  atmospheric  intrusions,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  impacts  that  may 
occur  at  some  point  subsequent  to  the  implementation  of  the  proposed  undertaking  are  referred 
to  in  the  Section  106  process  as  “indirect  effects.”  This  distinction  however  does  not  impact  the 
way  the  effect  ultimately  has  to  be  analyzed  under  Section  106.  Both  direct  and  indirect  effects 
can  be  adverse  if  they  significantly  alter  the  qualities  that  make  a property  eligible  for  the  NRHP. 
Not  all  effects  are  adverse,  as  evidenced  by  finding  of  no  adverse  effect. 


Cumulative  Impacts 

Cumulative  impacts  are  slightly  different  concepts  under  CEQA  and  NEPA,  and  are,  under 
Section  106,  undifferentiated  as  an  aspect  of  the  potential  impacts  of  an  undertaking,  of  a 
proposed  or  alternative  action. 


Cumulative  Impacts  under  CEQA 

A cumulative  impact  under  CEQA  refers  to  a proposed  project’s  incremental  impacts  considered 
over  time  and  taken  together  with  those  of  other,  nearby,  past,  present,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable  future  projects  whose  impacts  may  compound  or  increase  the  incremental  effect  of 
the  proposed  project  (Pub.  Resources  Code  sec.  21083;  Cal.  Code  Regs.,  tit.  14,  secs. 
15064(h),  15065(a)(3),  15130,  and  15355).  Cumulative  impacts  to  archaeological  and  built- 
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environment  resources  in  the  project  vicinity  could  occur  if  any  other  existing  or  proposed 
projects,  in  conjunction  with  the  proposed  project,  had  or  would  have  impacts  on  resources  that, 
considered  together,  would  be  significant.  The  previous  ground  disturbance  from  prior  projects 
and  the  ground  disturbance  related  to  the  future  construction  of  a proposed  project  and  other 
proposed  projects  in  the  vicinity  could  have  a cumulatively  considerable  effect  on  archaeological 
deposits,  both  prehistoric  and  historic.  The  alteration  of  the  natural  or  cultural  setting  which 
could  be  caused  by  the  construction  and  operation  of  a proposed  project  and  other  proposed 
projects  in  the  vicinity  could  be  cumulatively  considerable,  but  may  or  may  not  be  a significant 
impact  to  archaeological  or  built-environment  resources. 


Cumulative  Impacts  under  NEPA 

Cumulative  actions  are  those  that  when  viewed  with  the  proposed  actions  have  cumulatively 
significant  impacts  and  should  therefore  be  discussed  in  the  same  impact  statement  (40  CFR 
1508.25(a)(2)).  According  to  the  CEQ  regulations  as  “Cumulative  impacts  can  result  from 
individually  minor  but  collectively  significant  actions  taking  place  over  a period  of  time”  (40  CFR 
1508.7).  As  such,  an  individual  action  when  considered  alone  may  not  have  a significant  effect, 
but  when  its  effects  are  considered  in  sum  with  the  effects  of  other  past,  present,  and 
reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions,  the  effects  may  be  significant. 


Cumulative  Effects  under  Section  106 

The  Section  106  regulations  make  explicit  reference  to  cumulative  effects  only  in  the  context  of 
a discussion  of  the  criteria  of  adverse  effect  (36  CFR  § 800.5(a)(1)).  Cumulative  effects  are 
largely  undifferentiated  as  an  aspect  of  the  potential  effects  of  an  undertaking.  Such  effects  are 
resolved  in  conjunction  with  direct  and  indirect  effects. 


Assessing  the  Level  of  Severity  of  Action  Impacts 

Once  the  character  of  the  impacts  that  proposed  or  alternative  actions  may  have  on  historically 
significant  archaeological  and  built-environment  resources  has  been  determined,  the  severity  of 
those  impacts  needs  to  be  assessed.  CEQA,  NEPA,  and  Section  106  each  have  different 
definitions  and  tests  that  factor  into  decisions  about  how  significant  the  impacts  of  particular 
actions  may  be. 

While  Section  106  must  assess  effects  to  NRHP-eligible  historic  properties,  NEPA  must 
consider  effects  to  all  cultural  resources.  Assessing  effects  to  resources  to  which  Tribes  attach 
cultural  or  religious  significance  is  accomplished  through  the  consultation  process. 


Resolving  Significant/Adverse  Impacts 

The  final  phase  of  an  archaeological  and  built  environment  resources  compliance  process  is  the 
resolution  of  those  impacts  that  have  been  found  to  be  significant  or  adverse.  The  terminology 
used  to  describe  the  process  of  impacts  resolution  differs  among  the  three  regulatory  programs. 
The  resolution  of  significant  impacts  under  CEQA  involves  the  development  and  implementation 
of  “mitigation  measures,”  which  would  minimize  any  such  impacts  (14  CCR  § 15126.4). 
Mitigation  under  NEPA  includes  proposals  that  avoid  or  minimize  any  potential  adverse  effects 
of  a proposed  or  alternative  action  on  the  quality  of  the  human  environment  (40  CFR  § 
1502.14(f);  1502.16(h)).  The  definition  of  mitigation  in  the  NEPA  regulation  includes  the 
development  of  measures  that  would  avoid,  minimize,  or  rectify  significant  effects,  progressively 
reduce  or  eliminate  such  effects  over  time,  or  provide  compensation  for  such  effects  (40  CFR  § 
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1508.20).  The  Section  106  process  requires  consideration  of  measures  to  resolve  (i.e.,  avoid, 
minimize,  or  mitigate)  identified  adverse  effects  on  historic  properties.  Resolution  measures  are 
developed  in  consultation  with  the  consulting  parties,  and  are  documented  in  either  a 
Memorandum  of  Agreement  or  a Programmatic  Agreement  (36  CFR  § 800.6).  If  a 
Memorandum  of  Agreement  or  a Programmatic  Agreement  cannot  be  successfully  developed 
and  implemented  to  resolve  adverse  effects  via  the  procedures  outlined  in  36  CFR  § 800.6,  then 
the  regulations  also  allow  for  the  completion  of  the  Section  106  process  without  resolving 
adverse  effects  (36  CFR  § 800.7) 


Tribal  Consultation 

The  BLM  consults  with  Indian  Tribes  on  a government-to-government  basis  in  accordance  with 
several  authorities  including  NEPA,  the  NHPA,  the  American  Indian  Religious  Freedom  Act,  and 
Executive  Order  13007.  Under  Section  106  of  the  NHPA,  the  BLM  consults  with  Indian  Tribes 
as  part  of  its  responsibilities  to  identify,  evaluate,  and  resolve  adverse  effects  on  historic 
properties  affected  by  BLM  undertakings.  The  tribal  consultation  process  followed  by  BLM  for 
this  project  is  discussed  in  Section  5.2.3  of  this  EIS/EIR. 


4.4.3  Alternative  1:  Proposed  Action 
4.4.3.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 
Construction 

Under  Alternative  1,  the  Proposed  Action,  a total  of  2,143  acres  on  the  solar  farm  could 
potentially  be  subject  to  ground-disturbing  activities.  Solar  Farm  Alternative  1 contains  19  sites. 
All  19  sites  date  to  the  historic  period.  Of  these,  one  site  (CA-SBR-10315)  is  eligible  for  listing 
on  the  NRHP  and  CRHR.  No  mitigation  measures  are  needed  for  this  site.  The  18  remaining 
historic-period  sites  (CA-SBR-13938H/P36-021772,  CA-SBR-13930H/P36-021764,  CA-SBR- 
1 3934H/P36-021 768,  CA-SBR-13939H/P36-021773,  CA-SBR-13940H/P36-021774,  CA-SBR- 
1 3941 H/P36-021 775,  CASBR-13942H/P36-021776,  CA-SBR-13943H/P36-021777,  CA-SBR- 
1 3944H/P36-021 778,  CA-SBR-13945H/P36-021779,  CA-SBR-13946H/P36-0021780,  CA-SBR- 
1 3947H/P36-021 781 , CA-SBR-13949H/P36-021783,  CA-SBR-1 3950H  P36-021784,  CA-SBR- 
1 3951 H/P36-021 785,  CA-SBR-1 3952H/P36-021 786,  CA-SBR-1 5505H/P36-024326  and  CA- 
SBR-7689H/P36-007689)  are  recommended  not  eligible  for  the  NRHP.  No  further  action  is 
required  for  these  resources. 

Construction  activities  associated  with  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  have  the  potential  to 
impact  one  eligible  historic  built  environment  resource.  Such  disturbances  could  result  in 
adverse  impacts  including  damage  to  or  destruction  to  its  setting. 

The  Boulder  Transmission  Lines  1, 2,  and  3 (CA-SBR-07694H)  comprise  a single  resource  from 
the  historical  period  and  was  determined  eligible  for  the  NRHP  in  2000  for  its  contributions  to 
the  industrial  development  of  the  Los  Angeles  Area.  This  resource  is  located  within  the  project 
study  area,  but  not  within  the  Proposed  Action  footprint.  No  alterations  are  planned  to  the 
power  line  or  towers,  and  there  would  be  no  direct,  physical  effect  to  the  line.  The  construction 
of  the  solar  farm  would  result  in  an  effect  to  the  setting  of  the  transmission  line,  but  it  is  not 
considered  to  be  an  adverse  effect.  Because  the  line  is  NRHP  and  CRHR-eligible  for  its 
association  with  the  Los  Angeles  area,  the  setting  of  the  line  is  not  one  of  the  qualities  that 
make  it  NRHP  and  CRHR  eligible. 

The  gen-tie  line  would  be  built  parallel  to  a segment  of  the  Edison  Company  Hoover  Dam-San 
Bernardino  Transmission  Line  (CA-SBR-1 031 5H).  In  addition,  the  dirt  road  along  this  segment 
of  the  line  would  be  improved.  No  alterations  are  planned  to  the  power  line  or  towers,  and  there 
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would  be  no  direct,  physical  effect  to  the  line.  The  construction  of  the  solar  farm  would  result  in 
an  effect  to  the  setting  of  the  transmission  line,  but  it  is  not  considered  to  be  an  adverse  effect. 
Because  the  line  is  NRHP-eligible  and  CRHR-eligible  for  its  association  with  Hoover  Dam  and 
the  Los  Angeles  area  only,  the  setting  of  the  line  is  not  one  of  the  qualities  that  make  it  NRHP- 
and  CRHR-eligible. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  Alternative  1,  the  Proposed 
Action,  would  not  involve  any  new  ground  disturbance,  and  therefore  would  not  have  any 
adverse  impacts  on  eligible  archaeological  or  built-environment  resources  (historic 
properties/historical  resources). 


Decommissioning 

The  decommissioning  of  the  project  would  be  similar  to  the  construction  activities  described 
earlier,  and  would  include  demolition  and  removal  of  above-ground  and  subsurface  facilities  and 
site  contouring  and  restoration.  However,  the  duration  of  decommissioning  would  be  shorter 
than  the  duration  of  construction.  These  activities  would  not  have  any  adverse  impacts  on  built- 
environment  resources,  and  no  adverse  impacts  to  archaeological  resources  providing  there  are 
no  new  ground-disturbing  activities. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  as  part  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  be 
anticipated  to  have  adverse  impacts  on  cultural  resources.  By  placing  limitations  on  future  land 
uses  that  cause  ground  disturbance  within  the  newly  added  23,363  acre  area,  this  action  would 
provide  a beneficial  impact  in  reducing  the  potential  for  the  disturbance  of  existing  cultural 
resources. 


4.4.3.2  Section  106  Effect  Determinations 
Construction 

Construction  of  Alternative  1,  the  Proposed  Action,  would  not  cause  an  adverse  effect  to  historic 
properties.  Adverse  effects  to  archaeological  sites  potentially  encountered  during  construction 
would  be  mitigated  through  implementation  of  measure  CULT-3,  and  as  developed  through 
consultation  with  all  consulting  parties  to  the  Section  106  process. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operation  and  maintenance  of  Alternative  1,  the  Proposed  Action,  would  not  cause  an  adverse 
effect  to  historic  properties. 


Decommissioning 

Decommissioning  of  Alternative  1,  the  Proposed  Action,  would  not  cause  an  adverse  effect  to 
historic  properties. 
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4.4.3.3  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 
CR-1 

Construction 

Construction  of  Alternative  1,  the  Proposed  Action,  would  not  cause  a substantial  change  in  the 
significance  of  a historic  resource. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operation  and  maintenance  of  Alternative  1 , the  Proposed  Action,  would  not  cause  a substantial 
change  in  the  significance  of  a historic  resource. 


Decommissioning 

Decommissioning  Alternative  1,  the  Proposed  Action,  would  not  cause  a substantial  change  in 
the  significance  of  a historic  resource. 


CR-2 

Construction 

Construction  of  Alternative  1,  the  Proposed  Action,  would  not  cause  a substantial  adverse 
change  in  the  significance  of  an  archaeological  resource.  Impacts  to  archaeological  discoveries 
encountered  during  construction  would  be  reduced  to  less  than  significant  through 
implementation  of  MM-CULT-3. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operation  and  maintenance  of  Alternative  1,  the  Proposed  Action,  would  not  involve  new 
ground  disturbance  and  therefore  would  not  cause  a substantial  change  in  the  significance  of  an 
archaeological  resource. 


Decommissioning 

Decommissioning  Alternative  1,  the  Proposed  Action,  as  long  as  decommissioning  does  not 
involve  new  ground  disturbance,  would  not  cause  a substantial  change  in  the  significance  of  an 
archaeological  resource.  Should  disturbance  be  necessary  or  should  archaeological  resources 
be  discovered  during  the  course  of  decommissioning,  the  mitigation  measures  outlined  in  MM- 
CULT-3,  would  be  implemented. 


CR-3 

Construction 

Construction  of  Alternative  1,  the  Proposed  Action,  would  not  disturb  any  known  human 
remains. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operation  and  Maintenance  of  Alternative  1 would  not  disturb  any  known  human  remains. 
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Decommissioning 

The  Decommissioning  of  Alternative  1 would  not  disturb  any  known  human  remains. 


4.4.4  Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 
4.4.4.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 
Construction 

Under  Alternative  2,  a total  of  2,385  acres  on  the  solar  farm  could  potentially  be  subject  to 
ground-disturbing  activities.  Alternative  2 contains  a total  of  15  sites.  All  15  sites  date  to  the 
historic  period  (CA-SBR-1 3930H/P36-021 764,  CA-SBR-1 3945H/P36-021 779,  CA-SBR- 
1 3946H/P36-0021 780,  CA-SBR-1 3947H/P36-021 781 , CA-SBR-1 3949H/P36-021 783,  CA-SBR- 
1 5483H/P36-024304,  CA-SBR-1 5484H/P36-024305,  CA-SBR-1 5485H/P36-024306,  CA-SBR- 
1 5487H/P36-024308,  CA-SBR-1 5498H/P36-02431 9,  CA-SBR-1 5505H/P36-024326,  CA-SBR- 
7689H/P36-007689,  CA-SBR-1 2574H/P36-01 341 6,  P36-1 4501  and  CA-SBR-1 031 5/P36- 

010315).  Of  these,  CA-SBR-1 031 5/P36-01 031 5 is  eligible  for  listing  on  the  NRHP  and  CRHR, 
and  impacts  to  this  resource  would  be  the  same  as  discussed  for  the  Proposed  Action.  The 
remaining  14  historic-period  resources  are  recommended  not  eligible  for  the  NRHP  and  CRHR 
and  no  further  action  is  required. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  operation  and  maintenance  activities  associated  with  Alternative 
2 would  not  require  any  additional  ground  disturbance.  Therefore,  operations  and  maintenance 
associated  with  Alternative  2 would  not  have  adverse  impacts  to  eligible  archaeological  or  built- 
environment  resources. 


Decommissioning 

Decommissioning  of  the  project  under  Alternative  2 would  be  the  same  as  the  Proposed  Action. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  as  part  of  Alternative  2 would  not  be 
anticipated  to  have  adverse  impacts  on  cultural  resources.  By  placing  limitations  on  future  land 
uses  that  cause  ground  disturbance  within  the  newly  added  23, 121  acres,  this  action  would 
provide  a beneficial  impact  in  reducing  the  potential  for  the  disturbance  of  existing  cultural 
resources. 


4.4.4.2  Section  106  Effect  Determinations 
Construction 

Construction  of  Alternative  2 would  not  cause  an  adverse  effect  to  historic  properties.  Adverse 
effects  to  archaeological  sites  potentially  encountered  during  construction  would  be  mitigated 
through  implementation  of  measure  CULT-3,  and  as  developed  through  consultation  with  all 
consulting  parties  to  the  Section  106  process. 


November  2013 


4.4-11 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.4  Archaeological  and  Built-Environment 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operation  and  maintenance  of  Alternative  2 would  not  cause  an  adverse  effect  to  a historic 
property. 


Decommissioning 

Decommissioning  of  Alternative  2 would  not  cause  an  adverse  effect  to  a historic  property. 


4.4.4.3  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 
CR-1 

Construction,  operation  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning  of  Alternative  2 have  the  same 
impact  as  Alternative  1.  Alternative  2 would  not  cause  a substantial  change  in  the  significance 
of  a historic  resource. 


CR-2 

Construction 

Impacts  would  be  the  similar  to  Alternative  1.  Impacts  to  archaeological  discoveries 
encountered  during  construction  would  be  reduced  to  less  than  significant  through 
implementation  of  MM-CULT-3. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operation  and  maintenance  of  Alternative  2 would  not  cause  a substantial  change  in  the 
significance  of  an  eligible  archaeological  resource. 


Decommissioning 

The  decommissioning  of  Alternative  2 would  not  cause  a substantial  change  in  the  significance 
of  an  eligible  archaeological  resource. 


CR-3 

Construction,  operation  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning  of  Alternative  2 have  the  same 
impact  as  Alternative  1.  Alternative  2 would  not  disturb  any  known  human  remains. 


4.4.5  Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 
4. 4.5.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 
Construction 

Under  Revised  Alternative  3,  a total  of  1,685  acres  on  the  solar  farm  could  potentially  be  subject 
to  ground-disturbing  activities.  Construction  activities  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 
would  have  the  same  potential  impacts  as  the  Proposed  Action.  A total  of  23  sites  are  located 
within  this  alternative.  All  23  sites  are  historic-period  resources  (CA-SBR-13930H/P36-021764, 
CA-SBR-1 3931 H/P36-021 765,  CA-SBR-1 3938H/P36-021 772,  CA-SBR-1 3939H/P36-021 773, 
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CA-SBR-1 3940H/P36-021 774, 
CA-SBR-1 3943H/P36-021 777, 
CA-SBR-1 3946H/P36-021 780, 
CA-SBR-1 3950H/P36-021 784, 
CA-SBR-1 5490H/P36-02431 1 , 
CA-SBR-1 5508H/P36-024329, 


CA-SBR-1 3941 H/P36-021 775, 
CA-SBR-1 3944H/P36-021 778, 
CA-SBR-1 3947H/P36-021 781 , 
CA-SBR-1 3951 H/P36-021 785, 
CA-SBR-1 5498H/P36-02431 9, 


CA-SBR-1 3942H/P36-021 776, 
CA-SBR-1 3945H/P36-021 779, 
CA-SBR-1 3949H/P36-021 783, 
CA-SBR-1 3952H/P36-021 786, 
CA-SBR-1 5505H/P36-024326, 
P33-14501,  and  CA-SBR- 


CA-SBR-7689H  P36-007689, 

10315H/P36-010315).  CA-SBR-1 031 5H/P36-01 031 5 is  eligible  for  listing  on  the  NRHP  and 
CRHR,  and  impacts  to  this  resource  would  be  the  same  as  discussed  for  the  Proposed  Action. 
The  remaining  22  historic-period  sites  are  not  recommended  eligible  and  require  no  further 
action. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operation  and  maintenance  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  not  involve  any  new  ground 
disturbance,  and  therefore  would  not  have  any  adverse  impacts  on  eligible  historic 
properties/historical  resources. 


Decommissioning 

Decommissioning  of  the  project  under  Revised  Alternative  3 would  not  have  any  adverse 
impacts  on  cultural  resources,  providing  there  are  no  new  ground-disturbing  activities. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  as  part  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  not 
be  anticipated  to  have  adverse  impacts  on  cultural  resources.  By  placing  limitations  on  future 
land  uses  that  cause  ground  disturbance  within  the  newly  added  23,821  acre  area,  this  action 
would  provide  a beneficial  impact  in  reducing  the  potential  for  the  disturbance  of  existing  cultural 
resources. 


4.4.S.2  Section  106  Effect  Determinations 
Construction 

Construction  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  have  effects  similar  to  the  Proposed  Acton, 
Alternative  1.  Effects  to  archaeological  discoveries  potentially  encountered  during  construction 
would  be  mitigated  through  implementation  of  measure  CULT-3,  and  as  developed  through 
consultation  with  all  consulting  parties  to  the  Section  106  process. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operation  and  maintenance  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  not  cause  an  adverse  effect  to  a 
historic  property. 


Decommissioning 

Decommissioning  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  not  cause  an  adverse  effect  to  a historic 
property. 
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4.4.5.3  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Significance  conclusions  for  the  impacts  identified  for  each  phase  of  the  project  (Construction, 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  Decommissioning)  would  be  the  same  as  described  above  for 
Alternative  2,  based  on  the  Significance  Criteria  presented  in  Section  4.4.2.  Potential  impacts  of 
Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  less  than  significant. 


4.4.6  Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 
4.4.6.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Under  Alternative  4,  a total  of  1 ,766  acres  on  the  solar  farm  could  potentially  be  subject  to 
ground-disturbing  activities.  Alternative  4 contains  a total  of  10  sites.  All  10  sites  date  to  the 
historic  period  (CA-SBR-1 3930H/P36-021 764,  CA-SBR-1 3945H/P36-021 779,  CA-SBR- 
1 3946H/P36-0021 780,  CA-SBR-1 3947H/P36-021 781,  CA-SBR-1 3949H/P36-021 783,  CA-SBR- 
1 5498H/P36-02431 9,  CA-SBR-1 5505H/P36-024326,  CA-SBR-7689H/P36-007689,  P36-14501 
and  CA-SBR-1 031 5/P36-01 031 5).  Of  these,  CA-SBR-1 031 5/P36-01 031 5 is  eligible  for  listing 
on  the  NRHP  and  CRHR,  and  impacts  to  this  resource  would  be  the  same  as  discussed  for  the 
Proposed  Action.  The  remaining  9 historic-period  resources  are  recommended  not  eligible  for 
the  NRHP  and  CRHR  and  no  further  action  is  required. 

Operation  and  Maintenance 

Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  operation  and  maintenance  activities  associated  with  Alternative 
4 would  not  require  any  additional  ground  disturbance.  Therefore,  operations  and  maintenance 
associated  with  Alternative  4 would  not  have  adverse  impacts  to  eligible  archaeological  or  built- 
environment  resources. 


Decommissioning 

Decommissioning  of  the  project  under  Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  the  Proposed  Action. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  as  part  of  Alternative  4 would  not  be 
anticipated  to  have  adverse  impacts  on  cultural  resources.  By  placing  limitations  on  future  land 
uses  that  cause  ground  disturbance  within  the  newly  added  23, 740  acre  area,  this  action  would 
provide  a beneficial  impact  in  reducing  the  potential  for  the  disturbance  of  existing  cultural 
resources. 


4.4.6.2  Section  106  Effect  Determinations 
Construction 

Adverse  effects  to  archaeological  discoveries  encountered  during  construction  would  be 
mitigated  through  implementation  of  measure  CULT-3,  and  as  developed  through  consultation 
with  all  consulting  parties  to  the  Section  106  process. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operation  and  maintenance  of  Alternative  4 would  not  cause  an  adverse  effect  to  a historic 
property. 
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Decommissioning 

Decommissioning  of  Alternative  4 would  not  cause  an  adverse  effect  to  a historic  property. 


4.4.6.3  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Significance  conclusions  for  the  impacts  identified  for  each  phase  of  the  project  (Construction, 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  Decommissioning)  would  be  the  same  as  described  above  for 
Alternative  2,  based  on  the  Significance  Criteria  presented  in  Section  4.4.2.  Potential  impacts  of 
Alternative  4 would  be  less  than  significant.  In  addition,  Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  a 
substantial  lessening  of  any  significant  environmental  impacts  as  compared  to  the  other 
alternatives. 


4.4.7  Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 
4.4.7.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Under  Alternative  5,  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  be  approved  and  BLM  would  not  amend  the 
CDCA  Plan.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be  constructed  on  the  project  site  and 
BLM  would  continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the  existing  land  use  designation  in  the 
CDCA  Plan.  Therefore,  the  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  occur.  However,  the  land 
on  which  the  project  is  proposed  would  become  available  to  other  uses  that  are  consistent  with 
BLM’s  CDCA  plan,  including  another  renewable  energy  project. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  the  No  Action 
Alternative.  Land  uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today. 
Because  the  boundary  of  the  DWMA  would  not  be  modified,  the  associated  land  area  of  23,363 
acres  would  be  available  to  other  land  uses,  as  are  acceptable  in  the  CDCA  Plan.  Some  of 
these  land  uses,  including  other  solar  facilities,  could  create  ground  disturbance  that  could  have 
an  adverse  impact  on  cultural  resources.  Therefore,  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  have 
the  potential  beneficial  impact  to  cultural  resources  associated  with  limiting  future  land  uses  in 
that  area. 


4.4.7.2  Section  106  Effect  Determinations 

The  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  cause  an  adverse  effect  to  a historic  property. 

4.4.7.3  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

No  impacts  would  occur  to  cultural  resources  under  Alternative  5. 


4.4.8  Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 
4.4.8. 1 Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  6 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  not  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  and  no  project  would  be  approved.  As  a result,  no  ground  disturbing  activities 
associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  would  occur,  and  there  would  therefore  be  no  potential  for 
impacts  to  cultural  resources. 
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Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivan  pah  DWMA  as  part  of  Alternative  6 would  not  be 
anticipated  to  have  adverse  impacts  on  cultural  resources.  By  placing  limitations  on  future  land 
uses  that  cause  around  disturbance  within  the  newly  added  25,506  acre  area,  this  action  would 
provide  a beneficial  impact  in  reducing  the  potential  for  the  disturbance  of  existing  cultural 
resources. 


4.4.8.2  Section  106  Effect  Determinations 

Alternative  6 would  not  cause  an  adverse  effect  to  a historic  property. 


4.4.8.3  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

No  impacts  would  occur  to  cultural  resources  under  Alternative  6. 


4.4.9  Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 
4.4.9. 1 Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  7 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  although  none  of  the  action  alternatives  would  be  approved.  The  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  Project  would  not  be  constructed  on  the  project  site  and  the  project  site  would  remain 
vacant  in  the  near-term.  Under  this  alternative,  the  BLM  would  not  approve  the  proposed 
facility,  but  would  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  to  allow  for  other  solar  projects  on  the  site.  As  a 
result,  it  is  possible  that  another  solar  energy  project  could  be  constructed  on  the  site.  If  this 
were  to  occur,  it  is  likely  that  construction  and  operation  impacts  to  cultural  resources  would  be 
similar  to  the  impacts  described  for  Alternative  1 . 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  Alternative  7.  Land 
uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today.  If  a solar  or  other 
renewable  energy  facility  is  proposed  on  the  site  in  the  future,  the  impact  on  cultural  resources 
would  be  considered  in  a project-specific  environmental  analysis  that  would  occur  at  that  time. 


4.4.9.2  Section  106  Effect  Determinations 

Alternative  7 would  not  cause  an  adverse  effect  to  a historic  property. 


4.4.9.3  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

No  impacts  would  occur  to  cultural  resources  under  Alternative  7. 


4.4.10  Cumulative  Impacts 
4.4.10.1  Geographic  Extent/Context 

The  regulations  implementing  Section  106  of  the  NHPA  contemplate  close  coordination 
between  the  NEPA  and  NHPA  processes  (36  CFR  §800.8),  and  expressly  integrate 
consideration  of  cumulative  concerns  within  the  analysis  of  a proposed  action’s  potential  direct 


November  2013 


4.4-16 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.4  Archaeological  and  Built-Environment 


and  indirect  effects  by  defining  “adverse  effect”  to  include  “reasonably  foreseeable  effects 
caused  by  the  undertaking  that  may  occur  later  in  time,  be  farther  removed  in  distance  or  be 
cumulative”  (36  CFR  §800.5(a)(1 )). 

The  geographic  scope  of  the  cumulative  effects  analysis  of  the  proposed  Stateline  facility  for 
cultural  resources  is  the  APE,  because  the  APE  encompasses  an  area  larger  than  the  proposed 
Stateline  site  and  provides  a reasonable  context  wherein  cumulative  actions  could  affect  cultural 
resources.  The  APE  consists  of  approximately  a 10-mile  radius  around  the  proposed  facility  site. 
This  is  a large  enough  area  to  encompass  any  indirect  effects  of  the  project  on  cultural 
resources  that  may  combine  with  similar  effects  caused  by  other  projects.  For  instance,  the 
visibility  of  the  proposed  facility  from  surrounding  areas  could  alter  the  context  of  nearby  historic 
and  prehistoric  resources,  or  affect  certain  ethnographic  values  attributed  to  the  area.  Because 
the  visibility  of  the  proposed  facility  diminishes  substantially  beyond  ten  miles,  a ten-mile  radius 
around  the  site  represents  an  appropriate  geographic  limit  for  the  cumulative  impact  analysis  for 
cultural  resources. 

Determining  the  temporal  scope  requires  estimating  the  length  of  time  the  effects  of  the 
proposed  action  will  last,  either  individually  or  in  combination  with  other  anticipated  effects.  The 
temporal  scope  of  impacts  to  cultural  resources  during  the  development  of  cumulative  projects 
along  with  the  proposed  facility  would  be  the  through  the  end  of  project  decommissioning, 
because  any  direct  or  indirect  effects  of  the  project  would  only  occur  during  the  life  of  the 
project. 


4.4.10.2  Existing  Cumulative  Conditions 

Archaeological  and  built-environment  resources  documented  in  support  of  this  EIR/EIS  are 
typical  of  resources  in  the  desert  region  of  eastern  California.  Prehistoric  site  types  include  lithic 
scatters  and  seasonal  camps.  Historic-period  site  types  include  roads,  fence  lines,  cairns, 
survey  markers,  refuse  scatters,  and  transmission  lines. 

Cumulative  conditions  for  cultural  resources  involve  the  loss  of  qualities  that  make  the 
resources  eligible  for  the  CRHR  and  NRHP.  For  prehistoric  and  historic  archaeological 
resources  this  is  the  loss  of  non-renewable  scientifically  important  data  and  its  context.  For 
places  to  which  Tribes  attach  cultural  or  religious  significance  this  is  a loss  of  the  traditional 
values  associated  with  the  resources.  The  implementation  of  cultural  resource  mitigation 
measures  during  ground-disturbing  projects  has  resulted  in  the  collection  and  permanent 
preservation  of  cultural  material  that  would  otherwise  have  been  destroyed.  This  has  reduced 
the  cumulative  effects  of  such  projects  on  cultural  resources. 

Projects  in  the  area  of  the  Proposed  Action  which  have  affected  cultural  resources  include  1-15, 
the  Union  Pacific  Railroad,  Ivanpah  SEGS,  Silver  State  Phase  I solar  project,  AT&T  and  Sprint 
fiber  optic  lines,  the  Kern  River  Gas  Transmission  Line,  Calnev  Petroleum  Products  Pipeline, 
the  Walter  Higgins  Bighorn  Generation  Station,  Molycorp  Minerals  facility,  the  Los  Angeles 
Department  of  Water  and  Power  (LADWP)  and  Southern  California  Electric  (SCE)  transmission 
lines,  the  Primm  Resort  facility,  and  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club.  Cultural  resource  impacts  from  the 
Proposed  Action,  in  addition  to  these  past  and  existing  projects  would  combine  with  reasonably, 
foreseeable  future  projects  to  determine  the  cumulative  effects  on  cultural  resources. 


4.4.10.3  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Projects 

Table  4.1-1  provides  a list  of  current  and  reasonably  foreseeable  projects,  including  other 
proposed  or  approved  renewable  energy  projects;  various  BLM  authorized  actions/activities, 
proposed  or  approved  projects  within  the  County’s  jurisdiction;  and  other  actions/activities  that 
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the  agencies  consider  reasonably  foreseeable.  Table  4.1-2  summarizes  the  cumulative  projects 
that  would  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  the  Proposed  Action  and  result  in  cumulative 
impacts  to  cultural  resources.  Most  of  these  projects  have  either  undergone  independent 
environmental  review  pursuant  to  NEPA  and/or  CEQA,  or  will  do  so  prior  to  approval.  Even  if 
environmental  review  has  not  been  completed  for  the  cumulative  projects  described  in  Table 
4.1-2,  their  effects  were  considered  in  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis  in  the  PA  and  EIS/EIR. 

Projects  currently  under  construction  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility  include  the  Ivanpah 
SEGS  solar  facility.  Proposed  projects  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility  that  would  have 
potential  impacts  to  cultural  resources  include  the  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport, 
JPOE,  Desert  Xpress  high  speed  passenger  rail  line,  Silver  State  Phase  2 solar  facility,  and 
Calnev  Pipeline  Expansion  Project. 


4.4.10.4  Cumulative  Impacts  Associated  with  Proposed  Action 
Construction 

Construction  of  the  Proposed  Action  is  not  expected  to  contribute  to  direct  impacts  on  eligible 
cultural  resources.  If  any  archaeological  sites  are  inadvertently  encountered  during 
construction,  mitigation  measures  CULT-2  and  CULT-3  require  archaeological  monitoring  and 
the  development  of  a post-review  discoveries  plan  that  will  outline  the  methods  by  which 
discoveries  would  be  managed.  The  plan  would  follow  the  procedures  outlined  in  36  CFR 
<$800.3,  but  discoveries  would  be  managed  in  accordance  with  the  Plan.  Construction  of  other 
projects  already  constructed  in  the  geographic  area  for  the  cumulative  analysis  prior  to 
implementation  of  the  NHPA  have  likely  resulted  in  damage  to  previously  unknown 
archaeological  sites  encountered  during  construction,  but  the  magnitude  and  scope  of  that 
damage  is  unknown.  Future  projects  could  also  result  in  damage  to  previously  unknown 
resources,  but  that  damage  would  likely  be  avoided  or  minimized  due  to  mitigation  measures 
applied  to  those  projects. 

The  Proposed  Action  would  avoid  all  known  eligible  archaeological  and  built-environment 
resources  and  unanticipated  impacts  to  inadvertently  discovered  archaeological  sites  would  be 
mitigated.  No  cumulative  loss  or  displacement  of  known  eligible  archaeological  or  built- 
environment  resources  resulting  from  the  construction  of  the  facility  and  the  projects  located 
within  the  same  geographic  context  is  expected,  due  to  mitigation  of  impacts  for  known  eligible 
resources  and  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  during  construction,  including  monitoring. 
Individually  and  cumulatively,  the  archaeological  and  built-environment  surveys  and  data 
collection  performed  for  the  Stateline  project  and  other  projects  in  the  cumulative  analysis  area 
contribute  to  scientific  knowledge  about  the  prehistoric  and  historic  uses  of  the  area,  including 
information  about  prior  inhabitants  and  their  cultures. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

The  Proposed  Action  will  have  an  impact  on  both  the  Boulder  Transmission  Lines  (P36- 
06794/NRHP-E-94-001)  and  the  Hoover  Dam  to  San  Bernardino  Transmission  Line. 
Construction  of  the  Proposed  Action  will  contribute  to  a cumulative  impact  on  the  resources, 
along  with  other  renewable  energy  projects  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  (including  Ivanpah  SEGS). 
The  cumulative  effect  of  these  projects  has  required  that  both  lines  be  upgraded,  including 
tower  replacement.  These  effects  have  been  addressed  under  the  Lattice  Steel  Towers 
Programmatic  Agreement  that  is  being  implemented  separately  by  Southern  California  Edison. 
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Decommissioning 

The  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action,  consistent  with  the  Applicant’s  Decommissioning 
Plan  and  other  BLM  requirements,  would  greatly  reduce  any  project-related  contributions  to 
cumulative  effects.  In  addition,  it  is  unlikely  that  any  unanticipated  resources  would  be 
discovered  during  decommissioning  activities,  as  all  such  cultural  resources  at  the  site  would 
probably  have  been  previously  identified  during  either  construction  or  operation.  Therefore, 
project  decommissioning  would  not  contribute  to  any  adverse  cumulative  impacts  on  cultural 
resources.  In  addition,  with  decommissioning  and  restoration,  the  facility  site  would  be  restored 
to  a condition  similar  to  pre-construction  conditions. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  as  part  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  be 
anticipated  to  have  adverse  impacts  on  cultural  resources.  By  placing  limitations  on  future  land 
uses  that  cause  ground  disturbance  within  the  newly  added  23,363  acre  area,  this  action  would 
provide  a beneficial  impact  in  reducing  the  potential  for  the  disturbance  of  existing  cultural 
resources  by  other  projects  in  the  future.  As  a result,  this  action  would  contribute  to  a 
cumulative  beneficial  impact  on  cultural  resources  within  the  newly  protected  area. 


4.4.10.5  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 
CR-1 

Construction,  operation  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning  of  the  facility  would  not  cause 
a substantial  change  in  the  significance  of  a historic  resource. 


CR-2 

Construction,  operation  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action  would 
not  cause  a substantial  change  in  the  significance  of  an  eligible  archaeological  resource. 
Cumulative  impacts  during  construction  would  be  reduced  to  less  than  significant  through 
implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM-CUIT-2.  If  avoidance  is  not  feasible, 
implementation  of  MM-CULT-1  would  reduce  the  cumulative  impact  to  less  than  significant. 


CR-3 

Construction,  operation  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning  of  the  facility  would  not  disturb 
any  known  human  remains. 


4.4.10.6  Alternatives 
Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 

Alternative  2 will  have  the  same  contribution  to  the  cumulative  impact  on  the  Boulder 
Transmission  Lines  (P36-06794/NRHP-E-94-  001)  and  the  Hoover  Dam  to  San  Bernardino 
Transmission  Line  as  the  Proposed  Action.  These  effects  are  being  addressed  under  the 
Lattice  Steel  Towers  Programmatic  Agreement  that  is  being  implemented  separately  by 
Southern  California  Edison.  Fourteen  resources  that  have  been  recommended  as  not  meeting 
the  criteria  for  the  NRHP  or  the  CRHR  will  also  be  impacted  by  this  alternative. 
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Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 

Revised  Alternative  3 will  have  the  same  contribution  to  the  cumulative  impact  on  the  Boulder 
Transmission  Lines  (P36-06794/NRHP-E-94-  001)  and  the  Hoover  Dam  to  San  Bernardino 
Transmission  Line  as  the  Proposed  Action.  These  effects  are  being  addressed  under  the 
Lattice  Steel  Towers  Programmatic  Agreement  that  is  being  implemented  separately  by 
Southern  California  Edison.  Twenty-two  resources  that  have  been  recommended  as  not 
meeting  the  criteria  for  the  NRHP  or  the  CRHR  will  also  be  impacted  by  this  alternative. 


Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 

Alternative  4 will  have  the  same  contribution  to  the  cumulative  impact  on  the  Boulder 
Transmission  Lines  (P36-06794/NRHP-E-94-  001)  and  the  Hoover  Dam  to  San  Bernardino 
Transmission  Line  as  the  Proposed  Action.  These  effects  are  being  addressed  under  the 
Lattice  Steel  Towers  Programmatic  Agreement  that  is  being  implemented  separately  by 
Southern  California  Edison.  Nine  resources  that  have  been  recommended  as  not  meeting  the 
criteria  for  the  NRHP  or  the  CRHR  will  also  be  impacted  by  this  alternative. 


Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 

No  impacts  to  eligible  cultural  resources  would  occur  under  Alternative  5. 


Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 

No  impacts  to  eligible  cultural  resources  would  occur  under  Alternative  6. 


Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 

No  impacts  to  eligible  cultural  resources  would  occur  under  Alternative  7. 


4.4.11  Mitigation  Measures 


MM-CULT-1 : SHPO  Consultation. 

The  BLM  made  its  determinations  of  eligibility  and  findings  of  effect  for  the  project  in 
consultation  with  the  SHPO  and  other  consulting  parties , including  Indian  tribes.  The  BLM  found 
that  there  would  be  no  adverse  effect  to  historic  properties.  A Memorandum  of  Agreement 
(MO A)  is  not  necessary  because  there  are  no  adverse  effects. 

In  the  consultation  letter  dated  November  1,  2012,  BLM  developed  and  the  SHPO  concurred  on 
seven  measures  that  will  be  required  of  the  Applicant.  These  measures  are: 

1.  Archaeological  sites  that  can  he  protected  from  direct  impacts,  hut  are  within  50  feet , 
including  buffer  areas , of  proposed  construction  activities  will  be  identified  and  labeled 
as  Environmentally  Sensitive  Areas  (ESAs).  This  includes  archaeological  sites 
determined  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  NRHP  and  sites  that  have  not  been  formally 
evaluated,  but  are  being  treated  as  eligible  and  avoided  for  project  management 
purposes. 

2.  The  ESAs  will  be  designated  by  marking  the  boundaries  of  sites  with  appropriate 
buffer  zones  (generally  a buffer  of  20  feet  beyond  the  outer  limits  of  the  site  extent,  as 
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demonstrated  by  surface  and/or  subsurface  indications)  using  temporary  fencing  or 
other  easily  recognizable  boundary  defining  materials.  These  areas  will  be  shown  on 
the  engineering  plans  for  the  project  as  off  limits  to  construction  activities. 

3.  Once  established , an  ESA  will  define  areas  where  construction  can  occur  while 
preventing  construction  activities  and  damage  to  archaeological  resources  within  the 
designated  ESA. 

4.  ESAs  will  be  identified  and  established  by  a qualified  archaeologist  prior  to  initiation  of 
ground  disturbing  activities  and  will  he  maintained  for  the  duration  of  the  work  effort  in 
the  ESA  vicinity. 

5.  Qualified  archaeologist(s)  will  be  on  site  during  construction  to  observe  grading, 
trenching  or  other  excavation  for  any  facilities,  roads  or  other  project  components  related 
to  the  undertaking  near  ESAs  and  in  other  areas  determined  appropriate  for  full-time 
monitoring. 

6.  The  Applicant  will  develop  procedures  for  archaeological  monitoring,  post-review 
discovery  and  unanticipated  effects  and  submit  to  BLM  for  review  and  consultation  with 
consulting  parties. 

7.  The  BLM  will  reguire  the  Applicant  to  develop  and  implement  a Long  Term 
Management  Plan  (LTMP)  for  the  post-construction  monitoring  and  condition 
assessment  of  sites  in  the  APE  which  could  be  subject  to  project  operations  and 
maintenance  activities. 


MM-CULT-2:  Monitoring.  The  Applicant  will  retain  a qualified  archaeologist(s)  to  conduct  full- 
time monitoring  of  all  areas  of  the  Project  during  ground  disturbing  activity.  The  archaeological 
monitor  shall  have  a working  knowledge  of  the  Project  area  and  will  be  competent  to  identify  the 
range  of  cultural  resources  known  to  exist  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Project.  The  monitor  will  have 
the  responsibility  to  temporarily  stop  construction  activities  to  inspect  areas  where  ground 
disturbance  has  potentially  revealed  cultural  resources.  The  monitor  shall  have  the 
responsibility  to  stop  all  construction  activities  in  the  event  an  unanticipated  cultural  resource  is 
located.  The  Applicant  shall  suspend  construction  activities  until  the  archaeologist  has 
inspected  the  discovery  and  determined  any  required  or  recommended  treatment  for  the 
resource(s). 


MM-CULT-3:  Unanticipated  Discoveries  Plan.  Prior  to  any  construction  activity,  the 
Applicant’s  archaeologist  shall  implement  an  unanticipated  discovery  plan  that  will  describe,  in 
detail,  the  actions  to  be  taken  in  the  event  archaeological  resources,  including  human  remains, 
are  inadvertently  discovered  during  the  course  of  construction  activities.  This  plan  would 
require  compliance  with  all  governing  laws. 


4.4.12  Residual  Impacts  After  Mitigation 

The  implementation  of  the  required  mitigation  measures  would  substantially  reduce  potential 
adverse  impacts  on  historic  properties.  With  implementation  of  the  appropriate  mitigation 
measures,  there  would  be  no  residual  impacts  under  NEPA,  and  impacts  under  CEQA  would  be 
reduced  to  less  than  significant. 
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4.5  Environmental  Justice 

4.5.1  Methodology  for  Analysis 

According  to  CEQ,  BLM,  and  EPA  guidance,  US  Census  data  are  typically  used  to  determine 
minority  and  low-income  population  percentages  in  the  affected  area  of  a project  in  order  to 
conduct  a quantitative  assessment  of  potential  environmental  justice  impacts.  This 
methodology  uses  screening-level  analyses  of  the  census  data  from  the  project  area  to  identify 
low-income  and  minority  percentage  areas.  If  the  jurisdiction  has  a population  of  50  percent  or 
greater  for  either  the  low-income  or  minority  categories,  it  is  identified  for  more  detailed 
analysis.  Similarly,  if  the  jurisdiction  has  a population  meaningfully  greater  (50  percent  or 
greater)  than  the  minority  or  low-income  population  percentage  in  the  general  population  of  the 
jurisdiction,  it  is  identified  for  more  detailed  analysis. 

In  the  case  of  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm,  as  discussed  in  Section  3.5,  population 
density  is  very  low  in  the  area  and  the  community  of  Primm  has  the  only  minority  population 
greater  than  50  percent  within  3 miles  of  the  proposed  site.  Census  data  that  can  be  used  to 
conduct  the  screening-level  analysis  to  identify  low-income  populations  are  not  available. 
Therefore,  low-income  populations  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
could  not  be  quantitatively  characterized  from  the  use  of  census  data. 

For  purposes  of  environmental  justice , a disproportionately  high  environmental  impact  that  is 
significant  (as  defined  by  NEPA)  refers  to  an  impact  or  risk  of  an  impact  on  the  natural  or 
physical  environment  in  a low-income  or  minority  community  that  appreciably  exceeds  the 
environmental  impact  on  the  larger  community.  Such  effects  may  include  ecological,  cultural, 
human  health , economic,  or  social  impacts.  An  adverse  environmental  impact  is  an  impact  that 
is  determined  to  be  both  harmful  and  significant  (as  defined  by  NEPA;  CEQ  1997).  Adverse 
health  effects  to  be  evaluated  within  the  context  of  environmental  justice  impacts  may  include 
bodily  impairment,  infirmity,  illness,  or  death.  Disproportionately  high  and  adverse  human 
health  effects  occur  when  the  risk  or  rate  of  exposure  to  an  environmental  hazard  for  a minority 
or  low-income  population  is  significant  (as  defined  by  the  NEPA)  and  appreciably  exceeds  the 
risk  or  exposure  rate  for  the  general  population  or  for  another  appropriate  comparison  group 
(CEQ  1997). 


4.5.2  CEQA  Significance  Criteria 

CEQA  does  not  require  the  analysis  of  environmental  justice  impacts  and  so  does  not  provide 
specific  significance  criteria  for  environmental  justice  impacts.  Consequently,  no  CEQA 
significance  determinations  have  been  made  for  the  analysis  of  environment  justice  impacts 
below. 


4.5.3  Alternative  1:  Proposed  Action 
4.5.3.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Although  the  three  Census  blocks  containing  the  community  of  Primm,  Nevada,  contain  a 
minority  population  over  50  percent,  these  residents  are  located  more  than  2.5  miles  from  the 
proposed  facility.  No  residents  live  within  2.5  miles  of  the  proposed  facility.  Based  on  the 
analysis  of  impacts  for  all  resource  areas  presented  in  this  EIS/EIR,  it  was  determined  that 
there  would  be  no  significant  adverse  health  impacts  on  members  of  the  public  and,  therefore, 
there  would  be  no  disproportionate  and  adverse  impacts  felt  by  minority  or  low-income 
populations  within  the  project  affected  area.  Similarly,  given  the  potential  environmental  effects 
of  the  proposed  action  on  the  physical  environment  (air,  water,  and  terrestrial  resources)  and 
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socioeconomic  conditions,  there  would  be  no  disproportionately  high  and  adverse  impacts  on 
minority  or  low-income  populations  because  of  negative  environmental  effects. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  have  an  adverse  impact 
on  minority  or  low  income  populations  in  the  area.  The  action  of  modifying  the  DWMA  would 
not  result  in  any  significant  adverse  impacts  that  could  affect  public  health,  the  physical 
environment,  or  socioeconomic  conditions,  and  would  therefore  not  disproportionately  affect 
minority  or  low  income  populations. 


4. 5. 3. 2 CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Because  environmental  justice  relates  to  social  and  economic  effects,  CEQA  does  not  require 
significance  determinations  for  these  types  of  impacts. 


4.5.4  Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 
4.5.4.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Potential  environmental  justice  impacts  of  Alternative  2 would  be  the  same  as  those  described 
for  the  Proposed  Action.  The  proximity  of  the  facility  to  local  populations  would  be  the  same 
under  Alternative  2 as  the  Proposed  Action.  In  addition,  Alternative  2 would  not  result  in 
significant  adverse  impacts  on  the  health  of  members  of  the  public  or  on  the  physical 
environment  and  socioeconomic  conditions.  Therefore,  Alternative  2 would  not  have  a 
disproportionate  impact  on  any  minority  or  low-income  populations. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  the  same  under 
Alternative  2 as  under  the  Proposed  Action.  Like  the  Proposed  Action,  the  action  of  modifying 
the  DWMA  under  Alternative  2 would  not  result  in  any  significant  adverse  impacts  that  could 
affect  public  health,  the  physical  environment,  or  socioeconomic  conditions,  and  Alternative  2 
would  therefore  not  disproportionately  affect  minority  or  low  income  populations. 


4.5.4.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Because  environmental  justice  relates  to  social  and  economic  effects,  CEQA  does  not  require 
significance  determinations  for  these  types  of  impacts. 


4.5.5  Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 
4.5.5.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Potential  environmental  justice  impacts  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  the  same  as  those 
described  for  the  Proposed  Action.  The  proximity  of  the  facility  to  local  populations  would  be 
the  same  under  Revised  Alternative  3 as  the  Proposed  Action.  In  addition,  Revised  Alternative 
3 would  not  result  in  significant  adverse  impacts  on  public  health  or  on  the  physical  environment 
and  socioeconomic  conditions.  Therefore,  Revised  Alternative  3 would  not  have  a 
disproportionate  impact  on  any  minority  or  low-income  populations. 
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Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  the  same  under 
Revised  Alternative  3 as  under  the  Proposed  Action.  Like  the  Proposed  Action,  the  action  of 
modifying  the  DWMA  under  Revised  Alternative  3 would  not  result  in  any  significant  adverse 
impacts  that  could  affect  public  health,  the  physical  environment,  or  socioeconomic  conditions, 
and  Revised  Alternative  3 would  therefore  not  disproportionately  affect  minority  or  low  income 
populations. 


4.5.5.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Because  environmental  justice  relates  to  social  and  economic  effects,  CEQA  does  not  require 
significance  determinations  for  these  types  of  impacts. 


4.5.6  Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 
4.5.6.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Potential  environmental  justice  impacts  of  Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  those  described 
for  the  Proposed  Action.  The  proximity  of  the  facility  to  local  populations  would  be  the  same 
under  Alternative  4 as  the  Proposed  Action.  In  addition,  Alternative  4 would  not  result  in 
significant  adverse  impacts  on  public  health  or  on  the  physical  environment  and  socioeconomic 
conditions.  Therefore,  Alternative  4 would  not  have  a disproportionate  impact  on  any  minority 
or  low-income  populations. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  the  same  under 
Alternative  4 as  under  the  Proposed  Action.  Like  the  Proposed  Action,  the  action  of  modifying 
the  DWMA  under  Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  any  significant  adverse  impacts  that  could 
affect  public  health,  the  physical  environment,  or  socioeconomic  conditions,  and  Alternative  4 
would  therefore  not  disproportionately  affect  minority  or  low  income  populations. 


4.5.6.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Because  environmental  justice  relates  to  social  and  economic  effects,  CEQA  does  not  require 
significance  determinations  for  these  types  of  impacts. 


4.5.7  Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 
4.5.7. 1 Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Under  Alternative  5,  no  action  would  occur  and  existing  conditions  relevant  to  minority  and  low- 
income  populations  would  continue.  No  impact  associated  with  the  proposed  facility  would 
occur. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  the  No  Action 
Alternative.  Land  uses  and  management  requirements  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA 
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would  continue  as  they  are  today.  The  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  have  a disproportionate 
adverse  impact  on  minority  and  low-income  populations. 


4.5. 7. 2 CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Because  environmental  justice  relates  to  social  and  economic  effects,  CEQA  does  not  require 
significance  determinations  for  these  types  of  impacts. 


4.5.8  Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 
4.5.8. 1 Direct  and  indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  6 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  not  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  and  no  project  would  be  approved.  Because  the  CDCA  Plan  would  be  amended 
so  no  solar  energy  projects  can  be  approved  for  the  site  under  this  alternative,  it  is  expected 
that  the  site  would  continue  to  remain  in  its  existing  condition,  with  no  new  structures  or  facilities 
constructed  or  operated  on  the  site.  Therefore,  this  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  allow  future 
solar  development  which  could  impact  local  minority  or  low  income  populations. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing  I van  pah  DWMA  would  be  the  same  under 
Alternative  6 as  under  the  Proposed  Action.  Like  the  Proposed  Action,  the  action  of  modifying 
the  DWMA  under  Alternative  6 would  not  result  in  any  significant  adverse  impacts  that  could 
affect  public  health,  the  physical  environment , or  socioeconomic  conditions,  and  Alternative  6 
would  therefore  not  disproportionately  affect  minority  or  low  income  populations. 


4.5.8. 2 CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Because  environmental  justice  relates  to  social  and  economic  effects,  CEQA  does  not  require 
significance  determinations  for  these  types  of  impacts. 


4.5.9  Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 
4.5.9. 1 Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  7 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  although  none  of  the  action  alternatives  wouid  be  approved.  The  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  Project  would  not  be  constructed  on  the  project  site  and  the  project  site  would  remain 
vacant  in  the  near-term.  Under  this  alternative,  the  BLM  would  not  approve  the  proposed 
facility,  but  would  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  to  allow  for  other  solar  projects  on  the  site.  As  a 
result,  it  is  possible  that  another  solar  energy  project  could  be  constructed  on  the  site.  While 
the  impacts  of  any  such  future  project  are  speculative  at  this  time,  the  construction  and 
operation  requirements  for  solar  technologies  on  the  Project  site  would  not  be  expected  to  have 
significant  adverse  effects  on  human  health,  the  physical  environment,  or  socioeconomic 
conditions  that  could  disproportionately  affect  minority  or  low  income  populations. 
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Modify  Boundary  of  ivanpah  OWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  Alternative  7. 
Land  uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today.  Alternative  7 
would  not  have  a disproportionate  adverse  impact  on  minority  and  low-income  populations. 


4.5.9. 2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Because  environmental  justice  relates  to  social  and  economic  effects,  CEQA  does  not  require 
significance  determinations  for  these  types  of  impacts. 


4.5.10  Cumulative  Impacts 
4.5.10.1  Geographic  Extent/Context 

The  affected  area  for  environmental  justice  impacts  would  be  jurisdictions  within  one-half  mile 
of  the  Proposed  Action  or  its  alternatives  to  identify  project-specific,  localized  impacts. 
Similarly,  for  environmental  justice  impacts  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  or  its 
alternatives  to  combine  with  those  of  other  projects,  the  environmental  justice  impacts  of  the 
other  projects  would  have  to  overlap  the  affected  area  of  the  Proposed  Action  or  its 
alternatives.  Assuming  that  other  projects  would  also  result  in  environmental  justice  impacts 
within  one-half  mile  of  the  project  area,  to  overlap  with  the  Proposed  Action’s  affected  area 
these  other  projects  would  need  to  be  within  one  mile  of  the  Proposed  Action.  Additionally,  as 
any  environmental  justice  impacts  generated  by  the  proposed  Stateline  solar  facility  would  be 
limited  to  occurring  within  the  lifespan  of  the  project,  cumulative  environmental  justice  impacts 
would  also  occur  only  during  the  lifespan  of  the  project. 


4.5.10.2  Existing  Cumulative  Conditions 

Because  there  are  no  residents  within  the  one-mile  radius  considered  in  this  analysis,  there  are 
no  environmental  justice  impacts  occurring  due  to  the  past  and  present  projects  in  the  area. 


4.5.10.3  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Projects 

Table  4.1-1  lists  cumulative  projects  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site  and  surrounding  area. 
Several  types  of  development  projects  could  contribute  to  the  cumulative  impact  of  the 
Proposed  Action  and  alternatives,  including  housing  development  projects,  commercial  and 
industrial  development,  transportation  projects,  and  renewable  energy  projects.  These  types  of 
past  and  existing  projects  could  combine  with  potential  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  or  an 
alternative  to  create  environmental  justice  impacts  if  potentially  impacted  populations  were 
present. 

Past  and  present  projects  located  within  one  mile  which  could  overlap  with  effects  of  the 
Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  include  Ivanpah  SEGS,  1-15,  several  transmission  lines,  and 
the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course.  In  addition,  the  EITP,  Desert  Xpress  high  speed  passenger  rail 
line,  and  JPOE  are  proposed,  and  would  be  located  within  one  mile  of  the  proposed  Stateline 
facility.  Each  of  these  projects  has  either  undergone  independent  environmental  review 
pursuant  to  NEPA  and/or  CEQA  or  will  do  so  prior  to  approval. 
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4.5.10.4  Cumulative  Impacts  Associated  with  Proposed  Action 

Construction,  Operations  and  Maintenance,  and  Decommissioning 

The  project  area  consists  of  undeveloped  land  and  open  space  land.  The  closest  residents  are 
located  almost  3 mi  from  the  proposed  site.  A minority  population  was  identified  in  Primm, 
Nevada.  However,  no  census  data  are  available  to  determine  the  proportion  of  low  income 
persons  within  the  affected  area  of  the  project.  However,  given  the  limited  potential  for 
significant  adverse  effects  on  human  health,  the  physical  environment,  or  socioeconomic 
conditions  from  the  proposed  facility  and  the  other  projects  within  a one-mile  radius,  and  the 
large  distance  to  nearby  residents,  there  is  no  potential  for  construction,  operations,  or 
decommissioning  of  the  proposed  project  to  contribute  to  disproportionate  cumulative 
environmental  justice  impacts. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  boundary  would  not  result  in.  significant  adverse  effects  on 
human  health,  the  physical  environment,  or  socioeconomic  conditions.  Therefore,  this  action 
would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts  to  environmental  justice. 


4.5.10.5  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Because  environmental  justice  relates  to  social  and  economic  effects,  CEQA  does  not  require 
significance  determinations  for  these  types  of  impacts. 


4.5.10.6  Alternatives 
Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 

Like  the  Proposed  Action,  Alternative  2 would  not  have  any  environmental  justice  impacts. 
Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts  associated  with  Alternative  2 would  be  the  same  as  those 
described  above  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 

Like  the  Proposed  Action,  Revised  Alternative  3 would  not  have  any  environmental  justice 
impacts.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  the 
same  as  those  described  above  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 

Like  the  Proposed  Action,  Alternative  4 would  not  have  any  environmental  justice  impacts. 
Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts  associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  those 
described  above  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 

Alternative  5,  the  No  Action  Alternative,  would  not  have  any  environmental  justice  impacts. 
Therefore,  this  alternative  would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  environmental  justice  impacts. 
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Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 

Alternative  6,  the  No  Project  Exclude  Solar  Alternative , would  not  result  in  any  environmental 
justice  impact  and  therefore  would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  environmental  justice  impacts. 


Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 

Alternative  7,  the  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative,  would  not  result  in  any  environmental 
justice  impact  and  therefore  would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  environmental  justice  impacts. 
While  the  site  could  potentially  be  used  for  solar  or  other  development  in  the  future,  the  impacts 
associated  with  such  future  project  would  be  speculative  at  this  time. 


4.5.11  Mitigation  Measures 

The  Proposed  Action  would  not  have  a disproportionate  impact  on  any  minority  or  low-income 
populations;  therefore,  no  mitigation  would  be  required. 


4.5.12  Residual  Impacts  after  Mitigation 

There  would  be  no  adverse,  unavoidable  impacts  to  environmental  justice  as  a result  of 
construction,  operation  and  maintenance,  or  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action. 
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4.6  Lands  and  Realty 

4.6.1  Methodology  for  Analysis 

This  section  discusses  the  lands  and  realty  impacts  that  would  occur  with  implementation  of  the 
Proposed  Action  or  alternatives.  Potential  land  and  realty  effects  may  occur  from  conflicts  with 
existing  or  authorized  land  uses  or  conflicts  with  applicable  land  use  plans,  policies,  or 
regulations.  For  this  reason,  the  discussions  of  each  of  the  different  alternatives  focus  both  on 
evaluating  their  compatibility  with  existing  or  authorized  land  uses,  as  well  as  their  consistency 
with  the  applicable  regulatory  requirements  (e.g.,  Federal  Land  Policy  & Management  Act 
[FLPMA],  and  the  CDCA  Plan).  Impacts/effects  associated  with  the  potential  effect  of  the 
Proposed  Action  on  other  existing  land  uses  use  are  discussed  in  separate  sections  of 
Chapters  3 and  4,  and  are  as  follows:  Livestock  Grazing  (Sections  3.7  and  4.7);  Mineral 
Resources  (Sections  3.8  and  4.8);  Recreation  (Sections  3.12  and  4.12);  Special  Designations 
(Sections  3.15  and  4.15);  and  Wild  Horses  and  Burros  (Sections  3.20  and  4.20). 


4.6.2  CEQA  Significance  Criteria 

The  significance  criteria  for  land  use  and  planning  listed  below  are  based  on  the  CEQA 
Environmental  Checklist,  Appendix  G of  the  CEQA  Guidelines,  and  were  used  to  determine  if 
the  proposed  facility  would  result  in  impacts  to  land  use  and  realty: 

• L&R-1:  Physically  divide  an  existing  community; 

• L&R-2:  Conflict  with  any  applicable  land  use  plan,  policy,  or  regulation  of  an  agency  with 
jurisdiction  over  the  project  (including  but  not  limited  to  the  general  plan,  specific  plan,  or 
zoning  ordinance)  adopted  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  or  mitigating  an  environmental 
effect; 

• L&R-3:  Conflict  with  any  applicable  habitat  conservation  plan  or  natural  community 
conservation  plan. 

Of  these  criteria,  the  following  were  determined  to  be  inapplicable  or  to  result  in  no  impact 
under  all  alternatives  and,  therefore,  these  criteria  are  not  discussed  further  in  this  section: 

L&R-1:  The  closest  community  to  the  proposed  facility  is  Primm,  Nevada,  which  is  located 
approximately  3 miles  to  the  northeast.  Therefore,  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  physically 
divide  an  existing  community. 

L&R-3:  The  proposed  facility  would  not  be  located  within  the  boundaries  of  an  existing  habitat 
conservation  plan  or  natural  community  conservation  plan.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no 
impact  under  the  L&R-3  criterion. 


4.6.3  Alternative  1:  Proposed  Action 

The  following  provides  consistency  determinations  for  land  use  plans,  policies,  and  regulations 
that  are  applicable  to  Alternative  1,  the  Proposed  Action. 


Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA)  of  1976 

The  FLPMA  provides  the  authority  to  issue  a ROW  authorization  to  construct,  operate, 
maintain,  and  decommission  a solar  energy  project,  including:  a substation;  operations  and 
maintenance  facilities;  transmission  lines;  and  temporary  construction  laydown  areas. 
Therefore,  electrical  generation  facilities  are  an  allowable  land  use  under  FLPMA  and.  with 
issuance  of  the  ROW  grant,  the  Proposed  Action  would  be  in  compliance  with  the  FLPMA. 
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California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan 
Conformance  with  CDCA  Plan 

The  entire  site  is  within  the  Multiple  Use  Class  (MUC),  Limited  Use  (L),  under  the  BLM’s  CDCA 
Plan.  As  presented  in  Table  1,  Multiple  Use  Class  Guidelines,  of  the  CDCA  Plan,  solar  energy 
is  an  allowable  use  of  MUC-L  land  after  NEPA  requirements  are  met.  This  PA  and  EIS/EIR  will 
act  as  the  mechanism  for  complying  with  NEPA  requirement. 

Additionally,  Chapter  3,  the  “Energy  Production  and  Utility  Corridors  Element”  of  the  CDCA 
Plan,  requires  that  newly  proposed  power  facilities  that  are  not  already  identified  in  the  CDCA 
Plan  be  considered  through  the  plan  amendment  process.  The  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm 
facility  is  not  currently  identified  in  the  CDCA  Plan  and,  therefore,  a plan  amendment  is  required 
to  include  the  facility  as  a recognized  site  location  within  the  CDCA  Plan.  As  a result,  as  part  of 
its  evaluation  of  the  issuance  of  a ROW  grant  for  the  Proposed  Action,  the  BLM  is  also 
considering  amending  the  CDCA  Plan  to  identify  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  facility.  With  such  an 
amendment,  the  Proposed  Action  would  be  in  compliance  with  the  CDCA  Plan. 


Conformance  with  Multiple  Use  Class  L Guidelines 

The  Proposed  Action  would  be  located  within  MUC-L  lands.  The  classification  designations 
govern  the  type  and  degree  of  land-use  action  allowed  within  the  classification  area.  All  land 
use  actions  and  resource-management  activities  on  BLM-administered  lands  within  a MUC 
delineation  must  meet  the  guidelines  for  that  class.  These  guidelines  are  listed  on  Table  1, 
MUC  Guidelines,  of  the  CDCA  Plan  (at  page  15).  MUC-L  allows  electric  generation  plants  for 
solar  facilities  after  NEPA  requirements  are  met.  The  following  is  a consistency  analysis  of  the 
Proposed  Action  for  each  land  use  activity: 

1 . Agriculture:  Agricultural  uses  of  Class  L lands  are  not  allowed,  with  the  exception  of 
livestock  grazing.  The  site  is  not  currently  used  for  agriculture,  and  the  Proposed  Action 
would  not  involve  use  of  the  site  for  agriculture.  The  site  is  currently  used  for  livestock 
grazing. 

2.  Air  Quality:  Class  L lands  are  to  be  managed  to  protect  their  air  quality  and  visibility  in 
accordance  with  Class  II  objectives  of  the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act  as  amended.  The 
anticipated  maximum  daily  and  annual  construction  emissions  that  would  be  associated 
with  the  Proposed  Action  are  provided  in  Tables  4.2-4  and  4.2-5  in  Section  4.2  (Air 
Resources).  Both  maximum  daily  and  annual  construction  emissions  would  occur  in 
2013.  The  analysis  indicates  that,  with  the  exception  of  NOx  and  PM10  impacts  during 
construction,  the  proposed  facility  would  not  create  new  exceedances  or  contribute  to 
existing  exceedances  for  any  of  the  criteria  air  pollutants.  Maximum  annual  construction 
emissions  would  not  exceed  any  of  the  applicable  general  conformity  de  minimis 
thresholds.  The  annual  operations  emissions  that  would  be  associated  with  the 
Proposed  Action  are  provided  in  Table  4.2-6  in  Section  4.2.  Annual  operation  emissions 
are  anticipated  to  be  well  under  the  general  conformity  de  minimis  thresholds.  The 
magnitude  of  the  impacts  of  decommissioning  emissions  are  expected  to  be 
substantially  less  than  those  estimate  for  project  construction  since  decommissioning 
would  occur  after  at  least  30  years  of  operation,  and  it  is  expected  that  on-road  and  off- 
road equipment  engine  technology  would  be  far  more  advanced  and  cleaner  than  is 
currently  the  case.  Therefore,  the  Proposed  Action  would  conform  to  the  Class  II 
objectives  referenced  in  the  CDCA  Plan  guidelines. 

3.  Water  Quality:  Class  L lands  are  to  be  managed  to  provide  for  the  protection  and 
enhancement  of  surface  and  groundwater  resources,  except  for  instances  of  short-term 
degradation  caused  by  water  development  projects;  BMPs  developed  by  BLM  during  the 
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planning  process  outlined  in  the  Clean  Water  Act  (CWA)  Section  208  will  be  used  to 
avoid  degradation  and  to  comply  with  Executive  Order  12088.  The  CWA  Section  208 
and  Executive  Order  12088  both  address  federal  compliance  with  pollution  control 
standards.  Although  BLM  has  not  established  BMPs  for  solar  projects,  the  agency  has 
developed  mitigation  measures  that  would  be  implemented  as  part  of  the  Proposed 
Action.  Implementation  of  these  mitigation  measures,  and  BLM’s  standard  term  and 
condition  requiring  compliance  with  other  Federal,  state,  and  local  regulations,  would 
ensure  that  impacts  to  water  resources  and  water  quality  would  be  minimal,  and  the 
Proposed  Action  would  conform  to  the  guidelines  for  MUC-L  lands  presented  in  Table  1 
of  the  CDCA  Plan. 

4.  Cultural  and  Paleontological  Resources:  Cultural  and  paleontological  resources  will  be 
preserved  and  protected.  Procedures  described  in  36  CFR  800  will  be  observed  where 
applicable.  As  described  in  detail  in  Sections  4.4  and  4.10,  impacts  on  cultural  and 
paleontological  resources  associated  with  the  development  and  operation  of  the 
Proposed  Action  would  be  mitigated  and  would  conform  to  the  MUC  Guidelines. 
Adverse  effects  on  cultural  resources  listed  on  or  determined  to  eligible  for  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places  would  be  resolved  in  accordance  with  a Memorandum  of 
Agreement  being  prepared  for  the  project  in  consultation  with  the  California  State 
Historic  Preservation  Officer,  Native  American  tribes,  and  other  interested  parties  in 
accordance  with  Section  106  of  the  NHPA.  Identification  of  the  site  location  for  the 
Proposed  Action  is  subject  to  the  MUC  Guidelines  for  cultural  and  paleontological 
resource  protection  as  is  evidenced  by  the  applicability  of  the  guidelines  to  the  specific 
facility  proposal.  As  such,  the  project  site  location  is  within  the  MUC  Guidelines  for 
cultural  and  paleontological  resource  protection  established  by  the  CDCA  Plan. 

5.  Native  American  Values:  Native  American  cultural  and  religious  values  will  be  protected 
and  preserved  with  appropriate  Native  American  groups  consulted.  Consultation  with 
Native  American  tribes  was  initiated  during  project  planning  and  will  continue  during  the 
NEPA  process.  Refer  to  Chapter  5.2  for  the  details  regarding  the  consultation  process. 
Opportunities  have  been  provided  to  allow  Native  American  tribes  to  identify  places  and 
resources  of  importance  to  them  and  to  express  concerns  regarding  cultural  and 
religious  values  that  could  be  impacted  by  the  Proposed  Action. 

Adverse  effects  on  any  places  of  traditional  cultural  or  religious  importance  that  are 
identified  by  tribes  will  be  resolved  in  accordance  with  the  Memorandum  of  Agreement 
being  developed  for  the  project  with  tribal  participation.  Potential  impacts  to  and 
protection  of  cultural  resources  are  discussed  in  more  detail  in  Section  4.4.  Collectively, 
these  measures  ensure  that  preservation  and  protection  of  Native  American  cultural  and 
religious  values  is  accomplished  in  accordance  with  the  CDCA  Plan  MUC  Guidelines. 

6.  Electrical  Generation  Facilities:  Solar  generation  may  be  allowed  on  Class  L lands  after 
NEPA  requirements  are  met.  This  Plan  Amendment  and  EIS/EIR  will  act  as  the 
mechanism  for  complying  with  those  NEPA  requirements. 

7.  Transmission  Facilities:  New  gas,  electric,  and  water  transmission  facilities  and  cable 

for  interstate  communication  may  be  allowed  only  within  designated  corridors,  and 
NEPA  requirements  must  be  met.  The  Proposed  Action  would  require  a 2.3  mile-long, 
220  kV  gen-tie  line  that  would  follow  a 150  foot-wide  transmission  ROW  to  SCE’s 
proposed  Ivanpah  Substation.  This  transmission  line  would  be  located  within  CDCA 
Utility  Corridor  BB,  which  is  a designated  utility  corridor. 

8.  Communication  Sites:  Communication  sites  may  be  allowed  on  Class  L lands  after 
NEPA  requirements  are  met.  The  Proposed  Action  would  not  involve  the  installation  of 
communications  sites. 
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9.  Fire  Management:  Fire  suppression  measures  in  Class  L areas  will  be  taken  in 
accordance  with  specific  fire  management  plans,  subject  to  such  conditions  as  the 
authorized  officer  deems  necessary.  The  project  area  is  within  the  area  covered  by  the 
BLM  California  Desert  District  and  Needles  Field  Office  Fire  Management  Plan,  2004. 
That  Plan  addresses  management  and  suppression  of  wildfires,  and  does  not  address 
incidents  on  specific  facilities  such  as  power  plants.  The  applicant  has  developed  fire 
suppression  measures  that  would  be  used  for  the  Proposed  Action,  and  these  measures 
are  discussed  in  Section  4.21.  Should  a fire  occur  in  the  area  that  is  not  specific  to  the 
facility,  it  would  be  addressed  by  BLM,  not  the  Applicant,  and  it  would  be  addressed  in 
accordance  with  the  Fire  Management  Plan.  Therefore,  the  Proposed  Action  would 
conform  to  the  guideline  for  Fire  Management  for  MUC-L. 

10.  Vegetation:  Table  1 of  the  CDCA  Plan  includes  a variety  of  guidelines  associated  with 
vegetation,  as  follows: 

Vegetation  Harvesting 

Native  Plants  - Commercial  or  non-commercial  removal  of  native  plants  in  Class  L 
areas  may  be  allowed  by  permit  after  NEPA  requirements  are  met,  and  after 
development  of  necessary  stipulation.  Approval  of  the  ROW  grant  for  the  Proposed 
Action  would  constitute  the  permit  for  such  removal.  The  mitigation  measures  in  this  PA 
and  EIS/EIR  and  conditions  of  approval  that  would  be  required  in  the  Record  of  Decision 
would  constitute  the  stipulations  to  avoid  or  minimize  impacts  from  the  removal  of  native 
plants. 

Harvesting  of  plants  by  mechanical  means  - Harvesting  by  mechanical  means  may  be 
allowed  by  permit  only.  Although  the  Proposed  Action  would  include  the  collection  of 
succulents  and  seeds  to  assist  with  reclamation,  the  removal  of  these  items  would  not 
be  done  for  distribution  to  the  public.  Also,  the  guidelines  for  vegetation  harvesting 
include  encouragement  of  such  harvesting  in  areas  where  the  vegetation  would  be 
destroyed  by  other  actions,  which  would  be  the  case  with  the  Proposed  Action. 
Therefore,  the  Proposed  Action  would  be  in  conformance  with  this  MUC  guideline. 

Rare,  Threatened,  and  Endangered  Species,  State  and  Federal  - In  all  MUC  areas,  all 
state  and  federally  listed  species  will  be  fully  protected.  In  addition,  actions  which  may 
jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  federally  listed  species  will  require  consultation 
with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  As  evaluated  in  Section  4.17,  no  Federally  or 
state  listed  plants  would  be  impacted  by  the  Proposed  Action. 

Sensitive  Plant  Species  - Identified  sensitive  plant  species  would  be  given  protection  in 
management  decisions  consistent  with  BLM’s  policy  for  sensitive  species  management, 
BLM  Manual  6840.  The  objective  of  this  policy  is  to  conserve  and/or  recover  listed 
species,  and  to  initiate  conservation  measures  to  reduce  or  eliminate  threats  to  BLM 
sensitive  species  to  minimize  the  likelihood  of  and  need  for  listing.  One  BLM  sensitive 
plant,  the  Rusby’s  desert  mallow,  has  been  identified  in  the  Project  area,  and  impacts 
and  mitigation  associated  with  this  species  are  discussed  in  Section  4.17.  In  an  effort  to 
protect  this  species,  BLM  worked  with  the  Applicant  to  develop  mitigation  and  project 
alternatives  to  avoid  special  status  plants.  In  addition,  mitigation  measures  included  in 
the  PA  and  EIS/EIR  would  reduce  the  number  of  individuals  of  the  species  that  would  be 
affected.  Because  these  measures  are  intended  to  reduce  threats  to  this  species  to 
minimize  the  likelihood  of  listing,  these  measures  are  in  conformance  with  the  MUC 
guidance  in  the  CDCA  Plan. 

Unusual  Plant  Assemblages  (UPAs)  - No  UPAs  have  been  identified  on  the  proposed 
site. 
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Vegetation  Manipulation 

Mechanical  Control  - Mechanical  control  may  be  allowed  after  consideration  of  possible 
impacts.  Vegetation  manipulation  is  defined  in  the  CDCA  Plan  as  removing  noxious  or 
poisonous  plants  from  rangelands;  increasing  forage  production;  creating  open  areas 
within  dense  brush  communities  to  favor  certain  wildlife  species;  or  eliminating 
introduced  plant  species.  During  construction,  operations  and  maintenance,  and 
decommissioning  phases,  the  Applicant  would  abide  by  noxious  weed  control 
procedures  as  developed  in  cooperation  with  the  BLM  and  San  Bernardino  County.  The 
establishment  of  noxious/invasive  vegetation  can  be  limited  by  early  detection  and 
eradication.  The  Applicant  would  finalize  the  site-specific  Weed  Management  Plan  prior 
to  a ROW  grant  being  issued.  Such  actions  would  be  conducted  as  part  of  the 
Proposed  Action.  Weed  management  under  the  Weed  Management  Plan  would 
conform  to  federal,  State,  and  local  regulations. 

Chemical  Control  - Aerial  broadcasting  application  of  chemical  controls  will  not  be 
allowed.  Noxious  weed  eradication  may  be  allowed  after  site-specific  planning.  The 
Proposed  Action  would  not  include  aerial  broadcasting.  If  chemical  treatment  is  applied, 
it  would  be  consistent  with  BLM’s  ROD:  Vegetation  Treatments  Using  Herbicides  (BLM 
2007a),  as  supported  by  the  Programmatic  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (PEIS)  for 
Vegetation  Treatments  Using  Herbicides  (BLM  2007b).  Specific  control  measures  are 
described  in  the  Applicant’s  Plan  of  Development. 

Exclosures  - Exclosures  may  be  allowed.  Exclosure  is  a manipulation  technique  where 
livestock  and  certain  wildlife  species  can  be  excluded  from  fenced  areas.  This 
procedure  provides  comparison  data  and  is  valuable  in  the  determination  of  grazing 
effects  of  vegetation.  The  Proposed  Action  would  not  include  exclosures  for  the 
purpose  of  protecting  vegetation. 

Prescribed  Burning  - Prescribed  burning  may  be  allowed  after  development  of  a site- 
specific  management  plan.  The  Proposed  Action  would  not  include  prescribed  burning. 

1 1 . Land  Tenure  Adjustment:  Class  L land  will  not  be  sold.  The  Proposed  Action  would  not 
involve  any  sale  of  BLM-administered  lands. 

1 2.  Livestock  Grazing:  Livestock  grazing  is  allowed  subject  to  the  protection  of  sensitive 
resources.  The  Proposed  Action  would  not  involve  changes  to  grazing  on  Class  L 
lands. 

13.  Minerals:  The  Proposed  Action  would  not  involve  the  development  of  minerals  on  Class 
L lands. 

1 4.  Motorized  Vehicle  Access/Transportation:  Pursuant  to  the  CDCA  Land  Use  Plan  (LUP) 
guidelines  in  Class  L areas,  new  roads  and  ways  may  be  developed  under  ROW  grants 
or  approved  plans  of  operation,  and  periodic  and  seasonal  closures  or  limitations  of 
routes  of  travel  may  be  required.  In  areas  designated  as  limited  use  area  for  OHV  use, 
such  as  the  site  locations  under  consideration  in  this  PA  and  EIS/EIR,  changes  to  the 
transportation  network  (new  routes,  re-routes,  or  closures)  in  “limited”  areas  may  be 
made  through  activity-level  planning  or  with  site-specific  NEPA  analysis  (IM  2008-014). 
Modifications  to  area  OHV  designations  (open,  closed,  or  limited)  require  amendment  to 
the  RMP.  There  are  no  area  OHV  designations  that  are  being  made  or  modified 
through  the  Proposed  Action  or  any  of  the  alternatives.  With  the  Proposed  Action, 
existing  routes  are  being  closed,  and  new  routes  are  being  created  in  limited  OHV 
areas.  As  such,  these  changes  may  be  made  with  site-specific  NEPA  analysis.  This 
analysis  is  provided  in  Section  4.16.  The  access  needs  for  the  proposed  solar  facility  do 
not  substantially  differ  among  the  various  action  alternatives  presented  in  the  PA  and 
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EIS/EIR.  For  any  of  the  action  alternatives,  the  ROW  grant  for  the  Project  grants  would 
include  the  approval  of  roads  that  allow  for  site  access.  This  activity  falls  within  the 
CDCA  LUP  guideline  noted  above. 

1 5.  Recreation:  The  Proposed  Action  would  not  involve  the  use  of  the  proposed  facility  site 
for  recreational  uses. 

16.  Waste  Disposal:  The  Proposed  Action  would  not  involve  the  development  of  waste 

disposal  sites. 

17.  Wildlife  Species  and  Habitat:  Table  1 of  the  CDCA  Plan  includes  a variety  of  guidelines 
associated  with  wildlife,  as  follows: 

Rare,  Threatened,  and  Endangered  Species,  State  and  Federal  - In  all  MUC  areas,  all 
state  and  federally  listed  species  and  their  critical  habitat  will  be  fully  protected.  In 
addition,  actions  which  may  jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  federally  listed 
species  will  require  consultation  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  in  accordance 
with  Section  7 of  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  As  evaluated  in  Section  4.22,  Wildlife 
Resources,  the  desert  tortoise,  which  is  listed  as  federally  and  state  threatened,  would 
be  potentially  affected  by  the  Proposed  Action.  As  specified  in  the  guideline,  BLM  will 
initiate  formal  consultation  with  the  USFWS  in  accordance  with  Section  7 of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act.  BLM  has  worked  with  USFWS,  California  Department  of  Fish 
and  Wildlife  (CDFW),  and  the  Applicant  to  develop  protection  and  compensation 
measures  for  the  desert  tortoise.  Therefore,  the  Proposed  Action  would  comply  with  the 
guideline  to  provide  full  protection  of  the  species. 

Sensitive  Species  - Identified  species  would  be  given  protection  in  management 
decisions  consistent  with  BLM’s  policy  for  sensitive  species  management,  BLM  Manual 
6840.  The  objective  of  this  policy  is  to  conserve  and/or  recovered  listed  species,  and  to 
initiate  conservation  measures  to  reduce  or  eliminate  threats  to  BLM  sensitive  species  to 
minimize  the  likelihood  of  and  need  for  listing.  No  BLM  sensitive  wildlife  species  (other 
than  the  desert  tortoise,  identified  and  discussed  in  the  previous  paragraph)  are  present 
on  the  site  of  the  Proposed  Action. 

Predator  and  Pest  Control  - Control  of  depredation  wildlife  and  pests  will  be  allowed  in 
accordance  with  existing  State  and  federal  laws.  The  Proposed  Action  would  include  a 
Raven  Control  Plan  for  the  depredation  on  the  desert  tortoise.  Therefore,  this  guideline 
is  applicable  to  the  Proposed  Action,  but  is  allowed  subject  to  conformance  with  State 
and  federal  laws. 

Habitat  Manipulation  - The  Proposed  Action  would  not  include  habitat  manipulation. 

Reintroduction  or  Introduction  of  Established  Exotic  Species  - The  Proposed  Action 
would  not  include  the  reintroduction  or  introduction  of  exotic  species. 

18.  Wetland/Riparian  Areas:  No  wetland  or  riparian  areas  are  present  on  the  site  of  the 
Proposed  Action. 

1 9.  Wild  Horses  and  Burros:  Under  the  CDCA  Plan  guidelines,  populations  of  wild  and  free- 
roaming  horses  and  burros  will  be  maintained  in  healthy,  stable  herds,  but  will  be 
subject  to  controls  to  protect  sensitive  resources.  As  discussed  in  Section  4.20,  no  wild 
and  free-roaming  horses  are  present  in  the  project  area.  In  the  Northern  and  Eastern 
Mojave  Desert  Management  Plan  (NEMO  Plan)  Amendments,  BLM  established  the 
appropriate  management  level  (AML)  for  burros  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Proposed  Action  at 
zero.  Therefore,  the  Proposed  Action  would  conform  to  the  requirements  of  the 
guidelines  in  the  CDCA  Plan. 
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4.6.3.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 
Construction 

As  discussed  in  Section  3.6,  current  authorized  uses  of  the  proposed  facility  site  include 
grazing,  designated  utility  corridors,  open  routes  of  travel,  and  two  groundwater  production 
wells  (with  associated  road  access,  power  transmission,  and  water  pipeline)  operated  by 
Primm.  Construction  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  require  fencing  of  the  project  area  and 
restricting  access  to  only  authorized  users.  The  impact  of  the  Proposed  Action  on  the  grazing 
use  of  the  site  is  discussed  in  Section  4. 7.  The  re-routing  of  the  groundwater  pipeline  would  be 
an  adverse  impact  on  the  operator  of  that  pipeline.  Because  the  open  routes  would  be  re- 
routed around  the  site,  the  impact  of  restricting  access  to  users  of  these  routes  would  be 
minimal.  Any  impacts  associated  with  this  restriction  of  access  would  be  long-term . continuing 
throughout  the  construction  and  operations  and  maintenance  phases  of  the  project.  Mitigation 
measure  MM-Lands-1  would  require  the  Applicant  to  minimize  disturbance  of  existing  land  uses 
through  coordination  with  the  authorized  users. 


Utility  Corridors 

The  Energy  Production  and  Utility  Corridors  Element  of  the  CDCA  Plan  includes  the  full 
implementation  of  a network  of  planning  corridors  to  meet  the  projected  utility  needs,  the 
identification  of  environmental  constraints  and  siting  procedures,  and  the  identification  of 
potential  sites  for  geothermal  development,  wind  energy  parks,  and  power  plants.  Sixteen 
planning  corridors  were  identified  in  the  CDCA  Plan,  and  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  site 
partially  overlaps  two  designated  Utility  Corridors  (D  and  BB).  The  corridors  are  intended  to 
include  new  electrical  transmission  lines  of  161  kV  or  above,  all  pipelines  with  diameters  greater 
than  12  inches,  cables  for  interstate  communications,  and  major  aqueducts  or  canals  for  inter- 
basin transfers  of  water.  The  corridors  vary  in  width  from  two  to  five  miles. 

As  shown  in  Figure  1-3,  the  entirety  of  the  proposed  facility  would  be  located  within  existing 
Utility  Corridors  D and  BB.  At  the  location  where  Interstate  15  crosses  the  California-Nevada 
border,  several  designated  utility  corridors  converge.  From  the  southwest,  two  separate 
branches  of  Corridor  BB  converge  and  meet  at  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  location.  Corridor 
BB  then  converges  with  Corridor  D,  coming  in  from  the  west,  north  of  the  golf  course.  Corridor 
BB  in  this  location  is  also  designated  as  the  West-Wide  Energy  Corridor  225-27.  The  proposed 
facility  would  be  located  entirely  within  the  footprint  of  these  corridors  where  they  converge  on 
the  north  side  of  the  golf  course.  The  land  area  for  the  proposed  facility  would  cover 
approximately  1.7  miles  (81  percent)  of  the  2-mile  width  of  Corridor  D,  leaving  0.3  miles 
available  for  future  uses.  The  proposed  facility  would  also  cover  0.95  miles  (42  percent)  of  the 
2.25-mile  width  of  Corridor  BB.  Although  the  proposed  facility  would  result  in  limiting  the 
available  area  within  these  corridors,  future  linear  facilities  could  still  be  placed  in  the  remaining 
portions  of  these  corridors. 

This  may  result  in  eliminating  potential  future  uses  of  the  affected  portions  of  Utility  Corridors  D 
and  BB  for  linear  right-of-way  projects  because  buried  or  overhead  utilities  could  not  be 
constructed  across  the  site  without  removing  solar  panels  and  interfering  with  facility 
operations.  The  partial  loss  of  constructable  space  within  Utility  Corridors  D and  BB  as 
attributable  to  the  Proposed  Action  would  be  a direct,  adverse  impact.  However,  there  would  be 
some  remaining  opportunity  to  route  future  utility  lines  within  the  remaining  portions  of  the 
corridors  not  impacted  by  the  Project. 
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Open  Routes 

The  proposed  facility  area  includes  three  routes  of  travel  designated  by  BLM  as  open  routes. 
These  routes  include  route  699226  (1.8  miles  encompassed  by  the  Proposed  Action),  699198 
(2.0  miles),  and  699238  (1.4  miles).  A total  of  5.2  miles  of  existing  open  routes  would  be 
impacted  under  the  Proposed  Action.  If  the  Proposed  Action  is  implemented,  then  the  portions 
of  these  routes  within  the  fenced  project  area  would  be  closed.  In  their  place,  the  Applicant 
would  re-direct  the  routes  outside  of  the  perimeter  of  the  fenced  facility,  and  BLM  would 
authorize  the  re-directed  roads  as  open  routes.  The  locations  of  the  current  routes  and  the 
proposed  location  for  the  re-routed  roads  are  presented  in  Figure  4.6-1 . 


Water  Production  Wells 

The  proposed  facility  area  includes  an  existing  ROW,  held  by  Primmadonna  Company,  LLC 
(Primmadonna),  which  is  used  as  the  location  of  two  groundwater  supply  wells  designated  WP- 
5 and  WP-6.  In  addition  to  the  wells,  the  ROW  includes  associated  access  roads,  power  lines, 
and  a water  pipeline.  The  wells  supply  water  to  the  hotels  and  casinos  at  Primm,  and  to  the  NV 
Energy  Walter  Higgins  Power  Generating  Station. 

If  the  Proposed  Action  is  implemented,  the  Applicant  would  be  required  to  accommodate  the 
existing  ROW  for  water  production  held  by  Primmadonna.  In  their  Plan  of  Development,  the 
Applicant  proposes  to  re-route  the  water  pipeline  and  access  road  that  support  the  existing 
groundwater  wells.  Prior  to  being  issued  a ROW,  the  Applicant  would  need  to  acquire  a letter 
from  Primmadonna  indicating  that  Primmadonna  had  no  objection  to  the  proposed  changes  to 
the  road  and  pipeline  associated  with  their  water  well,  or  to  the  issuance  of  a ROW  grant  to  the 
Desert  Stateline  facility.  The  locations  of  the  current  pipeline,  transmission  line,  and  access 
road,  and  the  proposed  location  for  these  facilities  as  they  would  be  re-routed  by  the  Applicant, 
are  presented  in  Figure  4.6-1. 


Desert  Express  ROW 

The  right-of-way  for  the  Desert  Xpress  high  speed  train  passes  through  the  Project  Study  Area. 
However,  it  is  not  included  within  the  footprint  of  any  of  the  evaluated  project  alternatives. 
Therefore,  there  is  no  conflict  with  the  Desert  Xpress  ROW. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

As  discussed  above,  potential  land  use  impacts  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  would 
occur  as  a result  of  the  fencing  of  the  project  area  and  restriction  of  site  access.  This  restriction 
would  begin  during  construction,  and  would  be  maintained  during  the  operations  phase. 
Therefore,  the  impacts  associated  with  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  facility  would  be  the 
same  as  those  discussed  for  construction.  No  additional  impacts  would  be  associated  with 
operations  and  maintenance. 


Decommissioning 

The  activities  associated  with  decommissioning  would  generally  occur  within  the  same  fenced 
area  as  project  construction  and  operations.  No  further  land  use  would  be  associated  with 
decommissioning,  so  no  additional  impacts  to  existing  land  uses  or  conflicts  with  land  use  plans 
and  regulations  would  occur.  Land  use  plans,  policies,  or  regulations  may  have  changed  by  the 
time  the  Proposed  Action  would  be  decommissioned.  Therefore,  mitigation  measure  MM- 
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Lands-2  would  be  required  to  ensure  that  decommissioning  in  conducted  in  accordance  with 
then-current  land  use  plans,  policies,  and  regulations. 

After  the  Proposed  Action  has  been  decommissioned,  the  land  may  be  used  again  for  multiple 
uses  such  as  mining,  grazing,  recreation,  or  open  space  without  any  of  the  restrictions 
associated  with  the  construction  and  operations  phases.  This  change  would  be  a beneficial 
impact  for  other  users  of  the  site  at  that  time. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  have  an  effect  on  future  land 
uses  that  are  authorized  within  the  land  area  that  is  added  to  the  DWMA.  Under  Alternative  1, 
the  land  area  that  would  be  affected  by  the  DWMA  modification  is  shown  in  Table  4.6-1 . 


Table  4.6-1.  Acreage  to  be  Modified  in  Ivanpah  DWMA,  Alternative  1 


Land  Area 

Acreage  in  Land  Area 

Current  Ivanpah  DWMA 

37,280  ac 

Total  in  Northern  Ivanpah  Unit 

+ 29,110  ac 

Ivanpah  SEGS 

-3,471  ac 

Caltrans  JPOE 

-133  ac 

Stateline  Alternative  1 

-2,143  ac 

Subtotal  New  Acreage  Added  to  DWMA 

23.363  ac 

Removal  of  Ivanpah  Playa 

-2,997  ac 

Final  Total  in  Modified  DWMA 

57.646  ac 

The  establishment  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  in  the  NEMO  plan  amendments  (BLM  2002)  specified 
the  following  land  use  restrictions  within  the  DWMA: 

• Additional  cumulative  surface  disturbance  within  the  DWMA  is  limited  to  1 percent  of  the 
total  area  of  the  DWMA; 

• The  desert  tortoise  compensation  ratio  for  projects  within  the  DWMA  is  established  at  a 
ratio  of  5:1; 

• Stopping,  parking,  and  camping  within  the  DWMA  is  limited  to  disturbed  areas  within 
100  feet  of  the  centerline  of  open  routes; 

• Washes  are  closed  to  vehicle  traffic  unless  specifically  designated  as  open  routes; 

• A variety  of  limitations  are  applied  to  grazing  activities  within  the  DWMA. 

As  part  of  Alternative  1,  these  land  use  restrictions  would  be  extended  to  the  newly  added 
acreage.  Because  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  accomplished 
through  a CDCA  Plan  amendment,  the  action  of  modifying  the  boundary  would  conform  to  the 
CDCA  Plan. 


4.6. 3. 2 CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Significance  conclusions  for  the  impacts  identified  for  each  phase  of  the  project  (Construction, 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  Decommissioning)  are  presented  below  based  on  the  CEQA 
Significance  Criteria.  Only  those  significance  criteria  which  were  determined  to  be  relevant  to 
the  project  are  addressed  below: 
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L&R-2 

Construction 

With  the  approval  of  a ROW  grant  and  plan  amendment,  construction  of  the  Proposed  Action 
would  not  conflict  with  the  FLPMA  or  the  CDCA  Plan.  All  components  of  the  Proposed  Action 
that  would  affect  land  uses,  including  the  ROW  grant  itself,  modification  of  open  route 
designations,  and  modification  of  the  boundaries  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA,  would  be  done  in  a 
manner  that  complies  with  FLPMA  requirements  for  issuing  ROW  grants,  and  that  conforms  to 
the  CDCA  Plan.  Amendments  to  the  CDCA  Plan  required  in  connection  with  the  issuance  of 
any  ROW  grant  for  the  Project  or  alternatives  would  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  to  identify  the 
Project  as  a recognized  site  location  of  the  plan;  modify  open  route  designations;  and  modify 
the  boundaries  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  done.  Since  such  amendments  would  be  done 
in  accordance  with  the  procedures  specified  in  Chapter  7 of  the  CDCA  Plan  for  amendment  of 
the  plan,  impacts  to  lands  and  realty  would  be  less  than  significant. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Conflicts  with  the  applicable  plans,  policies,  and  regulations  would  be  the  same  as  discussed 
under  “Construction”. 


Decommissioning 

Land  use  plans,  policies,  or  regulations  may  have  changed  by  the  time  the  proposed  facility 
would  be  decommissioned.  As  such,  mitigation  measures  MM-Lands-2  requires  that  the 
decommissioning  plan  shall  ensure  that  decommissioning  is  conducted  in  accordance  with 
then-current  land  use  plans,  policies,  or  regulations.  With  implementation  of  this  measure,  the 
decommissioning  of  the  solar  facility  would  not  conflict  with  applicable  plans,  policies,  or 
regulations,  and  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 


4.6.4  Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 
4.6.4.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  2 is  conceptually  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1),  but  would  be  placed 
within  a different  land  area  which  comprises  2,385  ac.  The  land  area  associated  with 
Alternative  2 would  partially  overlap  with  the  land  area  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action 
north  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  but  would  also  include  a parcel  on  the  south  side  of  the 
Primm  Valley  Golf  Course. 

The  conformance  of  Alternative  2 with  the  FLPMA  and  the  CDCA  Plan,  including  the  MUC 
Guidelines  in  Table  1 of  the  CDCA  Plan,  would  be  the  same  as  discussed  under  Alternative  1 . 


Construction 

During  construction  of  Alternative  2,  potential  impacts  to  lands  and  realty  would  be  substantially 
similar  to  those  described  under  “Construction”  for  Alternative  1,  although  occurring  in  a slightly 
different  area.  Construction  of  Alternative  2 would  also  require  fencing  of  the  project  area  and 
restricting  access  to  only  authorized  users.  Any  impacts  associated  with  this  restriction  of 
access  would  be  long-term , continuing  throughout  the  construction  and  operations  and 
maintenance  phases  of  the  project.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Lands-1  would  require  the 
Applicant  to  minimize  disturbance  of  existing  land  uses  through  coordination  with  the  owners. 
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Utility  Corridors 

Impacts  to  Utility  Corridors  BB  and  D would  be  similar  to  those  for  the  Proposed  Action.  The 
entirety  of  the  northern  portion  of  the  bifurcated  footprint  would  be  located  within  existing  Utility 
Corridors  D and  BB.  The  southern  portion  of  the  bifurcated  footprint  would  be  located  almost 
entirely  within  Corridor  BB  at  the  location  where  the  two  separate  branches  of  Corridor  BB 
converge  southwest  of  the  golf  course.  The  land  area  for  the  northern  portion  would  cover 
approximately  1.0  miles  (48  percent)  of  the  2-mile  width  of  Corridor  D,  and  0.95  miles  (42 
percent)  of  the  2.25-mile  width  of  Corridor  BB.  The  land  area  for  the  southern  portion  would 
cover  0.7  miles  (35  percent)  of  the  northern  branch  of  Corridor  BB,  and  0.6  miles  (28  percent) 
of  the  southern  branch  of  Corridor  BB.  Overall,  Alternative  2 would  cover  a much  smaller 
portion  of  Corridor  D than  the  Proposed  Action,  leaving  a 1-mile  width  of  Corridor  D open  to 
future  uses. 


Open  Routes 

Impacts  to  existing  open  routes  of  travel  associated  with  Alternative  2 would  be  reduced  from 
those  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  The  northern  portion  of  the  bifurcated  footprint  of 
the  Alternative  2 project  area  includes  two  routes  of  travel  designated  by  BLM  as  open  routes. 
These  routes  include  route  699198  (1.6  miles  encompassed  by  the  Alternative  2 project  area) 
and  699238  (1.3  miles).  The  southern  portion  of  the  bifurcated  footprint  would  not  impact  any 
open  routes.  A total  of  2.9  miles  of  existing  open  routes  would  be  impacted  under  Alternative  2. 
Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  the  portions  of  these  routes  within  the  fenced  project  area  would 
be  closed  under  Alternative  2.  In  their  place,  the  Applicant  would  re-direct  the  routes  outside  of 
the  perimeter  of  the  fenced  facility,  and  BLM  would  authorize  the  re-directed  roads  as  open 
routes.  The  locations  of  the  current  routes  and  the  proposed  location  for  the  re-routed  roads 
are  presented  in  Figure  4.6-2. 


Water  Production  Wells 

The  project  area  associated  with  Alternative  2 would  not  enclose  the  existing  groundwater 
production  well,  water  pipeline,  and  access  roads  which  are  operated  under  BLM  ROW  by 
Primmadonna.  Therefore,  Alternative  2 would  not  create  any  conflict  with  the  existing 
Primmadonna  ROW. 


Desert  Express  ROW 

The  right-of-way  for  the  Desert  Xoress  high  speed  train  passes  through  the  Project  Study  Area. 
However,  it  is  not  included  within  the  footprint  of  any  of  the  evaluated  project  alternatives. 
Therefore,  there  is  no  conflict  with  the  Desert  Xpress  ROW. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

As  discussed  above  under  “Construction”,  potential  land  use  impacts  associated  with 
Alternative  2 would  occur  as  a result  of  the  fencing  of  the  project  area  and  restriction  of  site 
access.  This  restriction  would  begin  during  construction,  and  would  be  maintained  during  the 
operations  phase.  As  with  the  construction  phase,  the  potential  conflict  with  the  current  ROW 
held  by  Primmadonna  for  groundwater  production  would  not  occur  under  Alternative  2.  No 
additional  impacts  would  be  associated  with  operations  and  maintenance. 
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Decommissioning 

During  the  decommissioning  of  this  alternative,  potential  impacts  to  lands  and  realty  would  be 
the  same  as  described  under  “Decommissioning”  for  Alternative  1. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  similar  under  Alternative  2 as 
Alternative  1,  except  it  would  include  a different  land  area.  Under  Alternative  2,  the  land  area 
that  would  be  affected  by  the  DWMA  modification  is  shown  in  Table  4.6-2. 


Table  4.6-2.  Acreage  to  be  Modified  in  Ivanpah  DWMA,  Alternative  2 


Land  Area 

Acreage  in  Land  Area 

Current  Ivanpah  DWMA 

37,280  ac 

Total  in  Northern  Ivanpah  Unit 

+ 29,110  ac 

Ivanpah  SEGS 

-3,471  ac 

Caltrans  JPOE 

-133  ac 

Stateline  Alternative  2 

-2,385  ac 

Subtotal  New  Acreage  Added  to  DWMA 

23.121  ac 

Removal  of  Ivanpah  Playa 

-2,997  ac 

Final  Total  in  Modified  DWMA 

57.404  ac 

As  part  of  Alternative  2,  the  land  use  restrictions  discussed  as  part  of  the  Proposed  Action 
would  be  applied  to  the  newly  added  acreage. 

Because  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  accomplished  through  a 
CDCA  Plan  amendment,  the  action  of  modifying  the  boundary  would  conform  to  the  CDCA 
Plan. 


4.6.4.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 
L&R-2 

The  CEQA  significance  determinations  of  lands  and  realty  for  Alternative  2 would  be  identical  to 
those  for  Alternative  1 . 


4.6.5  Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 
4.6.5.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Revised  Alternative  3 is  conceptually  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1 ),  but  would 
be  placed  within  a different  land  area  which  comprises  1,685  ac.  The  land  area  associated  with 
Revised  Alternative  3 would  partially  overlap  with  the  land  area  associated  with  the  Proposed 
Action,  but  would  be  shifted  towards  the  south  and  east. 

The  conformance  of  Revised  Alternative  3 with  the  FLPMA  and  the  CDCA  Plan,  including  the 
MUC  Guidelines  in  Table  1 of  the  CDCA  Plan,  would  be  the  same  as  discussed  under 
Alternative  1 . 


Construction 

During  construction  of  Revised  Alternative  3,  potential  impacts  to  lands  and  realty  would  be 
similar  to  those  described  under  “Construction”  for  Alternative  1.  Construction  of  Revised 
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Alternative  3 would  also  require  fencing  of  the  project  area  and  restricting  access  to  only 
authorized  users.  Any  impacts  associated  with  this  restriction  of  access  would  be  long-term . 
continuing  throughout  the  construction  and  operations  and  maintenance  phases  of  the  project. 
Mitigation  measure  MM-Lands-1  would  require  the  Applicant  to  minimize  disturbance  of  existing 
land  uses  through  coordination  with  the  owners. 


Utility  Corridors 

Impacts  to  Utility  Corridors  BB  and  D would  be  similar  to  those  for  the  Proposed  Action.  The 
land  area  for  Revised  Alternative  3 would  cover  approximately  1.7  miles  (81  percent)  of  the  2- 
mile  width  of  Corridor  D,  leaving  0.3  miles  available  for  future  uses.  Revised  Alternative  3 
would  also  cover  0.95  miles  (42  percent)  of  the  2.25-mile  width  of  Corridor  BB.  Although  the 
proposed  facility  would  result  in  limiting  the  available  area  within  these  corridors,  future  linear 
facilities  could  still  be  placed  in  the  remaining  portions  of  these  corridors. 


Open  Routes 

Impacts  to  existing  open  routes  of  travel  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  the 
same  as  those  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  These  routes  include  route  699226  (1.9 
miles  encompassed  by  Revised  Alternative  3),  699198  (2.0  miles),  and  699238  (1.3  miles).  A 
total  of  5.2  miles  of  existing  open  routes  would  be  impacted  under  Revised  Alternative  3.  Under 
Revised  Alternative  3,  the  portions  of  these  routes  within  the  fenced  project  area  would  be 
closed.  In  their  place,  the  Applicant  would  re-direct  the  routes  outside  of  the  perimeter  of  the 
fenced  facility,  and  BLM  would  authorize  the  re-directed  roads  as  open  routes.  The  locations  of 
the  current  routes  and  the  proposed  location  for  the  re-routed  roads  are  presented  in  Figure 
4.6-3. 


Water  Production  Wells 

Revised  Alternative  3 would  have  no  impact  on  the  existing  groundwater  production  well,  water 
pipeline,  and  access  roads  which  are  operated  under  BLM  ROW  by  Primmadonna.  The  layout 
of  the  alternative  was  specifically  developed , in  coordination  with  Primmadonna , to  avoid  their 
existing  infrastructure.  Although  solar  arrays  would  be  placed  both  north  and  south  of  the 
pipeline  and  access  road , the  security  fence  would  be  bifurcated  to  avoid  placement  of  solar 
arrays  within  the  pipeline  corridor,  and  to  allow  Primmadonna  to  continue  unhindered  use  of  the 
access  road.  The  fence  would  have  gates  on  both  sides  of  the  access  road  to  allow  the 
applicant’s  construction  and  operations  vehicles  to  cross  the  pipeline  and  access  road  when 
passing  between  the  northern  and  southern  portions  of  the  site.  The  electrical  connection 
between  the  two  portions  of  the  site  would  be  made  by  an  overhead  transmission  line  which 
would  be  high  enough  to  allow  traffic  to  pass  underneath  on  the  access  road. 


Desert  Express  ROW 

The  right-of-way  for  the  Desert  Xpress  high  speed  train  passes  through  the  Project  Study  Area. 
However,  it  is  not  included  within  the  footprint  of  any  of  the  evaluated  project  alternatives. 
Therefore,  there  is  no  conflict  with  the  Desert  Xpress  ROW. 
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Operation  and  Maintenance 

As  discussed  above  under  “Construction”,  potential  land  use  impacts  associated  with  Revised 
Alternative  3 would  occur  as  a result  of  the  fencing  of  the  project  area  and  restriction  of  site 
access.  This  restriction  would  begin  during  construction,  and  would  be  maintained  during  the 
operations  phase.  No  additional  impacts  would  be  associated  with  operations  and 
maintenance. 


Decommissioning 

During  the  decommissioning  of  this  alternative,  potential  impacts  to  lands  and  realty  would  be 
the  same  as  described  under  “Decommissioning”  for  Alternative  1. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  similar  under  Revised 
Alternative  3 as  Alternative  1,  except  it  would  include  a slightly  different  land  area.  Under 
Revised  Alternative  3,  the  land  area  that  would  be  affected  by  the  DWMA  modification  is  shown 
in  Table  4.6-3. 


Table  4.6-3.  Acreage  to  be  Modified  in  Ivanpah  DWMA,  Revised  Alternative  3 


Land  Area 

Acreage  in  Land  Area 

Current  Ivanpah  DWMA 

37,280  ac 

Total  in  Northern  Ivanpah  Unit 

+ 29,110  ac 

Ivanpah  SEGS 

-3,471  ac 

Caltrans  JPOE 

-133  ac 

Stateline  Revised  Alternative  3 

-1,685  ac 

Subtotal  New  Acreage  Added  to  DWMA 

23.821  ac 

Removal  of  Ivanpah  Playa 

-2,997  ac 

Final  Total  in  Modified  DWMA 

58.104  ac 

As  part  of  Revised  Alternative  3,  the  land  use  restrictions  discussed  as  part  of  the  Proposed 
Action  would  be  applied  to  the  newly  added  acreage. 

Because  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  accomplished  through  a 
CDCA  Plan  amendment,  the  action  of  modifying  the  boundary  would  conform  to  the  CDCA 
Plan. 


4. 6.5.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

L&R-2 

The  CEQA  significance  determinations  of  lands  and  realty  for  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be 
identical  to  those  for  Alternative  1 . 


4.6.6  Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 
4.6.6.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  4 is  conceptually  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1),  but  would  be  placed 
within  a different  land  area  which  comprises  1,766  ac.  The  land  area  associated  with 
Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  the  northern  portion  of  the  bifurcated  footprint  of  Alternative 
2.  The  conformance  of  Alternative  4 with  the  FLPMA  and  the  CDCA  Plan,  including  the  MUC 
Guidelines  in  Table  1 of  the  CDCA  Plan,  would  be  the  same  as  discussed  under  Alternative  1 . 

November  2013  4.6-14  Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.6  Lands  and  Realty 


Construction 

During  construction  of  Alternative  4,  potential  impacts  to  lands  and  realty  would  be  similar  to 
those  described  under  “Construction”  for  Alternative  1,  however  lesser  in  magnitude  given  the 
smaller  size  of  the  Project  configuration  under  Alternative  4.  Construction  of  Alternative  4 
would  also  require  fencing  of  the  project  area  and  restricting  access  to  only  authorized  users. 
Any  impacts  associated  with  this  restriction  of  access  would  be  long-term , continuing 
throughout  the  construction  and  operations  and  maintenance  phases  of  the  project.  Mitigation 
measure  MM-Lands-1  would  require  the  Applicant  to  minimize  disturbance  of  existing  land  uses 
through  coordination  with  the  owners. 


Utility  Corridors 

Impacts  to  Utility  Corridors  BB  and  D would  be  similar  to  those  for  the  Proposed  Action.  The 
entirety  of  the  footprint  for  Alternative  4 would  be  located  within  existing  Utility  Corridors  D and 
BB.  The  land  area  for  the  footprint  would  cover  approximately  1.0  miles  (48  percent)  of  the  2- 
mile  width  of  Corridor  D,  and  0.95  miles  (42  percent)  of  the  2.25-mile  width  of  Corridor  BB. 
Overall,  Alternative  4 would  cover  a much  smaller  portion  of  Corridor  D than  the  Proposed 
Action,  leaving  a 1-mile  width  of  Corridor  D open  to  future  uses. 


Open  Routes 

Impacts  to  existing  open  routes  of  travel  associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as 
those  for  Alternative  2.  The  Alternative  4 project  area  includes  two  routes  of  travel  designated 
by  BLM  as  open  routes.  These  routes  include  route  699198  (1.6  miles  encompassed  by  the 
Alternative  4 project  area)  and  699238  (1.3  miles).  A total  of  2.9  miles  of  existing  open  routes 
would  be  impacted  under  Alternative  4.  Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  the  portions  of  these 
routes  within  the  fenced  project  area  would  be  closed  under  Alternative  4.  In  their  place,  the 
Applicant  would  re-direct  the  routes  outside  of  the  perimeter  of  the  fenced  facility,  and  BLM 
would  authorize  the  re-directed  roads  as  open  routes. 


Water  Production  Wells 

The  project  area  associated  with  Alternative  4 would  not  enclose  the  existing  groundwater 
production  well,  water  pipeline,  and  access  roads  which  are  operated  under  BLM  ROW  by 
Primmadonna.  Therefore,  Alternative  4 would  not  create  any  conflict  with  the  existing 
Primmadonna  ROW. 


Desert  Express  ROW 

The  right-of-way  for  the  Desert  Xpress  high  speed  train  passes  through  the  Project  Study  Area. 
However,  it  is  not  included  within  the  footprint  of  any  of  the  evaluated  project  alternatives. 
Therefore,  there  is  no  conflict  with  the  Desert  Xpress  ROW. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

As  discussed  above  under  “Construction”,  potential  land  use  impacts  associated  with 
Alternative  4 would  occur  as  a result  of  the  fencing  of  the  project  area  and  restriction  of  site 
access.  This  restriction  would  begin  during  construction,  and  would  be  maintained  during  the 
operations  phase.  As  with  the  construction  phase,  the  potential  conflict  with  the  current  ROW 
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held  by  Primmadonna  for  groundwater  production  would  not  occur  under  Alternative  4.  No 
additional  impacts  would  be  associated  with  operations  and  maintenance. 


Decommissioning 

During  the  decommissioning  of  this  alternative,  potential  impacts  to  lands  and  realty  would  be 
the  same  as  described  under  “Decommissioning”  for  Alternative  1. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  similar  under  Alternative  4 as 
Alternative  1,  except  it  would  include  a different  land  area.  Under  Alternative  4,  the  land  area 
that  would  be  affected  by  the  DWMA  modification  is  shown  in  Table  4.6-4. 


Table  4.6-4.  Acreage  to  be  Modified  in  Ivanpah  DWMA,  Alternative  4 


Land  Area 

Acreage  in  Land  Area 

Current  Ivanpah  DWMA 

37,280  ac 

Total  in  Northern  Ivanpah  Unit 

+ 29,110  ac 

Ivanpah  SEGS 

-3,471  ac 

Caltrans  JPOE 

-133  ac 

Stateline  Alternative  4 

-1,766  ac 

Subtotal  New  Acreage  Added  to  DWMA 

23.740  ac 

Removal  of  Ivanpah  Playa 

-2,997  ac 

Final  Total  in  Modified  DWMA 

58.023  ac 

As  part  of  Alternative  4,  the  land  use  restrictions  discussed  as  part  of  the  Proposed  Action 
would  be  applied  to  the  newly  added  acreage. 

Because  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  accomplished  through  a 
CDCA  Plan  amendment,  the  action  of  modifying  the  boundary  would  conform  to  the  CDCA 
Plan. 


4.6. 6.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 
L&R-2 

The  CEQA  significance  determinations  of  lands  and  realty  for  Alternative  4 would  be  identical  to 
those  for  Alternative  1 . Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  a substantial  lessening  of  any  significant 
environmental  impacts  as  compared  to  the  other  alternatives. 


4.6.7  Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 
4.6.7. 1 Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Under  this  alternative,  the  BLM  would  not  approve  the  proposed  facility  and  would  not  amend 
the  CDCA  Plan.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be  constructed,  and  the  BLM  would 
continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the  existing  land  use  designation  in  the  CDCA  Plan. 
As  a result,  none  of  the  impacts  to  lands  and  realty  from  construction  and  operation  of  the 
Project  would  occur. 
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Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  this  alternative. 
Land  uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today. 


4.6.7.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Because  the  actions  taken,  or  not  taken,  under  Alternative  5 would  be  done  in  a manner  that 
complies  with  FLPMA,  and  would  conform  to  the  CDCA  Plan,  there  would  be  no  lands  and 
realty  impacts  under  Alternative  5. 


4.6.8  Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 
4.6.8. 1 Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  6 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  not  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  and  no  project  would  be  approved.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be 
constructed  on  the  site,  and  the  BLM  would  continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the 
existing  land  use  designation  in  the  CDCA  Plan. 

Because  the  CDCA  Plan  would  be  amended  to  make  the  area  unavailable  for  future  solar 
energy  development,  it  is  expected  that  the  site  would  remain  in  its  existing  condition  unless 
another  use  is  designated  in  this  amendment.  As  a result,  access  to  the  site  would  not  change 
and  existing  land  uses  would  continue  without  any  disruptions  from  construction  of  solar  energy 
facilities.  As  such,  this  No  Project  Alternative  would  have  no  adverse  impact  on  lands  and 
realty  within  and  adjacent  to  the  site  in  the  long-term. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  similar  under  Alternative  6 as 
Alternative  1,  except  it  would  include  a different  land  area.  Under  Alternative  6,  the  land  area 
that  would  be  added  to  the  DWMA  is  shown  in  Table  4.6-5. 


Table  4.6-5.  Acreage  to  be  Modified  in  Ivanpah  DWMA,  Alternative  6 


Land  Area 

Acreaae  in  Land  Area 

Current  Ivanpah  DWMA 

37.280  ac 

Total  in  Northern  Ivanpah  Unit 

+ 29.110  ac 

Ivanpah  SEGS 

-3.471  ac 

Caltrans  JPOE 

-133  ac 

Stateline  Solar  Proiect 

0 ac 

Subtotal  New  Acreaae  Added  to  DWMA 

25,506  ac 

Removal  of  Ivanpah  Plava 

-2.997  ac 

Final  Total  in  Modified  DWMA 

59,789  ac 

As  part  of  Alternative  6,  the  land  use  restrictions  discussed  as  part  of  the  Proposed  Action 
would  be  applied  to  the  newly  added  acreage. 

Because  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  accomplished  through  a 
CDCA  Plan  amendment , the  action  of  modifying  the  boundary  would  conform  to  the  CDCA 
Plan. 
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4.6.8. 2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Because  the  actions  taken  under  Alternative  6 would  be  done  in  a manner  that  complies  with 
FLPMA,  and  would  conform  to  the  CDCA  Plan,  there  would  be  no  lands  and  realty  impacts 
under  Alternative  6. 


4.6.9  Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 
4.6.9. 1 Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  7 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  although  none  of  the  action  alternatives  would  be  approved.  The  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  Project  would  not  be  constructed  on  the  project  site  and  the  project  site  would  remain 
vacant  in  the  near-term.  Under  this  alternative,  the  BLM  would  not  approve  the  proposed 
facility,  but  would  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  to  allow  for  other  solar  projects  on  the  site.  As  a 
result,  it  is  possible  that  another  solar  energy  project  could  be  constructed  on  the  site. 

If  this  were  to  occur,  it  is  likely  that  the  construction  and  operations  impacts  to  lands  and  realty 
would  be  similar  to  those  identified  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  Alternative  7. 
Land  uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today. 


4.6.9.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Because  the  actions  taken  under  Alternative  7 would  be  done  in  a manner  that  complies  with 
FLPMA,  and  would  conform  to  the  CDCA  Plan,  there  would  be  no  lands  and  realty  impacts 
under  Alternative  7. 


4.6.10  Cumulative  Impacts 
4.6.10.1  Geographic  Extent/Context 

The  geographic  scope  for  the  analysis  of  cumulative  impacts  related  to  lands  and  realty  are  the 
local  and  regional  communities  and  sensitive  receptors.  Cumulative  impacts  to  lands  and  realty 
could  result  from  the  physical  division  of  an  established  community,  or  from  conflicts  with  any 
applicable  land  use  plans,  policies,  or  regulations  adopted  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  or 
mitigating  environmental  impacts.  Therefore,  this  analysis  includes  the  renewable  energy 
projects  within  the  Ivanpah  Valley  area  which  may  incur  similar  impacts  to  the  existing  onsite 
land  uses  and  the  surrounding  communities,  and  which  would  also  have  to  undergo  a similar 
consistency  analysis  for  plans,  policies,  and  regulations  as  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm 
facility. 


4.6.10.2  Existing  Cumulative  Conditions 

Past  and  present  projects  occurring  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility  include  recreational 
activities;  mining;  solar  development;  utility  corridors  used  for  transmission  of  electric  power, 
natural  gas,  petroleum  products  and  communications;  transportation  infrastructure  (highway 
and  railroad,  both  existing  and  proposed);  and  grazing. 
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4.6.10.3  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Projects 

Table  4.1-1  provides  a list  of  current  and  reasonably  foreseeable  projects,  including  other 
proposed  or  approved  renewable  energy  projects,  various  BLM  authorized  actions/activities, 
proposed  or  approved  projects  within  the  County’s  jurisdiction,  and  other  actions/activities  that 
the  agencies  consider  reasonably  foreseeable.  Table  4.1-2  summarizes  the  cumulative 
projects  that  would  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  the  Proposed  Action  and  result  in 
cumulative  impacts  to  lands  and  realty.  Most  of  these  projects  have  either  undergone 
independent  environmental  review  pursuant  to  NEPA  and/or  CEQA,  or  will  do  so  prior  to 
approval.  Even  if  environmental  review  has  not  been  completed  for  the  cumulative  projects 
described  in  Table  4.1-2,  their  effects  were  considered  in  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis  in  the 
PA  and  EIS/EIR. 

Projects  currently  under  construction  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility  include  the  Ivanpah 
SEGS  solar  facility  (3,471  acres),  and  expansion  of  the  Molycorp  Minerals,  LLC  rare  earths 
mine.  Proposed  projects  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility  that  would  have  potentially 
adverse  impacts  to  lands  and  realty  include  the  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport,  Desert 
Xpress  high  speed  passenger  rail  line,  Silver  State  Phase  2 solar  facility,  and  the  Calnev 
Pipeline  Expansion  Project. 


4.6.10.4  Cumulative  Impacts  Associated  with  Proposed  Action 
Construction 

The  proposed  developments  near  the  project  site  that  would  have  the  potential  to  induce 
cumulative  impacts  to  lands  and  realty  include  thousands  of  acres  of  renewable  energy 
generation  projects  that  would  have  the  potential  to  conflict  with  existing  land  uses.  It  is 
expected  that  one  or  more  of  the  cumulative  projects  described  above  may  be  under 
construction  at  the  same  time  as  the  Proposed  Action.  In  particular,  construction  of  the  Ivanpah 
SEGS  facility  and  the  Calnev  Pipeline  Expansion  Project  are  expected  to  occur  in  2013.  As  a 
result,  there  may  be  short-term  impacts  during  construction  of  these  cumulative  projects  to 
lands  and  realty.  However,  in  consideration  of  cumulative  land  use  compatibility  impacts,  the 
implementation  of  renewable  projects  in  southern  California  and  Nevada  would  occur  mostly  in 
undeveloped  desert  lands  or  areas  of  rural  development  (refer  Sections  4.8,  4.12,  and  4.15  for 
cumulative  impacts  associated  with  mineral  resources,  recreation,  and  lands  under  special 
designations,  respectively),  and  would  not  create  physical  divisions  of  established  residential 
communities.  In  addition,  these  projects  would  be  constructed  in  accordance  with  BLM’s  CDCA 
Plan,  BLM’s  land  use  plans  applicable  to  the  portion  of  Ivanpah  Valley  in  southern  Nevada,  and 
the  San  Bernardino  County  General  plan  and  the  applicable  land  use  plan  for  Clark  County, 
Nevada  as  applicable. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

It  is  expected  that  all  of  the  cumulative  projects  described  above  would  be  operational  at  the 
same  time  as  the  Proposed  Action.  As  a result,  there  may  be  long-term  impacts  during 
operation  of  those  cumulative  projects  related  to  lands  and  realty. 

The  Proposed  Action  would  contribute  to  these  possible  long-term  operational  cumulative 
impacts  since  thousands  of  acres  of  land  are  proposed  for  solar  energy  and  other 
developments  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  area.  The  conversion  of  these  lands  would  preclude 
numerous  existing  land  uses  including  recreation,  wilderness,  rangeland,  and  open  space  for 
the  long-term  duration  of  the  operation  of  those  projects.  Because  the  Proposed  Action  would 
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preclude  certain  land  uses  on  the  2,143  acre  project  footprint,  operation  of  the  Proposed  Action 
would  contribute  to  this  reduction  in  land  available  for  these  other  uses. 


Decommissioning 

The  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action  is  expected  to  result  in  adverse  impacts  similar  to 
those  identified  for  construction.  Disruptions  from  the  decommissioning  activities  associated 
with  other  renewable  energy  and  other  projects  would  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  those 
of  the  Proposed  Action,  which  could  result  in  an  adverse  cumulative  impact.  However,  the 
Proposed  Action’s  contribution  to  cumulative  impacts  to  lands  and  realty  during 
decommissioning  would  be  temporary.  Following  decommissioning  in  accordance  with  the 
Applicant’s  Decommissioning  Plan  (First  Solar  201 2d),  the  land  area  associated  with  the 
Proposed  Action  would  again  become  available  for  other  uses,  and  adverse  impacts  associated 
with  the  project  would  cease. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  have  an  effect  on  future  land 
uses  that  are  authorized  within  the  newly  added  portions  of  the  DWMA.  The  land  use 
restrictions  that  are  currently  applied  to  the  37,280  acre  Ivanpah  DWMA,  which  are  discussed 
as  part  of  the  evaluation  of  the  Proposed  Action,  would  be  extended  to  cover  an  additional 
23,363  acres  within  the  Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  Unit.  These  land  use  restrictions  include  a 
cumulative  1 percent  total  surface  area  disturbance  within  the  DWMA.  Therefore,  the  action  of 
modifying  the  boundary  of  the  DWMA  would  further  restrict  land  uses  within  the  applicable 
portion  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley.  Because  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA 
would  be  accomplished  through  a CDCA  Plan  amendment,  the  action  of  modifying  the 
boundary  would  conform  to  the  CDCA  Plan. 


4.6.10.5  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 
L&R-2 

Because  the  Proposed  Project,  current  projects,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects 
have  been,  and  would  be,  considered  by  the  agencies  within  the  context  of  the  CDCA  Plan,  San 
Bernardino  County  General  Plan,  and  other  applicable  land  use  plans,  policies,  and  regulations, 
the  Proposed  Action  would  not  contribute  to  adverse  cumulative  effects  on  lands  and  realty. 


4.6.10.6  Alternatives 
Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 

The  land  use  associated  with  Alternative  2 would  be  approximately  the  same  as  that  associated 
with  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts  associated  with  Alternative  2 
would  be  the  same  as  those  described  above  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 

The  land  use  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  approximately  the  same  as  that 
associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts  associated  with 
Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  the  same  as  those  described  above  for  the  Proposed  Action. 
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Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 

The  land  use  associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be  reduced  from  those  associated  with  the 
Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts  associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be 
reduced  from  those  described  above  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 

Alternative  5,  the  No  Action  Alternative,  would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts  to  existing 
land  uses. 


Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 

By  denying  the  solar  energy  application,  Alternative  6 would  allow  existing  land  uses  to  continue 
on  the  project  site  as  they  are  today.  Therefore,  this  alternative  would  not  contribute  to  impacts 
associated  with  the  removal  of  the  2,143  acre  Proposed  Action  footprint  from  other  land  uses. 
However,  by  excluding  the  proposed  facility  area  from  future  solar  development,  Alternative  6 
would  contribute  incrementally  to  the  reduction  in  the  amount  of  land  area  available  for 
renewable  energy  development. 


Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 

By  denying  the  solar  energy  application,  Alternative  7 would  allow  existing  land  uses  to  continue 
on  the  project  site  as  they  are  today.  In  addition,  Alternative  7 would  not  include  any 
management  actions  that  restrict  future  uses  of  the  site.  Therefore,  Alternative  7 would  not 
contribute  to  cumulative  impacts  to  lands  and  realty. 


4.6.11  Mitigation  Measures 

MM-Lands-1:  The  project  shall  be  designed  to  accommodate  existing  uses,  including  the 
Primm  groundwater  wells  and  pipeline.  If  disturbance  or  modification  of  existing  uses  were 
necessary,  the  Applicant  shall  coordinate  with  the  owners  to  determine  an  acceptable  solution. 
Any  such  solutions/agreements  shall  be  prepared  in  writing  and  submitted  to  the  BLM  and 
County. 

MM-Lands-2:  The  Decommissioning  Plan  shall  ensure  compliance  with  all  applicable  federal, 
State,  and  local  plans,  policies,  and  regulations  at  the  time  of  decommissioning. 


4.6.12  Residual  Impacts  After  Mitigation 

There  would  be  no  adverse,  unavoidable  impacts  to  lands  and  realty  as  a result  of  construction, 
operation  and  maintenance,  or  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action. 
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4.7  Livestock  Grazing 

4.7.1  Methodology  for  Analysis 

This  section  evaluates  the  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives.  It  also  evaluates 
the  compliance  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  with  the  applicable  laws  and  regulations 
pertaining  to  livestock  grazing. 


4.7.2  CEQA  Significance  Criteria 

CEQA  does  not  provide  specific  significance  criteria  for  impacts  to  livestock  grazing. 
Consequently,  no  CEQA  significance  determinations  have  been  made  for  the  analysis  of 
livestock  grazing  impacts  below. 


4.7.3  Alternative  1:  Proposed  Action 

Impacts  to  livestock  grazing  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  would  occur  as  a result  of  the 
conversion  of  the  Project  site  to  an  industrial  use.  This  section  also  evaluates  the  potential  for 
solar  farm-related  construction,  operations  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning  activities  to 
impact  grazing  activities  on  properties  adjacent  to  the  project  area. 


4.7.3. 1 Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Fencing  of  the  project  area  and  construction  and  operation  of  a solar  facility  would  preclude 
future  use  of  that  portion  of  the  Clark  Mountain  Grazing  Allotment  within  the  Project  site  for 
grazing  for  the  duration  of  the  Project.  Pursuant  to  43  CFR  4100,  Section  41 10.4-2  (b)  when 
grazed  public  lands  within  allotments,  or  smaller  portions,  are  disposed  of  or  devoted  to  a public 
purpose  other  than  livestock  grazing,  adjustments  to  the  grazing  lease’s  active  use  AUMs  may 
have  to  be  made  to  reflect  the  loss  of  available  livestock  forage  from  that  area.  According  to  the 
applicable  regulations  43  CFR  4110.4-2(b),  BLM  is  required  to  provide  permittees  and  lessees 
with  2 year’s  prior  notification  before  such  changes  are  made.  In  the  case  of  the  Clark  Mountain 
Grazing  Allotment,  the  leaseholder  was  notified  by  certified  letter  on  October  19,  2011,  that  the 
land  is  being  considered  for  another  purpose  that  could  result  in  a partial  or  complete  reduction 
in  the  leaseholders  permitted  use  of  the  affected  area.  On  February  21,  2013,  the  lessee 
signed  a waiver  allowing  BLM  to  cancel,  in  whole  or  part , the  lease  as  a result  of  the  proposed 
alternative  land  use.  If  the  Proposed  Action  is  approved,  then  the  2,143  ac  associated  with  the 
Project’s  ROW  grant  would  be  devoted  to  another  public  purposes  and  unavailable  for  grazing 
for  the  duration  of  the  project.  This  reduction  in  acreage  may  impact  the  number  of  acres 
available  for  grazing  the  AUMs. 

For  purposes  of  this  NEPA  analysis,  it  is  assumed  that  the  Proposed  Action  would  cause  2,143 
ac  of  land  within  the  Clark  Mountain  Allotment  to  been  unavailable  for  grazing.  Assuming  AUMs 
are  distributed  proportionally  across  the  allotment,  such  a reduction  would  translate  to  roughly 
33  AUMs.  This  is  a conservative  estimate  of  the  Project’s  impact  on  grazing  because,  as 
explained  in  Chapter  3,  the  lands  within  the  Project  site  have  some  of  the  least  productive  lands 
from  a forage  perspective.  Grazing  is  expected  to  continue  on  the  remaining  acreage  of  the 
allotment  outside  of  the  project  footprint.  As  a result,  approval  of  the  Proposed  Action  would 
only  result  in  minor  impacts  to  the  livestock  operator,  his  livestock,  and  the  quality  of  the 
remainder  of  the  allotment  as  wildlife  habitat,  recreational  use,  or  other  multiple  uses.  The 
geographic  scope  of  the  impact  would  include  only  the  solar  ROW  area  comprising  a relatively 
small  amount  (2,143  ac,  or  2.2  percent)  of  the  total  Clark  Mountain  Grazing  Allotment. 
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Construction 

Construction  activities  are  not  expected  to  have  any  effect  on  the  portions  of  the  grazing 
allotment  that  would  remain  active.  When  livestock  are  present  on  the  allotment,  it  is 
anticipated  that  they  will  not  visit  areas  immediately  around  the  project  site  for  two  reasons 
related  to  the  availability  of  water:  1 ) there  are  no  water  sources  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the 
project;  and  2)  there  are  other  locations  within  the  allotment  more  distant  from  the  project  site 
that  offer  more  desirable  forage  and  water  to  support  livestock  grazing.  In  addition,  the 
construction  activities  are  not  expected  to  have  any  impact  on  the  ability  to  graze  cattle  on 
adjacent  lands  through  vehicle  strikes,  noise,  air  emissions,  or  reduction  of  water  or  forage. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Similar  to  construction,  operation  and  maintenance  activities  are  not  expected  to  have  any  effect 
on  the  portions  of  the  grazing  allotment  that  would  remain  active.  Activities  associated  with 
operation  and  maintenance  are  not  expected  to  have  any  impact  on  the  ability  to  graze  cattle  on 
adjacent  lands  through  vehicle  strikes,  noise,  air  emissions,  or  reduction  of  water  or  forage. 


Decommissioning 

The  activities  associated  with  decommissioning  would  generally  occur  within  the  same  fenced 
area  as  project  construction  and  operations.  No  further  land  use  would  be  associated  with 
decommissioning,  so  no  additional  impacts  to  the  grazing  allotment  would  occur.  Upon  project 
closure  and  decommissioning,  the  land  that  comprises  the  project  footprint  would  be 
rehabilitated  to  reestablish  plant  communities  originally  occurring  on  the  site  before  the  original 
grant  was  issued.  Following  the  achievement  of  the  objectives  for  rehabilitation,  as  outlined  in 
the  rehabilitation  plan,  the  ROW  grant  would  then  be  cancelled,  which  ultimately  would  make 
the  reclaimed  land  available  for  grazing  again,  which  may  necessitate  adjustment  to  total 
permitting  AUMs,  subject  to  the  applicable  legal  requirements  in  effect  at  that  time. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  place  restrictions  on 
grazing  activities  that  could  occur  within  the  23,363  acre  portion  of  the  allotment  that  would  be 
added  to  the  Ivanpah  DWMA.  These  restrictions  are  discussed  on  Page  2-29  of  the  NEMO  EIS 
(BLM  2002). 


4. 7.3.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

CEQA  does  not  require  significance  determinations  for  impacts  to  livestock  grazing. 


4.7.4  Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 
4.7.4.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  2 is  conceptually  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1),  but  would  be  placed 
within  a different  land  area  which  comprises  2,385  ac.  The  land  area  associated  with 
Alternative  2 would  partially  overlap  with  the  land  area  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action 
north  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  but  would  also  include  a parcel  on  the  south  side  of  the 
Primm  Valley  Golf  Course.  Both  areas  are  currently  included  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Clark 
Mountain  Grazing  Allotment.  As  a result,  Alternative  2 would  preclude  grazing  on  2,385  ac 
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which  could  impact  up  to  37  AUMs  currently  authorized  on  the  Clark  Mountain  Allotment.  As 
with  the  Proposed  Action,  Alternative  2 would  not  result  in  changing  the  amount  of  grazing  that 
would  occur  in  the  remainder  of  the  allotment.  The  adverse  impact  to  the  Clark  Mountain 
Grazing  Allotment  caused  by  Alternative  2 (2,385  ac  and  37  AUMs)  would  be  slightly  greater 
than  for  the  Proposed  Action  (2,143  ac  and  33  AUMs). 

The  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  activities  associated  with  Alternative  2 would  be 
the  same  as  those  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  As  discussed  for  the  Proposed  Action, 
these  activities  are  not  expected  to  have  any  effect  on  the  portions  of  the  grazing  allotment  that 
would  remain  active.  Activities  associated  with  construction,  operation  and  maintenance,  and 
decommissioning  are  also  not  expected  to  have  any  impact  on  the  ability  to  graze  cattle  on 
adjacent  lands  through  vehicle  strikes,  noise,  air  emissions,  or  reduction  of  water  or  forage. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  approximately  the  same 
under  Alternative  2 as  Alternative  1.  As  discussed  for  the  Proposed  Action,  modification  of  the 
boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  result  in  additional  restrictions  on  grazing  within 
the  portion  of  the  allotment  that  is  located  within  the  DWMA,  as  discussed  on  Page  2-29  of  the 
NEMO  EIS  (BLM  2002). 


4.7. 4.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

CEQA  does  not  require  significance  determinations  for  impacts  to  livestock  grazing. 


4.7.5  Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 
4.7. 5.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Revised  Alternative  3 is  conceptually  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1),  but  would 
be  placed  within  a different  land  area  which  comprises  1,685  ac.  The  land  area  associated  with 
Revised  Alternative  3 would  partially  overlap  with  the  land  area  associated  with  the  Proposed 
Action,  but  would  be  shifted  towards  the  south  and  east.  The  entire  area  is  currently  included 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  Clark  Mountain  Grazing  Allotment.  As  a result,  Revised  Alternative 
3 would  preclude  grazing  on  1,685  ac  which  could  impact  up  to  27  AUMs  currently  authorized 
on  the  Clark  Mountain  Allotment.  As  with  Proposed  Action,  Revised  Alternative  3 would  not 
result  in  changing  the  amount  of  grazing  that  would  occur  in  the  remainder  of  the  allotment.  The 
adverse  impact  to  the  Clark  Mountain  Grazing  Allotment  caused  by  Revised  Alternative  3 ( 1,685 
ac  and  27  AUMs)  would  be  lower  than  for  the  Proposed  Action  (2,143  ac  and  33  AUMs). 

The  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  activities  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 
would  be  the  same  as  those  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  As  discussed  for  the 
Proposed  Action,  these  activities  are  not  expected  to  have  any  effect  on  the  portions  of  the 
grazing  allotment  that  would  remain  active.  Activities  associated  with  construction,  operation 
and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning  are  also  not  expected  to  have  any  impact  on  the  ability 
to  graze  cattle  on  adjacent  lands  through  vehicle  strikes,  noise,  air  emissions,  or  reduction  of 
water  or  forage. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  approximately  the  same 
under  Revised  Alternative  3 as  Alternative  1.  As  discussed  for  the  Proposed  Action, 
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modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  result  in  additional 
restrictions  on  grazing  within  the  portion  of  the  allotment  that  is  located  within  the  DWMA,  as 
discussed  on  Page  2-29  of  the  NEMO  EIS  (BLM  2002). 


4.7. 5.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

CEQA  does  not  require  significance  determinations  for  impacts  to  livestock  grazing. 


4.7.6  Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 
4. 7. 6.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Construction  activities  associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  those  of  the 
Proposed  Action,  but  would  be  of  a smaller  scale.  The  project  site  under  Alternative  4 is  1 ,766 
ac,  or  about  377  ac  (17  percent)  smaller  than  the  project  site  under  the  Proposed  Action.  The 
land  area  associated  with  Alternative  4 is  included  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Clark  Mountain 
Grazing  Allotment.  As  a result,  Alternative  4 would  preclude  grazing  on  1,766  ac  which  could 
impact  up  to  27  AUMs  currently  authorized  on  the  Clark  Mountain  Allotment.  As  with  Proposed 
Action,  Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  changing  the  amount  of  grazing  that  would  occur  in  the 
remainder  of  the  allotment.  The  adverse  impact  to  the  Clark  Mountain  Grazing  Allotment 
caused  by  Alternative  4 (1,766  ac  and  27  AUMs)  would  be  lower  than  for  the  Proposed  Action 
(2,143  ac  and  33  AUMs). 

The  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  activities  associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be 
the  same  as  those  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  As  discussed  for  the  Proposed  Action, 
these  activities  are  not  expected  to  have  any  effect  on  the  portions  of  the  grazing  allotment  that 
would  remain  active.  Activities  associated  with  construction,  operation  and  maintenance,  and 
decommissioning  are  also  not  expected  to  have  any  impact  on  the  ability  to  graze  cattle  on 
adjacent  lands  through  vehicle  strikes,  noise,  air  emissions,  or  reduction  of  water  or  forage. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  approximately  the  same 
under  Alternative  4 as  Alternative  1.  As  discussed  for  the  Proposed  Action,  modification  of  the 
boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  result  in  additional  restrictions  on  grazing  within 
the  portion  of  the  allotment  that  is  located  within  the  DWMA,  as  discussed  on  Page  2-29  of  the 
NEMO  EIS  ( BLM  2002). 


4.7. 6.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

CEQA  does  not  require  significance  determinations  for  impacts  to  livestock  grazing. 


4.7.7  Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 
4.7.7. 1 Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Under  this  alternative,  the  BLM  would  not  approve  the  proposed  facility  and  would  not  amend 
the  CDCA  Plan.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be  constructed,  and  the  BLM  would 
continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the  existing  land  use  designations. 

Because  there  would  be  no  amendment  to  the  CDCA  Plan  and  no  solar  project  approved  for  the 
site  under  this  alternative,  no  new  structures  or  facilities  would  be  constructed,  operated,  or 
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decommissioned  on  the  site  and  no  new  ground  disturbance  would  occur.  As  a result,  no 
impacts  to  grazing  from  construction,  operation,  or  decommissioning  of  the  project  would  occur. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  this  alternative. 
Land  uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today. 


4.7. 7.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

CEQA  does  not  require  significance  determinations  for  impacts  to  livestock  grazing. 


4.7.8  Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 
4.7. 8.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  6 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  not  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  and  no  project  would  be  approved.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be 
constructed  on  the  site,  and  the  BLM  would  continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the 
existing  land  use  designations. 

Because  the  CDCA  Plan  would  be  amended  to  make  the  area  unavailable  for  future  solar 
energy  development,  it  is  expected  that  the  site  would  remain  in  its  existing  condition,  and  would 
remain  as  part  of  the  Clark  Mountain  Grazing  Allotment.  As  a result,  current  use  of  the  land  for 
grazing  would  not  change,  and  would  continue  without  any  disruptions  from  construction  of  solar 
energy  facilities. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  approximately  the  same 
under  Alternative  6 as  Alternative  1.  As  discussed  for  the  Proposed  Action , modification  of  the 
boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  result  in  additional  restrictions  on  grazing  within 
the  portion  of  the  allotment  that  is  located  within  the  DWMA , as  discussed  on  Page  2-29  of  the 
NEMO  EIS  ( BLM  2002). 


4.7.8.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

CEQA  does  not  require  significance  determinations  for  impacts  to  livestock  grazing. 


4.7.9  Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 
4.7. 9.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  7 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  although  none  of  the  action  alternatives  would  be  approved.  The  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  Project  would  not  be  constructed  on  the  project  site  and  the  project  site  would  remain 
vacant  in  the  near-term  and  there  would  be  no  impacts  on  grazing.  Under  this  alternative,  the 
BLM  would  not  approve  the  proposed  facility,  but  would  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  to  allow  for 
other  solar  projects  on  the  site.  As  a result,  it  is  possible  that  another  solar  energy  project  could 
be  constructed  on  the  site  in  the  future.  The  impacts  associated  with  such  future  projects  are 
speculative.  However,  the  anticipated  impacts  would  be  similar  to  those  identified  for  the 
Proposed  Action.  If  a solar  or  other  renewable  energy  facility  is  proposed  on  the  site  in  the 
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future,  the  impact  on  the  grazing  allotment  would  be  considered  in  a project-specific 
environmental  analysis  that  would  occur  at  the  time  of  such  a proposal. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  Alternative  7.  Land 
uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today. 


4.7.9.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

CEQA  does  not  require  significance  determinations  for  impacts  to  livestock  grazing. 


4.7.10  Cumulative  Impacts 
4.7.10.1  Geographic  Extent/Context 

The  geographic  scope  for  the  analysis  of  cumulative  impacts  related  to  grazing  is  the 
geographic  area  included  in  the  Clark  Mountain  Grazing  Allotment.  Cumulative  impacts  to  the 
allotment  could  result  from  multiple  projects  which  would  reduce  the  acreage  and  AUMs 
associated  with  the  allotment.  Impacts  include  an  increase  in  the  risk  of  vehicle  strikes,  from  a 
release  of  hazardous  materials  to  adjacent  rangelands,  or  through  reduction  in  forage  due  to  the 
following  cumulative  project  activities. 

• Mountain  Pass  Lateral  project 

• Joint  Port  of  Entry  (JPOE) 

• Ivanpah  SEGS 

• Eldorado  Ivanpah  Transmission  Project  (EITP) 

• Desert  Xpress 

• Calnev  Pipeline  Expansion  Project 


4.7.10.2  Existing  Cumulative  Conditions 

Past  and  present  projects  occurring  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility  include  recreational 
activities;  mining;  solar  development;  utility  corridors  used  for  transmission  of  electric  power, 
natural  gas,  petroleum  products  and  communications;  transportation  infrastructure  (highway  and 
railroad,  both  existing  and  proposed);  and  grazing.  Impacts  to  livestock  grazing  in  the  planning 
area  have  been  occurring  for  100  years  or  more.  The  other  past  and  present  projects  that  have 
contributed  to  fugitive  dust  emissions  on  or  near  this  allotment  include  authorized  and 
unauthorized  vehicle  use,  maintenance  and  construction  of  utility  corridors,  and  location  of 
mining  claims.  The  net  effect  of  these  actions  on  livestock  grazing  is  the  removal  of  vegetation 
utilized  for  forage,  and  the  danger  of  vehicles  hitting  cattle. 


4.7.10.3  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Projects 

Table  4.1-1  provides  a list  of  current  and  reasonably  foreseeable  projects,  including  other 
proposed  or  approved  renewable  energy  projects;  various  BLM  authorized  actions/activities, 
proposed  or  approved  projects  within  the  County’s  jurisdiction,  and  other  actions/activities  that 
the  agencies  consider  reasonably  foreseeable.  Table  4.1-2  summarizes  the  cumulative  projects 
that  would  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  the  Proposed  Action  and  result  in  cumulative 
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impacts  to  livestock  grazing . Most  of  these  projects  have  either  undergone  independent 
environmental  review  pursuant  to  NEPA  and/or  CEQA,  or  will  do  so  prior  to  approval.  Even  if 
environmental  review  has  not  been  completed  for  the  cumulative  projects  described  in  Table 
4.1-2,  their  effects  were  considered  in  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis  in  the  PA  and  EIS/EIR. 

Projects  currently  under  construction  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility  include  the  Ivanpah 
SEGS  solar  facility  (3,471  ac),  the  EITP,  Mountain  Pass  Lateral  natural  gas  pipeline,  and 
expansion  of  the  Molycorp  Minerals,  LLC  rare  earths  mine.  Proposed  projects  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  proposed  facility  that  would  have  potentially  adverse  impacts  to  livestock  grazing  include  the 
Joint  Port  of  Entry , the  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport,  Desert  Xpress  high  speed 
passenger  rail  line,  Silver  State  Phase  2 solar  facility,  and  the  Calnev  Pipeline  Expansion 
Project.  Of  these,  the  Molycorp  expansion , Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport , and  Silver 
State  Phase  2 projects  are  not  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Clark  Mountain  Allotment. 


4.7.10.4  Cumulative  Impacts  Associated  with  Proposed  Action 
Construction 

The  current  and  proposed  developments  near  the  project  site  that  would  have  the  potential  to 
induce  cumulative  impacts  to  the  Clark  Mountain  Grazing  Allotment  during  construction  of  the 
Stateline  Solar  facility  include  Ivanpah  SEGS,  EITP,  and  the  Mountain  Pass  Lateral  Project.  It 
is  expected  that  one  or  more  of  the  cumulative  projects  described  above  may  be  under 
construction  at  the  same  time  as  the  Proposed  Action.  In  particular,  construction  of  the  Ivanpah 
SEGS  facility  is  expected  to  continue  through  2013.  As  a result,  there  may  be  short-term 
impacts  during  construction  of  these  cumulative  projects  to  the  grazing  allotment.  These 
impacts  could  include  exposure  of  cattle  to  dust  emissions,  increased  risk  of  vehicle  strike,  and 
reduction  of  forage. 

The  Ivanpah  SEGS  and  proposed  Stateline  projects  would  both  preclude  grazing  in  those 
portions  of  the  Clark  Mountain  Allotment  occupied  by  the  project.  The  Ivanpah  SEGS  would 
precluded  grazing  on  3,471  ac,  or  approximately  3.6  percent.  The  Proposed  Action  would  result 
in  similar  impacts  on  an  addition  2,143  ac,  or  an  additional  2.2  percent.  In  each  instance,  the 
Clark  Mountain  Grazing  Allotment  leaseholder  was  notified,  pursuant  to  Section  41 10.4-2  (b),  by 
certified  letter  that  the  lands  in  question  were  being  considered  for  another  purpose  that  could 
result  in  a partial  or  complete  reduction  in  the  leaseholders  permitted  use.  In  both  cases , the 
leaseholder  voluntarily  relinquished  the  portion  of  the  allotment. 

The  modification  would  potentially  have  a direct,  adverse  impact  on  the  leaseholder  by  reducing 
the  land  area  available  for  forage,  and  potentially  reducing  the  number  of  animal  unit  months 
available  to  him.  For  purpose  of  analysis,  it  is  assumed  that  the  Proposed  Action  would  cause  a 
33  AUM  reduction  to  the  grazing  preference  on  the  Clark  Mountain  Allotment,  and  that  the 
Ivanpah  SEGS  project  could  result  in  a 53  AUM  reduction  in  grazing.  Neither  project  would 
result  in  changes  to  the  amount  of  grazing  that  would  occur  in  the  remainder  of  the  allotment. 
As  a result,  this  action  would  result  in  minor  impacts  to  the  livestock  operator,  his  livestock,  and 
the  quality  of  the  remainder  of  the  allotment  as  wildlife  habitat,  recreational  use,  or  other  multiple 
uses.  The  geographic  scope  of  the  cumulative  impact  would  include  both  the  Ivanpah  SEGS 
and  Stateline  Solar  facility  project  areas.  Together,  these  projects  comprise  a relatively  small 
amount  (5,614  ac,  or  5.8  percent)  of  the  Clark  Mountain  Grazing  Allotment. 

The  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects  that  would  occur  during 
construction  of  the  Stateline  project  would  not  be  incompatible  with  the  grazing  allotment,  and 
would  not  result  in  modification  of  the  acreage  and  AUMs.  Although  the  EITP  and  Mountain 
Pass  Lateral  projects  would  occur  within  the  grazing  allotment,  the  land  area  associated  with 
these  projects  would  be  returned  to  potential  use  for  grazing  following  completion  of  their 
construction  as  their  area  of  long-term  disturbance  is  small.  The  construction  activity  for  these 
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projects  would  contribute,  along  with  Ivanpah  SEGS  and  the  Proposed  Action,  to  an  increase  in 
construction  traffic,  and  therefore  the  potential  for  vehicle  strikes.  These  projects  would  also 
contribute  to  the  temporary  and  long-term  removal  of  vegetation  within  the  allotment,  which 
could  reduce  the  total  available  forage  within  the  allotment. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

It  is  expected  that  all  of  the  cumulative  projects  described  above  would  be  operational  at  the 
same  time  as  the  Proposed  Action.  As  a result,  there  may  be  long-term  impacts  during 
operation  of  those  cumulative  projects  related  to  the  Clark  Mountain  Grazing  Allotment. 

The  Proposed  Action  would  contribute  to  these  possible  long-term  operational  cumulative 
impacts  since  thousands  of  acres  of  land  are  proposed  for  solar  energy  and  other  developments 
in  and  near  the  grazing  allotment.  The  conversion  of  these  lands  for  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  and 
Stateline  projects  would  preclude  use  of  5,614  ac  within  the  allotment  for  future  use  as 
rangeland  for  the  life  of  the  project.  Because  the  Proposed  Action  would  preclude  grazing  on 
the  2,143  ac  project  footprint,  operation  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  contribute  to  a portion  of 
this  reduction  in  land  available  for  grazing.  Overall , the  total  reduction  from  the  cumulative 
projects  constitutes  only  a small  portion  of  the  Clark  Mountain  Grazing  Allotment  (5.8  percent). 


Decommissioning 

The  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action  is  expected  to  result  in  adverse  impacts  similar  to 
those  identified  for  construction.  Disruptions  from  the  decommissioning  activities  associated 
with  other  renewable  energy  and  other  projects  would  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  those 
of  the  Proposed  Action,  which  could  result  in  an  adverse  cumulative  impact.  However,  the 
Proposed  Action’s  contribution  to  cumulative  impacts  to  grazing  during  decommissioning  would 
be  temporary.  Following  decommissioning,  the  land  area  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action 
would  be  made  available  for  other  uses  that  conform  to  the  CDCA  Plan  and  other  applicable 
requirements,  including  grazing,  and  adverse  impacts  would  cease. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  have  an  effect  on  the 
grazing  allotment,  and  would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts  to  the  allotment. 

4.7.10.5  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

CEQA  does  not  require  significance  determinations  for  impacts  to  livestock  grazing. 


4.7.10.6  Alternatives 
Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 

The  reduction  in  the  grazing  allotment,  and  physical  activities  associated  with  Alternative  2, 
would  be  approximately  the  same  as  that  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the 
cumulative  impacts  associated  with  Alternative  2 would  be  the  same  as  those  described  above 
for  the  Proposed  Action. 
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Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 

The  reduction  in  the  grazing  allotment,  and  physical  activities  associated  with  Revised 
Alternative  3,  would  be  smaller  than  that  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  The  acreage 
that  would  be  removed  from  the  allotment  under  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  1,685  acres , as 
compared  to  2,143  acres  for  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore , the  contribution  of  Revised 
Alternative  3 to  cumulative  impacts  would  be  lower  than  those  described  above  for  the 
Proposed  Action. 


Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 

The  reduction  in  the  grazing  allotment,  and  physical  activities  associated  with  Alternative  4, 
would  be  smaller  than  that  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  The  acreage  that  would  be 
removed  from  the  allotment  under  Alternative  4 would  be  1,766  acres,  as  compared  to  2,143 
acres  for  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  contribution  of  Alternative  4 to  cumulative 
impacts  would  be  lower  than  those  described  above  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 

Under  Alternative  5,  the  No  Action  Alternative,  the  solar  facility  would  not  be  constructed,  and 
would  therefore  not  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts  to  the  grazing  allotment. 


Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 

By  denying  the  solar  energy  application,  Alternative  6 would  allow  existing  land  uses,  including 
grazing,  to  continue  on  the  project  site  as  they  are  today.  Therefore,  this  alternative  would  not 
contribute  to  cumulative  impacts  to  the  Clark  Mountain  Grazing  Allotment. 


Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 

By  denying  the  solar  energy  application,  Alternative  7 would  allow  existing  land  uses,  including 
grazing,  to  continue  on  the  project  site  as  they  are  today.  Therefore,  Alternative  7 would  not 
contribute  to  cumulative  impacts  to  grazing.  If  a different  solar  facility  were  to  be  proposed  on 
the  site  at  a later  time,  the  impacts  of  that  proposal  on  the  grazing  allotment  would  be  evaluated 
in  a separate  environmental  analysis  to  be  conducted  at  that  time. 


4.7.11  Mitigation  Measures 

No  mitigation  measures  are  recommended  to  address  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Project  to  the 
grazing  allotment. 


4.7.12  Residual  Impacts  After  Mitigation 

The  reduction  in  acreage  and  stocking  rates  to  the  Clark  Mountain  Grazing  Allotment  would  be 
permanent,  and  would  therefore  represent  a residual  impact  under  NEPA. 
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4.8  Mineral  Resources 

4.8.1  Methodology  for  Analysis 

This  section  describes  effects  on  mineral  resources  that  would  be  caused  by  implementation  of 
the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives.  The  following  discussion  addresses 
potential  environmental  impacts  associated  with  construction,  operation,  and  decommissioning 
of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives.  A discussion  of  the  cumulative 
impacts  related  to  mineral  resources  is  also  included  in  this  section. 

Baseline  conditions  for  the  environmental  setting  relevant  to  mineral  resources  are  presented  in 
Section  3.8  of  this  PA  and  EIS/EIR.  Construction  activities,  operation  and  maintenance 
activities,  and  decommissioning  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Proposed  Action  and/or  alternative 
were  evaluated  based  on  their  potential  to  affect  the  baseline  conditions.  Construction, 
operation,  and  maintenance  activities  were  identified  based  on  analysis  provided  in  the 
Applicant’s  Plan  of  Development  (First  Solar  2011). 

Based  on  the  scope  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives,  and  the  affected  environment  in 
which  the  project  would  be  implemented,  the  potential  impacts  to  energy  and  mineral  resources 
identified  for  evaluation  include  the  potential  for  the  proposed  facility  to  interfere  with  the 
availability  of  a mineral  or  energy  resource. 


4.8.2  CEQA  Significance  Criteria 

The  following  indicators  were  used  to  determine  if  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  would 
result  in  significant  impacts  to  mineral  resources  under  CEQA.  These  indicators  are  based  on 
the  significance  criteria  listed  for  Mineral  Resources  in  the  CEQA  Environmental  Checklist, 
Appendix  G of  the  CEQA  Guidelines. 

• MR-1:  Result  in  the  loss  of  availability  of  a known  mineral  resource  that  would  be  of 
value  to  the  region  and  the  residents  of  the  State. 

• MR-2:  Result  in  the  loss  of  availability  of  a locally  important  mineral  resource  recovery 
site  delineated  on  a local  general  plan,  specific  plan,  or  other  land  use  plan. 

The  proposed  facility  site  is  not  included  as  a locally  important  mineral  resource  recovery  site 
delineated  on  any  local  general  plan,  specific  plan,  or  other  land  use  plan.  Therefore,  the 
criterion  MR-2  would  not  be  applicable  to  the  proposed  site,  and  is  not  address  further  in  this 
section. 


4.8.3  Alternative  1 : Proposed  Action 
4.8.3. 1 Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

The  analysis  of  direct  and  indirect  impacts  for  the  Proposed  Action  is  organized  according  to  the 
following  project  phases:  construction;  operation  and  maintenance;  and  decommissioning. 

No  oil,  gas,  or  geothermal  fields  are  located  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm 
project  site  and  no  active  mineral  claims  have  been  made  at  the  site.  The  closest  active  mining 
site  is  the  Molycorp  lanthanides  mine , located  approximately  seven  miles  away. 


Construction 

Under  Alternative  1,  the  Proposed  Action,  construction  of  the  proposed  action  would  have  the 
potential  to  subject  a total  of  2,143  acres  on  the  solar  farm  to  ground-disturbing  activities. 
These  acres  would  be  removed  from  potential  use  for  sand  and  gravel  production  under  BLM's 
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salable  mineral  program.  In  general,  sand  and  gravel  resources  are  widely  available  throughout 
the  region.  The  primary  consideration  in  the  economic  viability  of  sand  and  gravel  operations  is 
the  transportation  cost,  which  is  driven  by  the  proximity  of  the  operation  to  its  point  of  use. 
There  is  likely  to  be  widespread  development  in  Ivanpah  Valley  that  would  require  sand  and 
gravel  resources,  but  removal  of  the  2,143-acres  area  from  potential  production  is  not  expected 
to  have  any  adverse  impact  due  the  widespread  availability  of  these  resources.  The  proposed 
site  represents  a small  fraction  of  the  total  sand  and  gravel  resource  available  within  the  valley. 
As  a result,  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  project  would  not  impact  any  current  or  reasonably 
foreseeable  development  of  geologic  resources.  However,  during  construction,  the  applicant 
may  need  or  desire  to  move  sand  and  gravel  either  offsite,  or  between  the  different  units  of  the 
facility.  Should  this  occur,  the  applicant  would  be  required  to  comply  with  BLM  regulations  in  at 
43  CFR  Part  3600,  which  regulates  the  production  and  use  of  sand  and  gravel  from  public 
lands.  Use  of  sand  and  gravel  or  other  mineral  materials  within  the  boundaries  of  an  authorized 
ROW  is  permitted;  however,  removal  of  these  materials  from  an  authorized  ROW  would  require 
payment  to  the  US  of  the  fair  market  value  of  those  materials. 

The  Proposed  Action  would  not  have  any  direct  or  indirect  impact  on  the  production  of  beatable 
or  leasable  minerals  outside  of  the  proposed  site  boundaries.  There  are  no  active  mining  claims 
in  the  immediate  area  and  there  are  no  indications  that  the  area  may  experience  significant 
economic  commercial  operations.  If  economic  operations  do  occur  in  the  area,  the  existence  of 
the  proposed  facility  is  not  expected  to  interfere  with  the  ability  of  the  claimant  to  access  those 
minerals.  The  only  potential  conflict  would  occur  if  the  claimant  or  another  person  locates  a new 
claim  for  beatable  minerals  underneath  the  proposed  site,  within  the  project  boundaries.  This 
could  potentially  occur,  as  the  proposed  location  has  not  been  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry. 
The  potential  for  this  scenario  is  expected  to  be  low.  If  it  did  occur,  conflicts  between  the 
surface  use  of  the  land  for  solar  energy  production  and  access  to  the  subsurface  minerals  would 
be  addressed  in  accordance  with  appropriate  regulations.  Finally,  even  if  the  facility  did 
interfere  with  access  to  mineral  resources  during  the  life  of  the  project,  these  resources  would 
be  preserved  and  would  be  available  following  project  decommissioning.  Therefore,  the 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  project  would  not  impact  any  current  or  reasonably  foreseeable 
development  of  mineral  resources. 

Roadways  would  be  developed  throughout  the  project  area  for  construction  and  operations  and 
maintenance  activities.  These  roads  would  be  graded,  compacted  earth  and  would  be  used  for 
delivery  of  all  project  components  during  construction  and  later  during  operations  and 
maintenance  activities.  If  determined  necessary  by  the  Applicant,  for  dust  control  purposes, 
these  roads  may  be  upgraded  to  an  aggregate  or  other  dust-free  surface.  If  upgrades  are 
necessary  it  is  likely  this  aggregate  would  come  from  a source(s)  within  or  near  the  Stateline 
Solar  Farm  site.  The  source  would  be  identified  by  a construction  contractor  and  permitted 
through  the  BLM.  Sand  and  gravel  resources  are  common  in  the  area  and  construction  of 
aggregate  roadways  at  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  site  would  not  result  in  the  loss  of  availability  of 
a known  mineral  resource  that  would  be  of  value  to  the  region  and  residents  of  the  State,  or  of  a 
locally  important  mineral  resource  recovery  site.  Additionally,  it  would  not  interfere  with  any 
active  mining  operations. 

Development  of  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  site  does  not  alter  BLM’s  jurisdiction  or 
authority  as  related  to  mineral  claims  and  explorations.  Construction  would  not  permanently 
preclude  the  availability  for  exploration,  extraction,  and  transport  of  any  mineral  resources  found 
in  the  future  within  the  site  boundary.  The  potential  for  future  explorations  for  mineral  resources 
to  occur  on  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  site  during  the  lifetime  of  the  project  would 
continue  to  be  subject  to  BLM  approval. 
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Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operation  and  maintenance  activities  would  include  the  upkeep  of  internal  access  roads  which 
could  include  the  occasional  application  of  new  gravel  surfaces  to  ensure  the  integrity  of  these 
road  surfaces.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  same  sources(s)  of  gravel  utilized  during  initial 
construction  of  the  roads  would  be  utilized  during  the  operation  and  maintenance  phase.  Gravel 
resources  from  the  pre-determined  on-  or  off-site  sources  may  be  extracted  for  road 
maintenance  throughout  the  lifetime  of  the  project.  The  quantity  of  aggregate  required  for 
operation  and  maintenance  should  be  less  than  that  needed  for  initial  construction.  Operation 
of  the  proposed  plant  facilities  should  not  have  any  adverse  impact  on  mineralogical  resources. 
Sand  and  gravel  are  common  in  the  area  and  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  roadways  would  not  result  in  the  loss  of  a known  mineral  resource  that  would  be  of  value 
to  the  region  and  residents  of  the  State,  or  of  a locally  important  mineral  resource  recovery  site. 
Additionally,  operation  and  maintenance  would  not  interfere  with  any  active  mining  operations. 


Decommissioning 

The  decommissioning  of  the  project  would  be  similar  to  the  construction  activities  described 
earlier,  and  would  include  demolition  and  removal  of  above-ground  and  subsurface  facilities  and 
site  contouring  and  restoration.  However,  the  duration  of  decommissioning  would  be  shorter 
than  the  duration  of  construction.  Decommissioning  of  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  site 
would  not  require  a source  of  mineral  resources  such  as  sand  and  gravel,  and  would  not  result 
in  the  loss  of  availability  of  a known  mineral  resource  that  would  be  of  value  to  the  region  and 
the  residents  of  the  State,  or  of  a locally  important  mineral  resource  recovery  site.  Facility 
closure  will  make  land  occupied  by  the  Proposed  Action  once  again  available  for  potential  future 
development  of  mineralogical  resources  within  the  former  project  borders. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  as  part  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  not 
directly  impact  mineral  resources  as  it  would  not  result  in  ground  disturbing  activities,  and  would 
not  explicitly  prohibit  mineral  development  in  the  area.  By  placing  limitations  on  future  land  uses 
that  cause  surface  disturbance  within  the  newly  added  23,363  acre  area,  this  action  would  have 
the  potential  beneficial  impact  of  conserving  and  preserving  any  mineral  resources  located 
within  this  area.  However,  the  DWMA  would  have  a limitation  on  overall  development  of  1 
percent  of  the  total  land  area,  and  it  is  possible  that  this  restriction  could  eliminate  some  future, 
large  scale  mineral  developments. 


4.8. 3.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

As  described  above,  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  project  may  require  a source  of  sand 
and  gravel  during  the  construction  and  operation/maintenance  phases  for  roadways  throughout 
the  site.  Development  of  the  project  site  would  not  interfere  with  any  active  mining  operations, 
and  would  not  constitute  a substantial  impact  on  regionally  or  locally  important  mineral 
resources.  As  described  above,  development  of  the  project  site  does  not  alter  BLM’s 
jurisdiction  or  authority  as  related  to  mineral  claims  and  explorations.  Construction  would  not 
permanently  preclude  the  availability  for  exploration,  extraction,  and  transport  of  any  mineral 
resources  found  in  the  future  within  the  site  boundary.  The  potential  for  future  exploration  for 
mineral  resources  to  occur  on  the  proposed  solar  farm  site  during  the  lifetime  of  the  project 
would  continue  to  be  subject  to  BLM  approval.  Significance  conclusions  for  the  impacts 
identified  for  each  phase  of  the  project  (Construction,  Operation  and  Maintenance,  and 
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Decommissioning)  are  presented  below  based  on  the  CEQA  Significance  Criteria  presented  in 
Section  4.8.3. 


M R-1 

Construction 

Construction  of  the  proposed  solar  farm  project  would  not  result  in  impacts  associated  with  the 
loss  of  availability  of  a known  mineral  resource  that  would  be  of  value  to  the  region  and  the 
residents  of  the  State.  Although  construction  activities  could  preclude  sand  and  gravel 
production  on  the  project  site,  those  mineral  resources  are  widely  available  in  the  region.  Any 
potential  access  restrictions  associated  with  the  transportation  of  sand  and  gravel  to  the  site 
during  construction  would  be  temporary.  Even  if  the  facility  did  interfere  with  access  to  mineral 
resources  during  the  life  of  the  project,  these  resources  would  be  preserved  and  would  be 
available  following  project  decommissioning.  Impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operation  and  maintenance  of  the  proposed  solar  facility  would  not  result  in  impacts  associated 
with  the  loss  of  availability  of  a known  mineral  resource  that  would  be  of  value  to  the  region  and 
the  residents  of  the  state.  Access  onto  and  across  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  site  for 
the  purposes  of  mineral  exploration  and  extraction  would  be  subject  to  permitting  authority  of 
the  BLM,  as  consistent  with  existing  and  pre-project  conditions.  Impacts  would  be  less  than 
significant. 

Decommissioning 

Decommissioning  of  the  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  impacts  associated  with  the  loss  of 
availability  of  a known  mineral  resource  that  would  be  of  value  to  the  region  and  the  residents  of 
the  state.  No  impact  would  occur. 


4.8.4  Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 
4.8.4.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

The  analysis  of  direct  and  indirect  impacts  for  Alternative  2 is  organized  according  to  the 
following  project  phases:  construction;  operation  and  maintenance;  and  decommissioning. 


Construction 

Potential  construction  impacts  associated  with  Alternative  2 would  be  similar  to  those  described 
for  the  Proposed  Action.  For  Alternative  2,  the  potential  impacts  could  occur  over  an  area  of 
2,385  ac,  and  therefore  the  potential  for  an  impact  would  be  slightly  greater  than  that  of  the 
Proposed  Action.  Alternative  2 would  include  implementation  of  a portion  of  the  solar  farm  in  a 
separate  area  to  the  south  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course.  Based  on  a review  of  the  geologic 
setting  of  this  area,  the  potential  for  mineral  resources  is  expected  to  be  the  same  as  that  for  the 
area  of  the  Proposed  Action.  Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  no  adverse  impacts  would  be 
expected. 
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Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operation  and  maintenance  activities  associated  with  Alternative  2 would  be  similar  to  those 
described  for  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  operations  associated  with  Alternative  2 would 
not  have  adverse  impacts  to  mineral  resources. 


Decommissioning 

Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  decommissioning  of  the  project  under  Alternative  2 would  not 
have  any  adverse  impacts  on  mineral  resources. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  as  part  of  Alternative  2 would  not  impact 
mineral  resources  as  it  would  not  result  in  ground  disturbing  activities.  By  placing  limitations  on 
future  land  uses  that  cause  surface  disturbance  within  the  newly  added  23, 121  acre  area,  this 
action  would  have  the  potential  beneficial  impact  of  conserving  and  preserving  any  mineral 
resources  located  within  this  area.  However,  the  DWMA  would  have  a limitation  on  overall 
development  of  1 percent  of  the  total  land  area,  and  it  is  possible  that  this  restriction  could 
eliminate  some  future,  large  scale  mineral  developments. 


4.8. 4.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Although  the  project  acreage  is  slightly  larger  than  that  of  the  Proposed  Action,  Alternative  2 
would  similarly  not  result  in  the  loss  of  availability  of  a known  mineral  resource.  All  impact 
determinations  for  the  Proposed  Action  would  apply  to  Alternative  2. 


4.8.5  Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 
4.8.5.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

The  analysis  of  direct  and  indirect  impacts  for  Revised  Alternative  3 is  organized  according  to 
the  following  project  phases:  construction;  operation  and  maintenance;  and  decommissioning. 


Construction 

Potential  construction  impacts  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  similar  to  those 
described  for  the  Proposed  Action.  For  Revised  Alternative  3,  the  potential  impacts  could  occur 
over  an  area  of  1,685  acres,  and  therefore  the  potential  for  an  impact  would  be  lower  than  that 
of  the  Proposed  Action.  Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  no  adverse  impacts  would  be  expected. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operation  and  maintenance  activities  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  similar  to 
those  described  for  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  operations  associated  with  Revised 
Alternative  3 would  not  have  adverse  impacts  to  mineral  resources. 


Decommissioning 

Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  decommissioning  of  the  project  under  Revised  Alternative  3 
would  not  have  any  adverse  impacts  on  mineral  resources. 
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Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  as  part  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  not 
impact  mineral  resources  as  it  would  not  result  in  ground  disturbing  activities.  By  placing 
limitations  on  future  land  uses  that  cause  surface  disturbance  within  the  newly  added  23,821 
acre  area,  this  action  would  have  the  potential  beneficial  impact  of  conserving  and  preserving 
any  mineral  resources  located  within  this  area.  However,  the  DWMA  would  have  a limitation  on 
overall  development  of  1 percent  of  the  total  land  area,  and  it  is  possible  that  this  restriction 
could  eliminate  some  future,  large  scale  mineral  developments. 


4.8. 5.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Like  the  Proposed  Action,  Revised  Alternative  3 would  not  result  in  the  loss  of  availability  of  a 
known  mineral  resource.  All  impact  determinations  for  the  Proposed  Action  would  apply  to 
Revised  Alternative  3.  Revised  Alternative  3 would  not  result  in  a substantial  lessening  of  any 
significant  environmental  impacts. 


4.8.6  Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 
4.8. 6.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  4 is  conceptually  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1 ),  but  would  be  placed 
within  a different  land  area  which  comprises  1,766  acres.  The  land  area  associated  with 
Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  the  northern  portion  of  the  bifurcated  footprint  of  Alternative 
2. 


Construction 

Potential  construction  impacts  associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be  similar  to  those  described 
for  the  Proposed  Action.  For  Alternative  4,  the  potential  impacts  could  occur  over  an  area  of 
1,766  acres,  and  therefore  the  potential  for  an  impact  would  be  lower  than  that  of  the  Proposed 
Action.  Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  no  adverse  impacts  would  be  expected. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operation  and  maintenance  activities  associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be  similar  to  those 
described  for  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  operations  associated  with  Alternative  4 would 
not  have  adverse  impacts  to  mineral  resources. 


Decommissioning 

Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  decommissioning  of  the  project  under  Alternative  4 would  not 
have  any  adverse  impacts  on  mineral  resources. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  as  part  of  Alternative  4 would  not  impact 
mineral  resources  as  it  would  not  result  in  ground  disturbing  activities.  By  placing  limitations  on 
future  land  uses  that  cause  surface  disturbance  within  the  newly  added  23, 740  acre  area,  this 
action  would  have  the  potential  beneficial  impact  of  conserving  and  preserving  any  mineral 
resources  located  within  this  area.  However,  the  DWMA  would  have  a limitation  on  overall 
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development  of  1 percent  of  the  total  land  area,  and  it  is  possible  that  this  restriction  could 
eliminate  some  future,  large  scale  mineral  developments. 


4.8. 6.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Like  the  Proposed  Action,  Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  the  loss  of  availability  of  a known 
mineral  resource.  All  impact  determinations  for  the  Proposed  Action  would  apply  to  Alternative 
4.  Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  a substantial  lessening  of  any  significant  environmental 
impacts. 


4.8.7  Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 
4.8. 7.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Under  Alternative  5,  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  be  approved  and  BLM  would  not  amend  the 
CDCA  Plan.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be  constructed  on  the  project  site  and 
BLM  would  continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the  existing  land  use  designation  in  the 
CDCA  Plan.  Therefore,  the  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  occur.  However,  the  land 
on  which  the  project  is  proposed  would  become  available  to  other  uses  that  are  consistent  with 
BLM’s  CDCA  plan,  including  another  renewable  energy  project.  If  the  Proposed  Action  is  not 
approved,  renewable  projects  would  likely  be  developed  on  other  sites  in  San  Bernardino 
County,  in  other  areas  of  California,  or  in  adjacent  states  within  the  Desert  Southwest  as 
developers  strive  to  provide  renewable  power  that  complies  with  utility  requirements  and  State 
and  Federal  mandates.  Several  dozen  solar  and  wind  development  applications  for  use  of  BLM 
land  have  been  submitted  for  approximately  one  million  acres  of  the  California  Desert 
Conservation  Area.  Additional  BLM  land  in  Nevada  and  Arizona  also  has  applications  for  wind 
and  solar  projects.  Potential  adverse  impacts  to  mineral  resources  on  non-BLM-administered 
lands  under  the  No  Action  Alternative  could  increase  in  the  event  developers  focus  their  solar 
energy  development  efforts  on  state-owned,  Tribal,  and  private  lands.  While  solar  energy 
development  on  nonfederal  lands  would  be  subject  to  a wide  array  of  environmental  reviews 
and  approvals  by  virtue  of  state  and  local  permitting  processes,  they  may  not  be  subject  to 
NEPA  requirements  if  federal  funding  or  permitting  is  not  required  for  the  project. 


Modify  Boundary  of  ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  this  alternative. 
Land  uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today.  Because  the 
boundary  of  the  DWMA  would  not  be  modified,  the  associated  land  area  of  more  than  23,000 
acres  would  be  available  to  other  land  uses,  as  are  acceptable  in  the  CDCA  Plan.  Some  of 
these  land  uses  could  have  an  adverse  impact  on  mineral  resources. 

Overall,  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  have  any  adverse  impact  on  mineral  resources. 


4.8. 7.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

No  impacts  would  occur  to  mineral  resources  under  the  No  Action  Alternative. 


4.8.8  Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 
4.8. 8.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  6 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  not  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  and  no  project  would  be  approved.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be 
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constructed  on  the  site,  and  the  BLM  would  continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the 
existing  land  use  designation  in  the  CDCA  Plan. 

Because  the  CDCA  Plan  would  be  amended  to  make  the  area  unavailable  for  future  solar 
energy  development,  it  is  expected  that  the  site  would  remain  in  its  existing  condition  unless 
another  use  is  designated  in  this  amendment.  As  a result,  no  ground  disturbing  activities  would 
occur,  and  there  would  therefore  be  no  potential  for  impacts  to  mineral  resources.  However, 
renewable  projects  would  likely  be  developed  on  other  sites  in  San  Bernardino  County,  in  other 
areas  of  California,  or  in  adjacent  states  within  the  Desert  Southwest  as  developers  strive  to 
provide  renewable  power  that  complies  with  utility  requirements  and  state  and  Federal 
mandates.  Construction  and  operation  impacts  to  mineral  resources  could  occur  at  these  other 
sites,  similar  to  those  described  for  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  facility. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  I van  pah  DWMA  as  part  of  Alternative  6 would  not  impact 
mineral  resources  as  it  would  not  result  in  ground  disturbing  activities.  By  placing  limitations  on 
future  land  uses  that  cause  surface  disturbance  within  the  newly  added  25,506  acre  area,  this 
action  would  have  the  potential  beneficial  impact  of  conserving  and  preserving  any  mineral 
resources  located  within  this  area.  However,  the  DWMA  would  have  a limitation  on  overall 
development  of  1 percent  of  the  total  land  area,  and  it  is  possible  that  this  restriction  could 
eliminate  some  future , large  scale  mineral  developments. 


4.8. 8.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

No  impacts  would  occur  to  mineral  resources  under  Alternative  6. 


4.8.9  Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 
4.8.9. 1 Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  7 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  although  none  of  the  action  alternatives  would  be  approved.  The  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  Project  would  not  be  constructed  on  the  project  site  and  the  project  site  would  remain 
vacant  in  the  near-term.  Under  this  alternative,  the  BLM  would  not  approve  the  proposed 
facility,  but  would  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  to  allow  for  other  solar  projects  on  the  site.  As  a 
result,  it  is  possible  that  another  solar  energy  project  could  be  constructed  on  the  site. 

If  this  were  to  occur,  it  is  likely  that  construction  and  operation  impacts  to  mineral  resources 
would  be  similar  to  the  impacts  described  for  Alternative  1 . 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  Alternative  7.  Land 
uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today.  If  a solar  or  other 
renewable  energy  facility  is  proposed  on  the  site  in  the  future,  the  impact  on  mineral  resources 
would  be  considered  in  a project-specific  environmental  analysis  that  would  occur  at  that  time. 


4.8.9. 2 CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

There  would  be  no  impacts  to  mineral  resources  under  Alternative  7. 
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4.8.10  Cumulative  Impacts 

4.8.10.1  Geographic  Extent/Context 

Mining  has  been  a long-standing  activity  on  BLM  lands,  and  the  BLM  addresses  mining  actions 
through  the  CDCA  Plan,  which  would  be  amended  under  the  Proposed  Action  and  several 
alternatives.  The  State  Mining  and  Geology  Board  typically  designates  Mineral  Resource  Zones 
at  the  county  level,  and  the  San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan  analyzes  mineral  availability 
county-wide.  In  general,  the  geographic  extent  of  the  cumulative  analysis  for  impacts  to  mineral 
resources  depends  on  the  importance  and  value  of  the  resource.  Restriction  of  access  to 
mineral  resources  that  are  scarce,  of  high  value,  and  of  global  importance  would  require 
analysis  of  the  global  availability  of  the  mineral.  Conversely,  restriction  of  access  to  readily 
available,  locally-used  minerals  such  as  sand  and  gravel,  would  have  a much  more  local 
analysis  area.  For  the  purpose  of  this  analysis,  the  mineral  resources  that  are  likely  to  be 
present  are  primarily  sand  and  gravel,  and  therefore  the  geographic  scope  of  the  analysis  is 
limited  to  the  local  area.  The  temporal  scope  of  this  cumulative  analysis  is  the  entire 
construction,  operation,  and  decommissioning  period  for  the  proposed  facility,  because  any 
limitations  on  mineral  availability  would  exist  until  the  project  was  decommissioned. 


4.8.10.2  Existing  Cumulative  Conditions 

Past  and  ongoing  development  throughout  the  region  has  resulted  in  alterations  to  the  natural 
landscape,  including  loss  of  mineral  resources  and  restricted  access  to  mineral  resources. 
Those  projects  which  comprise  existing  cumulative  conditions  for  mineral  resources  include 
active  mineral  developments,  as  well  as  projects  which  involve  industrial  and  commercial 
development  that  have  either  removed  mineral  resources,  or  have  restricted  access  to  mineral 
resources.  These  conditions  would  be  limited  to  the  areas  within  and  adjacent  to  the 
boundaries  of  the  individual  projects.  Because  mineral  resources  are  evaluated  for  their 
regional  importance,  cumulative  impacts  to  mineral  resources  must  be  considered  within  the 
county  as  a whole,  including  BLM  lands  within  the  county. 


4.8.10.3  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Projects 

Table  4.1-1  provides  a list  of  current  and  reasonably  foreseeable  projects,  including  other 
proposed  or  approved  renewable  energy  projects;  various  BLM  authorized  actions/activities, 
proposed  or  approved  projects  within  the  County’s  jurisdiction;  and  other  actions/activities  that 
the  agencies  consider  reasonably  foreseeable.  Table  4.1-2  summarizes  the  cumulative  projects 
that  would  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  the  Proposed  Action  and  result  in  cumulative 
impacts  to  mineral  resources.  Most  of  these  projects  have  either  undergone  independent 
environmental  review  pursuant  to  NEPA  and/or  CEQA,  or  will  do  so  prior  to  approval.  Even  if 
environmental  review  has  not  been  completed  for  the  cumulative  projects  described  in  Table 
4.1-2,  their  effects  were  considered  in  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis  in  the  PA  and  EIS/EIR. 

Projects  currently  under  construction  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility  include  the  Ivanpah 
SEGS  solar  facility  (3,471  acres).  Proposed  projects  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility  that 
would  have  potentially  adverse  impacts  to  mineral  resources  include  the  Southern  Nevada 
Supplemental  Airport,  Desert  Xpress  high  speed  passenger  rail  line,  Silver  State  Phase  2 solar 
facility,  and  the  Calnev  Pipeline  Expansion  Project. 

In  addition  to  mining  and  other  development  projects,  large  areas  of  the  Mojave  Desert  have 
been  withdrawn  from  mineral  development  as  a result  of  special  designations  for  resource 
protection.  These  include  areas  in  which  mineral  development  is  explicitly  prohibited,  such  as 
National  Parks  and  Preserves  and  Wilderness  Areas. 
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The  proposed  site  is  currently  not  used  for  mineral  production,  nor  is  it  under  claim,  lease,  or 
permit  for  the  production  of  locatable,  leasable,  or  salable  minerals.  Sand  and  gravel  resources 
are  present  at  the  site;  however,  such  materials  are  present  throughout  the  region  and  the 
proposed  facility  should  not  have  an  adverse  impact  on  the  availability  of  such  resources.  In 
addition,  the  potential  resource  would  become  available  again  following  decommissioning  of  the 
project. 

The  acreages  associated  with  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  are  estimated 
in  Table  4.8-1  below: 


Table  4.8-1.  Acreage  Associated  with  Cumulative  Projects 


Project 

Acreage  Unavailable  for 
Additional  Mineral  Development 

Development  Projects 

Stateline  Proposed  Action 

2,143 

Ivanpah  SEGS 

3,471 

Desert  Xpress 

2,424 

Molycorp 

2,222 

Calnev  Pipeline 

2,841 

Mountain  Pass  Lateral 

104 

JPOE 

133 

EITP 

480 

Southern  Nevada  Supplemental 
Airport 

22,934 

Silver  State  Solar 

2,967 

Special  Designation  Areas 

Ivanpah  DWMA 

37,280 

Stateline  Wilderness 

7,000 

Mesquite  Wilderness 

44,800 

Mojave  National  Preserve 

1,600,000 

Total 

1,728,799  acres 

The  combination  of  the  proposed  facility,  other  developments,  and  the  designations  of  special 
areas  for  resource  protection  would  eliminate  the  opportunity  for  mineral  extraction  from 
approximately  1.73  million  ac  of  land  in  the  eastern  portion  of  San  Bernardino  County.  The  vast 
majority  of  this  (1.6  million  acres)  is  represented  by  the  Mojave  National  Preserve.  Overall,  the 
CDCA  includes  approximately  25  million  acres,  including  10  million  acres  managed  by  BLM. 
Therefore,  actual  impacts  to  the  mining  industry  likely  would  be  minimal  due  to  the  scope  and 
extent  of  mining  opportunities  in  this  large  region.  As  a result,  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar 
facility  would  not  contribute  substantially  to  a cumulative  impact  on  any  current  or  reasonably 
foreseeable  development  of  geologic  or  mineral  resources. 
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4.8.10.4  Cumulative  Impacts  Associated  with  Proposed  Action 
Construction 

Potential  cumulative  construction  impacts  to  mineral  resources  would  be  similar  to  those 
described  for  the  Proposed  Action,  and  no  adverse  impacts  would  be  expected. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Cumulative  impacts  associated  with  operation  and  maintenance  activities  would  be  similar  to 
those  described  for  the  Proposed  Action,  and  no  adverse  impacts  would  be  expected. 


Decommissioning 

Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  cumulative  impacts  associated  with  decommissioning  of  the 
project  would  not  have  any  adverse  impacts  on  mineral  resources. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  as  part  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  be 
anticipated  to  have  adverse  impacts  on  mineral  resources.  By  placing  limitations  on  future  land 
uses  that  cause  surface  disturbance  within  the  newly  added  23,363  acre  area,  this  action  would 
provide  a beneficial  impact  in  reducing  the  potential  for  the  disturbance  of  existing  mineral 
resources  by  other  projects  in  the  future.  As  a result,  this  action  would  have  a beneficial  impact 
on  mineral  resources  within  the  newly  protected  area.  However,  the  DWMA  would  have  a 
limitation  on  overall  development  of  1 percent  of  the  total  land  area,  and  it  is  possible  that  this 
restriction  could  eliminate  some  future,  large  scale  mineral  developments.  This  restriction  would 
contribute,  along  with  the  other  developments  summarized  in  Table  4.8-1,  to  a further  restriction 
in  land  available  for  mineral  development  in  the  area. 


4.8.10.5  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 
MR-1 

With  regard  to  the  loss  of  availability  of  a locally  important  mineral  resource  or  a known, 
regionally  important  mineral  resource,  development  of  the  Proposed  Action  or  an  alternative 
could  potentially  result  in  temporary  access  restrictions  associated  with  the  presence  of  project- 
related  trucks  hauling  aggregate  material  to  and  from  the  site.  Such  effects  are  not  anticipated 
to  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  similar  impacts  of  other  projects  such  that  a significant 
impact  to  mineral  resources  would  occur.  Cumulative  impacts  associated  with  construction 
would  be  less  than  significant. 

No  cumulative  impacts  to  mineral  resources  would  occur  as  a result  of  operation  and 
maintenance  of  the  proposed  facility. 

Decommissioning  of  the  proposed  facility  or  an  alternative  could  result  in  temporary  access 
restrictions  to  mineral  resource  sites  due  to  the  presence  of  trucks  hauling  materials  to  and  from 
the  site,  similar  to  the  potential  effects  that  could  occur  during  project  construction;  such  impacts 
would  be  temporary  and  less  than  significant. 
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4.8.10.6  Alternatives 
Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 

For  Alternative  2,  the  potential  impacts  could  occur  over  an  area  of  2,385  acres,  and  therefore 
the  potential  for  an  impact  would  be  slightly  greater  than  that  of  the  Proposed  Action. 
Alternative  2 would  include  implementation  of  a portion  of  the  solar  farm  in  a separate  area  to 
the  south  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course.  Based  on  a review  of  the  geologic  setting  of  this 
area,  the  potential  for  mineral  resources  is  expected  to  be  the  same  as  that  for  the  area  of  the 
Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts  associated  with  Alternative  2 would  be  the 
same  as  those  described  above  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 

The  impacts  to  mineral  resources  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  lower  than 
those  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action , due  to  the  smaller  project  size.  Therefore,  the 
cumulative  impacts  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  the  same  as  those 
described  above  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 

The  impacts  to  mineral  resources  associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be  lower  than  those 
associated  with  the  Proposed  Action,  due  to  the  smaller  project  size.  Therefore,  the  cumulative 
impacts  associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be  lower  than  those  described  above  for  the 
Proposed  Action. 


Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 

Alternative  5,  the  No  Action  Alternative,  would  not  contribute  to  any  adverse  cumulative  impacts 
to  mineral  resources.  However,  it  would  also  not  result  in  the  beneficial  impacts  to  these 
resources  that  would  be  associated  with  the  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah 
DWMA.  By  not  protecting  further  areas  from  development,  the  No  Action  Alternative  would 
allow  future  development  projects  to  occur,  and  these  projects  could  impact  mineral  resources. 


Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 

By  denying  the  solar  energy  application  and  eliminating  the  site  from  future  solar  energy 
development,  Alternative  6 would  remove  the  potential  for  these  land-intensive  projects  to 
potentially  restrict  access  to  mineral  resources  on  the  site. 


Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 

By  denying  the  solar  energy  application,  Alternative  7 would  allow  existing  land  uses  to  continue 
on  the  project  site  as  they  are  today.  Although  this  alternative  would  not  directly  restrict  access 
to  mineral  resources,  it  could  allow  land  uses,  such  as  renewable  energy  development,  that 
could  impact  access  to  these  resources  in  the  future.  The  cumulative  impacts  of  any  future 
projects  to  mineral  resources  would  be  evaluated  in  project-specific  environmental  analyses  at 
that  time. 
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4.8.11  Mitigation  Measures 

As  discussed  above,  construction,  operation  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning  of  the 
proposed  Stateline  Solar  facility  could  result  in  temporary  access  restrictions  to  mineral 
operations  in  the  area,  as  a result  of  trucks  hauling  aggregate  for  road  maintenance;  however, 
this  would  not  result  in  impacts  associated  with  the  loss  of  availability  of  a known  mineral 
resource  that  would  be  of  value  to  the  region  and  the  residents  of  the  state.  No  mitigation 
measures  are  proposed. 


4.8.12  Residual  Impacts  After  Mitigation 

There  would  be  no  adverse,  unavoidable  impacts  to  mineral  resources  as  a result  of 
construction,  operation  and  maintenance,  or  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action. 
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4.9  Noise 

This  section  presents  the  noise  and  vibration  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  its 
alternatives,  including  noise  and  vibration  during  construction  activities,  operation  and 
maintenance,  and  decommissioning  of  the  facility,  and  identifies  mitigation  measures  that  would 
minimize  those  impacts. 

Section  3.9  describes  the  existing  ambient  noise  conditions  in  and  around  the  Project  site  and 
applicable  laws  and  regulations  for  the  area  where  the  Proposed  Action  and  its  alternatives  are 
located. 


4.9.1  Methodology  for  Analysis 

Noise  and  vibration  impacts  associated  with  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  can  be  created  by 
temporary  construction  and  decommissioning  activities  and  by  normal  long-term  operation  of 
the  solar  facility,  including  noise  from  employee  vehicle  trips  and  O&M  activities. 

Noise  from  construction  and  decommissioning  activities  would  include  both  on-site  and  off-site 
noise  sources.  The  construction  noise  levels  that  would  be  generated  in  connection  with  the 
Proposed  Action  have  been  estimated  based  on  the  construction  activities  described  in  Chapter 
Z Decommissioning  noise  levels  would  be  similar  to  those  estimated  for  construction. 
Operational  noise  would  be  generated  by  vehicle  trips  associated  with  the  project  and  on-site 
O&M  activities. 

As  discussed  in  Section  3.9.1,  a project-generated  noise  increase  of  more  than  3 decibels  (A- 
weighted  scale;  dBA)  is  a perceptible  change  in  environmental  noise,  while  a 5 dBA  difference 
typically  causes  a change  that  may  result  in  community  reaction.  An  increase  of  10  dBA  is 
perceived  by  people  as  a doubling  of  loudness,  and  almost  certainly  causes  an  adverse 
community  response.  As  such,  it  is  considered  reasonable  to  assume  that  an  increase  in 
background  noise  levels  up  to  5 dBA  in  a residential  setting  would  not  be  substantial  and  an 
increase  of  more  than  10  dBA  would  be  substantial.  An  increase  between  5 and  10  dBA  should 
be  considered  adverse,  but  may  be  either  substantial  or  not  substantial  depending  on  the 
particular  circumstances.  Other  factors  to  be  considered  in  determining  if  an  adverse  noise 
impact  is  substantial  include:  (1)  the  resulting  combined  noise  level;  (2)  the  duration  and 
frequency  of  the  noise;  (3)  the  number  of  people  affected;  (4)  the  land  use  designation  of  the 
affected  receptor  sites;  and  (5)  public  concern  or  controversy  expressed  at  workshops, 
hearings,  or  in  correspondence  regarding  the  project. 

The  entire  project  study  area  is  located  on  BLM-administered  lands.  BLM  does  not  have 
regulations  specific  to  noise  and  the  San  Bernardino  County  noise  ordinances  are  not 
applicable  on  public  lands.  However,  the  County  General  Plan  and  noise  ordinance  establishes 
sound-level  limits  applicable  to  the  residential  property  located  near  the  project  study  area  that 
could  be  adversely  affected  by  the  Project,  and  as  such,  they  are  being  used  in  this  analysis  as 
a basis  for  describing  possible  impacts  to  those  sensitive  receptors. 

Noise  impacts  due  to  construction  activities  are  usually  not  considered  to  be  substantial  as  long 
as  construction  activities  are  temporary,  only  intermittently  affect  any  one  location,  limit  use  of 
heavy  equipment  and  noise  activities  to  daytime  hours,  and  all  industry-standard  noise 
abatement  measures  are  implemented  for  noise-producing  equipment. 

With  respect  to  impacts  from  vibration,  vibration-sensitive  land  uses  would  include  high- 
precision  manufacturing  facilities  or  research  facilities  with  optical  and  electron  microscopes. 
None  of  these  occur  in  the  project  area.  Therefore,  a substantial  impact  resulting  from  excessive 
groundborne  vibration  would  depend  on  whether  a nuisance,  annoyance,  or  physical  damage  to 
any  structure  could  occur. 
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The  primary  indicator  of  noise  levels  for  this  analysis  is  the  A-weighted  average  noise  level 
measures  in  decibels  (dBA  Leq).  The  one-hour  average  noise  level  (dBA  Leq  [1-hour])  is  often 
used  to  characterize  ongoing  operations  or  long-term  effects.  The  maximum  dBA  level  (dBA 
Lmax)  is  used  to  document  the  highest  intensity,  intermittent  noise  level.  Another  commonly  used 
measure  of  noise  effects  is  the  day-night  average  sound  level  (Ldn).  The  Ldn  value  matches  the 
Leq  value  for  noise  generated  from  7:00  a.m.  to  10:00  p.m.  but  accounts  for  increased  public 
sensitivity  to  noise  at  night  with  a 10  dBA  penalty  applied  to  nighttime  sounds  occurring  between 
10:00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m. 

Based  on  the  scope  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  and  the  characteristics  of  the  area 
where  the  Project  would  be  located,  the  following  potential  impacts  associated  with  noise  have 
been  identified  for  evaluation: 

• Noise  attributable  to  the  construction  and  operation  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
would  exceed  an  Leq  of  55  dBA  at  the  closest  residence;  and 

• Noise  related  to  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  exceeds  applicable  federal,  state,  and 
local  standards  at  nearby  noise-sensitive  areas. 


4.9.2  CEQA  Significance  Criteria 

The  following  criteria  were  used  to  determine  the  significance  of  impacts  under  CEQA: 

• NZ-1:  Result  in  generation  of,  or  exposure  of  persons  to,  noise  levels  in  excess  of 
standards  established  in  the  local  general  plan  or  noise  ordinance,  or  applicable 
standards  of  other  agencies. 

• NZ-2:  Result  in  generation  of,  or  exposure  of  persons  to,  excessive  groundborne 
vibration  or  groundborne  noise  levels. 

• NZ-3:  Result  in  a substantial  long-term  increase  in  ambient  noise  levels  above  levels 
existing  without  the  project. 

• NZ-4:  Result  in  a substantial  temporary  or  periodic  increase  in  ambient  noise  levels 
above  levels  existing  without  the  project. 

• NZ-5:  Expose  people  residing  in  the  area  to  excessive  noise  levels  for  a project  located 
within  an  airport  land  use  plan,  or  within  two  miles  of  a public  airport  or  public,  or  within 
the  vicinity  of  a private  airstrip. 

• NZ-6:  For  a project  within  the  vicinity  of  a private  airstrip,  expose  people  residing  or 
working  in  the  project  area  to  excessive  noise  levels. 

For  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  and  alternatives,  the  criteria  numbered  NZ-5  and  NZ-6 
were  determined  to  be  inapplicable  as  the  project  area  is  not  located  within  an  airport  land  use 
plan,  within  two  miles  of  a public  or  public  use  airport,  or  within  the  vicinity  of  a private  airstrip. 
Therefore,  these  criteria  are  not  addressed  further  in  the  impact  analysis  presented  in  this 
section. 


4.9.3  Alternative  1 : Proposed  Action 
4.9. 3.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Effects  on  the  existing  ambient  noise  and  vibration  levels  may  arise  from  project  construction, 
operations  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning  equipment  and  vehicles. 
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Construction 

The  Solar  Farm  construction  would  take  approximately  2 to  4 years  from  the  commencement  of 
the  construction  process  to  complete  the  project.  Typical  construction  work  schedules  are 
expected  to  be  from  7:00  a.m.  to  5:00  p.m.,  Monday  through  Friday,  which  complies  with  the 
San  Bernardino  County  noise  ordinance  restrictions  for  construction  activity  of  7:00  a.m.  to  7:00 
p.m.,  except  Sundays  or  Federal  holidays.  Due  to  hot  desert  conditions,  the  Applicant  requests 
the  flexibility  to  arrange  work  schedules  into  the  evening  or  early  morning  hours.  For  example, 
during  the  high  temperature  months,  installation  crews  may  choose  the  option  to  work  from  2 
a.m.  to  12  p.m.  to  avoid  excessive  heat  exposure  and  take  advantage  of  the  coolest 
temperature  hours.  For  safety  reasons,  certain  construction  tasks,  including  final  electrical 
terminations,  must  be  performed  after  dark  when  no  energy  is  being  produced.  During 
construction,  the  on-site  workforce  is  expected  to  average  approximately  400  employees,  with  a 
peak  on-site  workforce  of  approximately  600  employees.  The  construction  workforce  would  be 
recruited  from  within  San  Bernardino  County  and  elsewhere  in  the  surrounding  region  as  much 
as  practicable.  Construction  would  increase  nearby  noise  and  vibration  levels.  Noise  and 
vibration  levels  would  vary  during  the  construction  period,  depending  on  the  construction  phase. 

Most  construction  equipment/vehicles  would  be  brought  to  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  site 
at  the  beginning  of  the  construction  process,  and  would  remain  on  site  throughout  the  duration 
of  the  construction  activities  for  which  they  are  needed;  they  generally  would  not  be  driven  on 
public  roads  while  in  use  for  the  project.  Project  construction  traffic  would  involve  construction 
worker  commuting  vehicles,  plus  periodic  truck  deliveries  of  materials  and  supplies,  trash  and 
other  off-site  truck  shipments,  and  miscellaneous  trips  by  project  staff  (e.g.,  supervisors).  Peak 
vehicular  traffic  volumes  would  coincide  with  the  peak  of  construction  employment,  which  is 
estimated  to  be  approximately  600  workers.  At  peak  construction,  a total  of  approximately  300 
vehicles  would  make  one  trip  per  day  to  and  from  the  site.  Truck  traffic  during  construction  is 
expected  to  average  approximately  40  truck  trips  per  day.  However,  construction  truck 
deliveries  and  shipments  typically  avoid  the  peak  traffic  hours  in  the  morning  and  afternoon,  so 
it  is  unlikely  that  they  would  represent  a substantial  increase  in  traffic  volumes  during  the 
morning  and  afternoon  peak  commuting  hours. 

Noise  from  construction  activities  would  occur  both  on-site  and  off-site  during  construction.  On- 
site construction  noise  would  be  generated  by  construction  equipment  and  off-site  construction 
noise  would  be  generated  by  vehicle  trips  from  construction  workers  and  the  delivery  of  building 
materials  and  equipment. 


Noise  from  On-site  Construction  Activities 

Noise  levels  from  common  construction  equipment  at  various  distances  can  be  estimated 
conservatively  by  assuming  that  the  only  attenuating  mechanism  is  the  divergence  of  the  sound 
waves  in  open  air  (Table  4.9-1).  Typical  maximum  noise  levels  range  up  to  88  dBA  Lmax  at  50 
feet  during  the  noisiest  construction  phases.  However,  as  piles  will  be  required  to  support  the 
PV  equipment  during  construction,  the  pile  drivers  would  increase  the  maximum  noise  level  to 
about  93  dBA  Lmax  at  50  feet  from  pile  driving  equipment. 
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Table  4.9-1.  Typical  Maximum  Construction  Equipment  Noise  Levels  (Lmax) 


Type  of  Equipment 

Range  of  Maximum  Sound  Levels 
Measured  (dBA  at  50  feet) 

Suggested  Maximum  Sound 
Levels  for  Analysis 

Pile  drivers,  12,000  to  18,000  ft- 
lb/blow 

81-96 

93 

Rock  drills 

83-99 

96 

Jack  Hammers 

75-85 

82 

Pneumatic  tools 

78-88 

85 

Pumps 

74/84 

80 

Dozers 

77-90 

85 

Scrapers 

83-91 

87 

Haul  trucks 

83-94 

88 

Cranes 

79-86 

82 

Portable  generators 

71-87 

80 

Rollers 

75-82 

80 

Tractors 

77-82 

80 

Front-end  loaders 

77-90 

86 

Hydraulic  backhoes 

81-90 

86 

Hydraulic  excavators 

81-90 

86 

Graders 

79-89 

86  1 

Air  compressors 

76-89 

86 

Trucks 

81-87 

86 

Source:  Noise  Control  for  Buildings  and  Manufacturing  Plants  (Bolt,  Beranek  & Newman  1987). 
dBA  = A-weighted  decibel 
ft-lb/blow  = foot  pounds  per  blow 
ft  = feet 

Lmax  = maximum  instantaneous  noise  level 

Construction  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  require  the  onsite  use  of  earthmovers,  scrapers, 
water  trucks,  pile  driver,  and  pickup  trucks.  Based  on  Table  4.9-1,  the  maximum  noise  level 
generated  by  each  scraper  on  the  project  site  would  be  87  dBA  Lmax  at  50  feet  from  the 
earthmover.  Each  bulldozer  would  generate  85  dBA  Lmax  at  50  feet.  The  maximum  noise  level 
from  pile  driving  would  be  93  dBA  Lmax.  The  maximum  noise  level  generated  by  water  and 
pickup  trucks  is  approximately  86  dBA  Lmax  at  50  feet  from  these  vehicles.  Each  doubling  of  a 
sound  source  with  equal  strength  increases  the  noise  level  by  3 dBA.  As  each  piece  of 
construction  equipment  operates  as  an  independent  noise  source,  the  combined  noise  level 
would  be  95  dBA  Lmax  at  a distance  of  50  feet  from  the  active  construction  area. 

As  discussed  in  Section  3.9,  noise  from  a point  source  such  as  construction  equipment 
attenuates  by  6 dBA  for  every  doubling  of  distance  (this  is  known  as  the  inverse  square  law). 
The  project  site  for  the  Proposed  Action  is  located  within  approximately  4,500  feet  of  the 
buildings  at  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club  and  within  1.5  miles  of  the  hotels  in  Primm,  Nevada.  At 
these  distances,  based  on  the  inverse  square  law,  the  95  dBA  Lmax  at  50  feet  that  would  occur 
on-site  would  attenuate  to  about  56  dBA  Lmax  at  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club  and  53  dBA  Lmax  at 
the  hotels  in  Primm,  Nevada  by  distance  alone.  The  closest  residence  to  the  on-site 
construction  is  located  at  a distance  of  approximately  2 miles.  At  this  residence,  by  distance 
attenuation  alone,  the  construction  noise  level  would  be  reduced  to  50  dBA  Lmax.  These  levels 
would  be  lower  than  the  55  dBA  L*n  daytime  noise  standard  in  the  San  Bernardino  County  Code 
during  the  daytime , but  would  exceed  the  nighttime  45  dBA  noise  standard  if  construction 
work  were  to  occur  at  night.  With  shielding  provided  by  intervening  natural  terrain  between  the 
project  site  and  these  closest  sensitive  uses,  construction  noise  from  the  project  site  under  the 
Proposed  Action  would  be  reduced  to  below  these  levels. 

The  project  site  under  the  Proposed  Action  is  located  within  approximately  3,500  feet  from  the 
Stateline  Wilderness  Area;  within  2.5  miles  of  the  Mojave  National  Preserve;  and  within  1.5 
miles  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA.  The  95  dBA  Lmax  at  50  feet  that  would  occur  on-site  would 
attenuate  to  about  59  dBA  Lmax  at  the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area,  47  dBA  Lmax  at  the  Mojave 
National  Preserve,  and  53  dBA  Lmax  at  the  Ivanpah  DWMA. 
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Noise  from  Construction-Related  Traffic 

Trucks  delivering  equipment  and  materials  to  the  site,  as  well  as  workers  commuting  to  and 
from  the  site  would  incrementally  increase  noise  on  access  roads  leading  to  the  site.  Roads 
utilized  during  construction  would  include  1-15,  the  1-15  on-  and  off-ramps  at  Yates  Well  Road, 
Yates  Well  Road,  Silverton  Road,  and  Sweet  Bay  Drive.  The  projected  construction  traffic  is 
anticipated  to  be  minimal  when  compared  to  the  existing  traffic  volumes  on  1-15,  and  therefore, 
would  not  cause  a substantial  change  in  roadway  noise.  However,  a relatively  high  single- 
event noise  exposure  potential  would  exist  at  a maximum  level  of  87  dBA  maximum 
instantaneous  noise  level  (Lmax)  with  trucks  passing  at  50  feet.  The  closest  residence  to  the 
project  site’s  access  road  is  located  at  the  northeast  corner  of  the  1-15/Yates  Well  Road 
interchange.  This  residence  is  located  approximately  250  feet  from  where  the  haul  trucks  would 
be  passing  by.  At  this  distance,  the  residence  would  be  exposed  to  periodic  noise  levels  of  up 
to  73  dBA  Lmax during  construction. 

Construction-generated  roadway  noise  would  not  be  audible  at  the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area, 
the  Mojave  National  Preserve,  or  the  Ivanpah  DWMA. 


Ground  Vibrations  from  Construction  Activities 

The  use  of  large  construction  equipment,  including  pile  drivers,  may  produce  temporary 
groundborne  vibration  and  associated  groundborne  noise.  Ground-borne  vibration  from 
construction  sources  is  usually  localized  to  areas  within  about  100  feet  from  the  vibration  source 
(LSA  2011).  The  project  site  for  the  Proposed  Action  is  within  4,500  feet  of  the  buildings  at  the 
Primm  Valley  Golf  Club,  within  2 miles  of  the  closest  residence,  and  within  1.5  miles  of  the 
hotels  in  Primm,  Nevada.  At  these  distances,  temporary  vibrations  would  not  result  in  adverse 
effects  to  buildings  or  cause  annoyance  to  sensitive  receptors.  Likewise,  ground  vibration  from 
construction  activities  would  not  affect  the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area,  the  Mojave  National 
Preserve,  or  the  Ivanpah  DWMA. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

The  Proposed  Action  is  designed  to  have  essentially  no  moving  parts,  no  thermal  cycle,  and  no 
water  use  for  electricity  generation.  Consequently,  the  Proposed  Action  would  have  minimal 
indirect  effects  on  noise  levels  as  a result  of  continuous  operation.  Noise  associated  with 
employee  and  delivery  vehicle  trips  along  access  roads  would  be  the  primary  source  of 
operation  noise.  After  the  construction  period,  the  workforce  for  O&M  and  security  purposes  is 
estimated  to  be  seven  to  ten  full  time  workers.  Typical  work  schedules  are  expected  to  be 
during  daylight  hours  only,  with  the  exception  of  some  limited  maintenance  work  required  after 
dark  when  PV  modules  are  not  live  and  24-hour  on-site  security.  Table  4.9-2  lists  the  number  of 
daily  trips  that  the  Plan  of  Development  (POD)  indicated  would  be  required  to  maintain  the 
project  facilities  during  project  operations. 


Table  4.9-2.  Daily  Maintenance  Trips 


Purpose 

Operations  Traffic 

Employees  (daily  roundtrips) 

Up  to  10  vehicles 

Deliveries  (daily  roundtrips) 

Up  to  10  vehicles 

Source:  (First  Solar  201 1 ). 


As  indicated  in  Table  4.9-2,  there  could  be  up  to  20  daily  vehicle  trips  during  operation  of  the 
proposed  solar  facility.  This  would  result  in  an  incremental  increase  in  traffic  noise;  however, 
noise  associated  with  20  average  daily  vehicle  trips  would  not  result  in  an  audible  increase  to 
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existing  ambient  noise  levels  along  access  roads  leading  up  to  the  project  site.  Overall,  noise 
associated  with  operations  and  maintenance  activities  would  be  infrequent  and  of  a low  level. 
Therefore,  noise  from  operation  and  maintenance  would  generally  not  be  audible  at  the 
sensitive  receptors,  or  at  the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area,  the  Mojave  National  Preserve,  or  the 
Ivanpah  DWMA. 


Ground  Vibrations  from  Operation  and  Maintenance  Activities 

Operation  of  the  proposed  PV  solar  facility  and  associated  maintenance  activities  would  not 
generate  any  substantial  ground-borne  vibration  or  noise.  Ground-borne  vibration  or  noise 
cause  caused  by  O&M  activities  would  generally  not  be  detectable,  and  therefore  would  not 
cause  any  adverse  impacts. 


Decommissioning 

The  decommissioning  of  the  project  would  be  similar  to  the  construction  activities  described 
earlier,  and  would  include  demolition  and  removal  of  above-ground  and  subsurface  facilities  and 
site  contouring  and  restoration.  However,  the  duration  of  decommissioning  would  be  shorter 
than  the  duration  of  construction.  Upon  closure  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project,  all 
operational  noise  from  the  project  would  cease.  The  remaining  potential  temporary  noise  source 
would  be  the  dismantling  of  the  structures  and  equipment  and  any  site  restoration  work  that  may 
be  performed.  Since  this  noise  would  be  similar  to  that  caused  by  the  original  construction,  it 
can  be  treated  similarly.  That  is,  noisy  work  could  be  performed  during  daytime  hours,  with 
machinery  and  equipment  properly  equipped  with  mufflers.  Any  noise  laws  and  regulations  that 
were  in  existence  at  that  time  would  apply.  Applicable  mitigation  measures  included  in  BLM’s 
decision  would  also  apply  unless  modified. 


Noise  from  On-Site  Decommissioning  Activities 

Equipment  to  be  utilized  during  decommissioning  would  be  similar  to  the  equipment  used  during 
construction,  including:  crane,  excavator,  and  air  hammer  (to  break  up  concrete  foundation 
pedestals).  As  such,  decommissioning  activities  would  generate  a temporary  and  localized 
increase  in  ambient  noise  levels.  These  activities  are  similar  to  the  construction  activities  listed 
above;  however,  pile  driving  would  not  be  required.  Therefore,  the  decommissioning  activities 
would  generate  noise  levels  of  up  to  91  dBA  Lmax  at  a distance  of  50  feet.  In  addition, 
decommissioning  activities  would  have  a shorter  duration  than  construction  activities. 

As  previously  discussed,  the  project  site  for  the  Proposed  Action  is  located  within  4,500  feet  of 
the  buildings  at  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club  and  within  1.5  miles  of  the  hotels  in  Primm,  Nevada. 
At  these  distances,  the  decommissioning  activity  noise  would  be  reduced  to  47  to  52  dBA  Lmax 
by  distance  attenuation  alone.  The  closest  residence  to  the  decommissioning  activity  is  located 
at  a distance  of  approximately  2 miles.  Noise  from  construction  activities  at  this  residence 
would  be  reduced  to  45  dBA  Lmax.  With  shielding  provided  by  intervening  natural  terrain 
between  the  project  site  and  these  closest  sensitive  uses,  decommissioning  noise  from  the 
project  site  under  the  Proposed  Action  would  be  reduced  to  below  these  levels.  Noise 
generated  by  haul  trucks  during  decommissioning  would  generally  be  the  same  as  noise 
generated  by  the  haul  trucks  during  construction. 

The  project  site  under  the  Proposed  Action  is  located  within  approximately  3,500  feet  from  the 
Stateline  Wilderness  Area;  within  2.5  miles  of  the  Mojave  National  Preserve;  and  within  1.5 
miles  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA.  The  91  dBA  Lmax  at  50  feet  that  would  occur  on-site  would 
attenuate  to  about  55  dBA  Lmax  at  the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area,  43  dBA  Lmax  at  the  Mojave 
National  Preserve,  and  49  dBA  Lmax  at  the  Ivanpah  DWMA. 
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Noise  from  Traffic  Associated  with  Decommissioning 

Traffic  volumes  associated  with  decommissioning  activities  would  likely  be  similar  to  traffic 
volumes  associated  with  construction  activities.  However,  because  decommissioning  would 
occur  at  least  30  years  in  the  future,  it  is  likely  that  vehicle  engine  technology  would  be  different 
from  current  technology.  Engine  technologies  that  do  not  rely  only  on  internal  combustion 
engines  would  likely  generate  lower  noise  levels  than  those  produced  by  current  vehicles.  This 
effect  is  already  apparent  with  hybrid  vehicles.  Consequently,  noise  impacts  from  traffic 
associated  with  decommissioning  activities  would  likely  be  somewhat  less  than  the  noise  levels 
estimated  for  construction-related  traffic. 


Ground  Vibrations  from  Decommissioning  Activities 

Ground-borne  vibration  from  decommissioning  activities  would  be  essentially  the  same  as  the 
ground-borne  vibrations  from  construction  activities.  Ground-borne  activities  during 
decommissioning  activities  would  be  incrementally  lower  as  there  would  not  be  any  pile  driving. 
Ground-borne  vibration  from  decommissioning  activities  would  not  adversely  affect  structures  or 
sensitive  receptors. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  boundary  would  not  generate  noise  or  vibration.  Noise 
associated  with  construction  of  the  Proposed  Action  may  be  incrementally  more  audible  within 
the  DWMA  if  the  boundary  is  extended  toward  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  site.  However, 
no  adverse  noise  impacts  would  occur. 


4.9. 3.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Significance  conclusions  for  the  impacts  identified  for  each  phase  of  the  project  (Construction, 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  Decommissioning)  are  presented  below  based  on  the  CEQA 
Significance  Criteria.  Only  those  significance  criteria  which  were  determined  to  be  relevant  to 
the  project  are  addressed  below: 


NZ-1 

Construction 

The  nearest  noise  sensitive  land  uses  are  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club,  the  hotels  in  Primm, 
Nevada,  and  the  residence  located  at  the  northeast  corner  of  the  1-15/Yates  Well  Road 
interchange.  It  is  anticipated  that  noise  from  on-site  construction  equipment  would  not  exceed 
noise  regulations  set  forth  by  the  San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan  or  the  EPA.  Noise 
generated  by  haul  trucks  during  construction  may  expose  the  residence  to  periodic  noise  levels 
of  up  to  73  dBA  Lmax  during  individual  pass-by  events.  The  haul  truck  noise  may  cause  a 
periodic  increase  in  ambient  noise  of  5 dBA  or  more,  which  is  generally  considered  the 
threshold  for  an  adverse  impact.  Haul  truck  noise  may  exceed  the  EPA  standards  of  45  dBA  Leq 
for  indoors  and  55  dBA  Leq  for  outdoors  at  the  residence  during  individual  pass-by  events. 
However,  the  exceedances  would  be  intermittent  and  temporary  as  construction  of  the  project 
would  be  completed  within  2 to  4 years.  Noise  levels  would  likely  not  exceed  the  unacceptable 
levels  of  70  dBA  CNEL  for  residential  uses  specified  in  the  State  compatibility  matrix.  Although 
temporary  noise  during  construction,  as  measured  in  dBa  Lmax,  would  exceed  the  EPA 
standards  of  45  dBA  Leq  for  indoors  and  55  dBA  Leq  for  outdoors  at  the  residence  during 
individual  pass-by  events,  this  would  not  be  considered  a significant  impact,  as  the  Lmax  values 
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are  not  directly  comparable  to  the  Leq  standards.  Similarly,  the  construction  noise  levels  at 
the  residence  could  exceed  the  County’s  nighttime  45  dBA  Uq  noise  standard  if  construction 
work  were  to  occur  at  night,  but  this  is  not  directly  comparable  to  the  Uq  standard.  Therefore, 
the  temporary  noise  would  be  a less  than  significant  impact. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Noise  levels  during  operation  would  not  exceed  the  County  noise  regulations  or  the  EPA 
standards  of  45  dBA  Leq  for  indoors  and  55  dBA  Leq  for  outdoors,  at  the  nearest  residence. 
Therefore,  operation  noise  would  not  constitute  an  adverse  impact  and  would  be  less  than 
significant  under  CEQA. 


Decommissioning 

It  is  anticipated  that  noise  from  on-site  decommissioning  equipment  would  not  exceed  noise 
regulations  set  forth  by  the  San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan  or  the  EPA.  The 
decommissioning  of  the  project  would  require  the  use  of  haul  trucks  to  remove  the  PV  panels 
and  graders/scrapers  to  return  the  project  site  to  a natural  profile.  These  activities  are  similar  to 
the  construction  activities  listed  under  the  construction  noise  discussion;  however, 
decommissioning  would  take  less  time  to  complete  than  construction  of  the  Proposed  Action.  As 
with  construction  noise,  off-site  construction  vehicle  noise  during  decommissioning  at  the 
residence  may  cause  a periodic  increase  in  ambient  noise  of  5 dBA  or  more,  which  is  generally 
considered  the  threshold  for  an  adverse  impact.  Noise  from  construction  vehicles  passing  by 
the  nearest  residence  may  intermittently  exceed  the  EPA  residential  standards  of  45  dBA  Leq  for 
indoors  and  55  dBA  Leq  for  outdoors.  Although  temporary  noise  during  construction,  as 
measured  in  dBa  Lmax,  would  exceed  the  EPA  standards  of  45  dBA  Leq  for  indoors  and  55  dBA 
Leq  for  outdoors  at  the  residence  during  individual  pass-by  events,  this  would  not  be  considered 
a significant  impact,  as  the  Lmax  values  are  not  directly  comparable  to  the  Leq  standards. 
Therefore,  the  temporary  noise  would  be  a less  than  significant  impact. 


NZ-2 

Construction 

Ground-borne  vibration  and  noise  generated  during  construction  of  the  proposed  PV  solar 
facility  would  not  adversely  affect  any  structures  or  sensitive  receptors.  Therefore,  no  impact 
would  occur  under  CEQA. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operation  of  the  proposed  PV  solar  facility  and  associated  maintenance  activities  would  not 
generate  any  meaningful  ground-borne  vibration  or  noise.  Therefore,  no  impact  would  occur 
under  CEQA. 


Decommissioning 

Ground-borne  vibration  and  noise  generated  during  decommissioning  of  the  proposed  PV  solar 
facility  would  not  adversely  affect  any  structures  or  sensitive  receptors.  Therefore,  no  impact 
would  occur  under  CEQA. 
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NZ-3 

Construction 

Construction  of  the  project  would  occur  over  a span  of  2 to  4 years.  During  this  time,  on-site 
construction  activities  and  off-site  vehicle  trips  would  temporarily  increase  ambient  noise  levels 
above  existing  levels.  However,  because  construction  noise  would  be  temporary,  it  would  not 
result  in  a long-term  increase  in  ambient  noise  levels.  No  impact  would  occur  under  CEQA. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

On-site  operational  activities  would  not  substantially  increase  ambient  noise  levels  as  the 
Proposed  Action  is  designed  to  have  essentially  no  moving  parts,  no  thermal  cycle,  and  no 
water  use  for  electricity  generation.  Noise  levels  during  operation  would  not  exceed  the  County 
noise  regulations  or  the  EPA  standards  of  45  dBA  Leq  for  indoors  and  55  dBA  Leq  for  outdoors, 
at  the  nearest  residence.  Operation  and  maintenance  of  the  facility  would  generate  an 
estimated  maximum  of  20  average  daily  vehicle  trips.  These  vehicle  trips  would  incrementally 
increase  ambient  noise  levels  above  existing  levels.  However,  noise  associated  with  the  vehicle 
trips  would  not  result  in  an  audible  increase  in  ambient  noise  levels.  Therefore,  operation  noise 
would  not  constitute  an  adverse  impact  and  would  be  less  than  significant  under  CEQA. 


Decommissioning 

The  decommissioning  of  the  project  would  require  the  use  of  haul  trucks  to  remove  the  PV 
panels  and  graders/scrapers  to  return  the  project  site  to  a natural  profile.  Decommissioning 
activities  would  generate  temporary  noise,  but  would  not  result  in  a long-term  increase  in 
ambient  noise  levels.  Upon  completion  of  the  decommissioning  work,  the  noise  associated  with 
operation  of  the  facility  would  be  eliminated.  No  impact  would  occur  under  CEQA. 


NZ-4 

Construction 

The  nearest  noise  sensitive  land  use  is  the  residence  located  at  the  northeast  corner  of  the  I- 
1 5/Yates  Well  Road  interchange.  Noise  generated  by  construction  vehicles  during  construction 
may  exceed  the  EPA  standards  of  45  dBA  Leq  for  indoors,  and  55  dBA  Leq  for  outdoors  at  the 
nearest  residence.  These  exceedances  would  be  intermittent  and  temporary  as  construction  of 
the  project  would  be  completed  within  2 to  4 years.  Noise  levels  would  likely  not  exceed  the 
unacceptable  levels  of  70  dBA  Community  Noise  Equivalent  (CNEL)  for  residential  uses 
specified  in  the  State  compatibility  matrix.  Temporary  noise  during  construction,  as  measured  in 
dBa  Lmax,  would  exceed  the  EPA  standards  of  45  dBA  Leq  for  indoors  and  55  dBA  Leq  for 
outdoors  at  the  residence  during  individual  pass-by  events,  as  well  as  the  County  standard  of  45 
dBA  at  night.  However  these  exceedances  would  be  intermittent  and  temporary,  and  would 
not  be  considered  a significant  impact,  as  the  Lmax  values  are  not  directly  comparable  to  the  Leq 
standards.  Therefore,  the  temporary  noise  would  be  a less  than  significant  impact. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Noise  levels  during  operation  would  not  exceed  the  County  noise  regulations  or  the  EPA 
standards  of  45  dBA  Leq  for  indoors  and  55  dBA  Leq  for  outdoors,  at  the  nearest  residence. 
Operation  and  maintenance  of  the  facility  would  generate  a maximum  of  20  daily  vehicle  trips. 
Each  vehicle  trip  to  and  from  the  site  would  create  a periodic  increase  in  ambient  noise  levels. 
However,  the  20  daily  vehicle  trips  not  result  in  an  audible  increase  in  noise.  Therefore, 
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operation  noise  would  not  constitute  an  adverse  impact  and  would  be  less  than  significant  under 
CEQA. 


Decommissioning 

The  decommissioning  of  the  project  would  require  the  use  of  haul  trucks  to  remove  the  PV 
panels  and  graders/scrapers  to  return  the  project  site  to  a natural  profile.  These  activities  are 
similar  to  the  construction  activities  listed  under  the  construction  noise  discussion;  however, 
because  the  time  period  would  be  shorter  than  the  construction  phase,  on-site  noise  would  be 
incrementally  lower  during  decommissioning.  As  with  construction  noise,  off-site  construction 
vehicles  during  decommissioning  could  result  in  noise  levels  at  the  residence  to  exceed  the 
EPA  standards  of  45  dBA  Leq  for  indoors  and  55  dBA  Leq  for  outdoors.  Although  temporary 
noise  during  construction,  as  measured  in  dBa  Lmax,  would  exceed  the  EPA  standards  of  45 
dBA  Leq  for  indoors  and  55  dBA  Leq  for  outdoors  at  the  residence  during  individual  pass-by 
events,  this  would  not  be  considered  a significant  impact,  as  the  Lmax  values  are  not  directly 
comparable  to  the  Leq  standards.  Therefore,  the  temporary  noise  would  be  a less  than 
significant  impact. 


4.9.4  Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 
4.9.4.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  2 would  occupy  two  separate  parcels  north  and  south  of  the  existing  transmission 
corridor.  The  Solar  Farm  site,  gen-tie  corridor,  and  access  corridor  under  Alternative  2 would 
require  approximately  2,385  ac  of  land  managed  by  the  BLM,  which  is  242  acres  (or  about  12 
percent)  more  than  the  Proposed  Action. 

Effects  on  the  existing  ambient  noise  and  vibration  levels  may  arise  from  construction, 
operations  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning  equipment  and  vehicles. 


Construction 

The  Alternative  2 haul  route  would  pass  within  the  same  distance  of  the  existing  residence  at 
the  1-15/Yates  Well  Road  interchange  as  under  the  Proposed  Action.  Given  that  the  same 
amount  of  materials  and  the  same  equipment  would  be  used  under  Alternative  2 as  the 
Proposed  Action,  the  maximum  haul  truck  noise  impacts  evaluated  for  the  Proposed  Action 
would  apply  to  Alternative  2.  Likewise,  the  same  number  of  construction  workers  and 
associated  noise  from  commuter  vehicle  trips  would  occur  under  Alternative  2 as  the  Proposed 
Action.  However,  because  Alternative  2 would  require  construction  on  a project  site  that  is 
about  12  percent  larger  than  the  project  site  under  the  Proposed  Action,  it  is  anticipated  that  the 
construction  time  period  under  Alternative  2 would  be  about  12  percent  longer  than  the 
Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  noise  impacts  from  construction  vehicles  would  occur  for  a 
longer  period  of  time  under  Alternative  2. 

The  construction  equipment  required  to  build  Alternative  2 would  be  the  same  as  under  the 
Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  maximum  noise  level  generated  by  the  operation  of 
construction  equipment  on  the  project  site  would  be  95  dBA  Lmax  at  a distance  of  50  feet. 
However,  the  distance  from  the  project  site  to  the  nearest  residence  and  the  golf  course  would 
be  less  than  the  Proposed  Action,  which  would  result  in  greater  impacts. 

The  project  site  for  Alternative  2 is  located  within  1,200  feet  of  the  buildings  at  the  Primm  Valley 
Golf  Club,  compared  to  the  Proposed  Action  which  is  located  within  4,500  feet  of  the  Golf  Club. 
Therefore,  maximum  noise  levels  from  construction  equipment  at  the  Golf  Club  buildings  would 
be  an  estimated  67  dBA  Lmax  under  Alternative  2,  compared  to  56  dBA  Lmax  under  the  Proposed 
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Action.  As  with  the  Proposed  Action,  the  project  site  under  Alternative  2 is  located  within  1.5 
miles  of  the  hotels  in  Primm,  Nevada  and  maximum  noise  from  on-site  construction  activities 
would  be  51  dBA  Lmax  at  the  hotels.  The  project  site  under  Alternative  2 is  within  3,500  feet  of 
the  residence  located  at  the  northeast  corner  of  the  1-15/Yates  Well  Road  interchange, 
compared  to  the  Proposed  Action  which  is  located  2 miles  from  the  same  residence.  The 
construction  activity  noise  at  the  residence  under  Alternative  2 would  be  reduced  to  about  58 
dBA  Lmax  by  distance  attenuation  alone,  compared  to  the  49  dBA  Lmax  under  the  Proposed 
Action.  With  shielding  provided  by  intervening  natural  terrain  between  the  project  site  and  these 
closest  sensitive  uses,  construction  noise  from  the  project  site  under  Alternative  2 would  be 
reduced  to  below  these  levels. 

The  project  site  under  Alternative  2 is  located  approximately  3,000  feet  farther  from  the  Stateline 
Wilderness  Area  than  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  construction  noise  from  Alternative  2 
would  be  less  audible  at  the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area  than  the  construction  noise  from  the 
Proposed  Action.  The  project  site  under  Alternative  2 would  be  located  approximately  the  same 
distance  to  the  Mojave  National  Preserve  and  the  Ivanpah  DWMA. 

Because  ground-borne  vibrations  typically  dissipate  within  about  100  feet  from  the  source,  no 
adverse  effects  associated  with  vibration  would  occur  under  Alternative  2. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Noise  from  operation  and  maintenance  under  Alternative  2 may  be  incrementally  greater  than 
the  Proposed  Action  due  to  the  larger  project  site.  The  larger  project  site  may  require  more 
employee  trips  for  maintenance  activities  than  the  Proposed  Action.  As  such,  the  noise 
generated  by  employee  trips  may  be  incrementally  greater  under  Alternative  2. 


Decommissioning 

Alternative  2 would  be  located  on  a project  site  that  is  about  12  percent  larger  and  in  closer 
proximity  to  the  surrounding  noise  sensitive  uses  than  the  project  site  of  the  Proposed  Action. 
The  duration  of  decommissioning  activities  may  be  longer  than  the  decommissioning  under  the 
Proposed  Action,  which  would  result  in  a longer  period  of  increased  noise  levels  due  to 
decommissioning  activities.  Because  the  project  site  under  Alternative  2 is  closer  to  the  Primm 
Valley  Golf  Club  and  the  residence  located  at  the  1-15/Yates  Well  Road  interchange,  noise 
levels  from  decommissioning  activities  would  be  higher  at  the  golf  course  and  the  residence 
than  the  Proposed  Action. 

In  theory,  compared  to  the  Proposed  Action,  impacts  related  to  ground-borne  vibrations  would 
be  incrementally  greater  under  Alternative  2 due  to  the  closer  proximity  of  off-site  structures  to 
the  project  site.  However,  because  ground-borne  vibrations  typically  dissipate  within  about  100 
feet  from  the  source,  no  adverse  effects  would  occur  under  Alternative  2. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  boundary  would  be  the  same  under  Alternative  2 as  it 
would  be  under  the  Proposed  Action.  As  with  the  Proposed  Action,  modification  of  the 
boundary  under  Alternative  2 would  not  generate  noise  or  vibration.  Noise  associated  with 
construction  of  Alternative  2 may  be  incrementally  more  audible  within  the  DWMA  than  the 
Proposed  Action  due  to  the  larger  project  size  and  longer  duration  of  construction  activities 
under  Alternative  2.  However,  no  adverse  noise  impacts  would  occur. 
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4.9.4.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Overall,  the  noise  and  vibration  impacts  under  Alternative  2 would  be  incrementally  greater  than 
those  under  the  Proposed  Action.  Given  that  incremental  differences,  all  impact  determinations 
for  the  Proposed  Action  would  apply  to  Alternative  2. 

Unlike  the  Proposed  Action,  temporary  noise  from  on-site  equipment  during  construction  and 
decommissioning  under  Alternative  2 could  exceed  the  EPA  noise  standard  of  55  dBA  Leq  for 
outdoor  residential  areas,  which  would  result  in  a potentially  significant  impact  pursuant  to 
significance  criteria  NZ-1  and  NZ-4.  Although  temporary  noise  during  construction,  as 
measured  in  dBa  Lmax,  would  exceed  the  EPA  standards  of  45  dBA  Leq  for  indoors  and  55  dBA 
Leq  for  outdoors  at  the  residence  during  individual  pass-by  events,  this  would  not  be  considered 
a significant  impact,  as  the  Lmax  values  are  not  directly  comparable  to  the  Leq  standards. 
Therefore,  the  temporary  noise  would  be  a less  than  significant  impact. 


4.9.5  Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 
4.9. 5.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Revised  Alternative  3 would  occupy  approximately  1,685  acres  in  a contiguous  project  footprint 
in  the  northeastern  portion  of  the  project  study  area.  The  project  site  under  Revised  Alternative 
3 is  458  ac  smaller  than  the  project  site  under  the  Proposed  Action. 

Effects  on  the  existing  ambient  noise  and  vibration  levels  may  arise  from  construction, 
operations  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning  equipment  and  vehicles. 


Construction 

The  Revised  Alternative  3 haul  route  would  pass  within  the  same  distance  of  the  existing 
residence  at  the  1-15/Yates  Well  Road  interchange  as  under  the  Proposed  Action.  Given  that 
the  same  amount  of  materials  and  the  same  equipment  would  be  used  under  Revised 
Alternative  3 as  the  Proposed  Action,  the  maximum  haul  truck  noise  impacts  evaluated  for  the 
Proposed  Action  would  apply  to  Revised  Alternative  3.  Likewise,  the  same  number  of 
construction  workers  and  associated  noise  from  commuter  vehicle  trips  would  occur  under 
Revised  Alternative  3 as  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  noise  from  off-site  construction 
vehicles  would  reach  the  same  levels  as  that  of  the  Proposed  Action,  and  for  about  the  same 
duration. 

The  construction  equipment  required  to  build  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  the  same  as  under 
the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  maximum  noise  level  generated  by  the  operation  of 
construction  equipment  on  the  project  site  would  be  95  dBA  Lmax  at  a distance  of  50 
feet  .However,  the  distance  from  the  project  site  to  the  nearest  residence  and  the  golf  course 
would  be  less  than  the  Proposed  Action,  which  would  result  in  greater  impacts. 

The  project  site  under  Revised  Alternative  3 is  situated  the  same  distance  as  the  Proposed 
Action  site  in  relation  to  the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area,  the  Mojave  National  Preserve,  and  the 
Ivanpah  DWMA.  Noise  levels  at  these  locations  from  construction  under  Revised  Alternative  3 
would  be  generally  the  same  as  construction  noise  under  the  Proposed  Action,  and  for  about 
the  same  duration. 

Because  ground-borne  vibrations  typically  dissipate  within  about  100  feet  from  the  source,  no 
adverse  effects  associated  with  vibration  would  occur  under  Revised  Alternative  3. 
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Operation  and  Maintenance 

Noise  from  operation  and  maintenance  under  Revised  Alternative  3 are  expected  to  be  the 
same  as  those  for  the  Proposed  Action,  and  for  the  same  duration. 


Decommissioning 

Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  located  on  a project  site  that  is  farther  away  from  the 
surrounding  noise  sensitive  receptors  than  the  project  site  of  the  Proposed  Action.  As 
previously  discussed,  compared  to  the  Proposed  Action  site,  the  project  site  under  Revised 
Alternative  3 is  farther  than  from  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club  and  the  residence  located  at  the  I- 
1 5/Yates  Well  Road  interchange.  Therefore,  noise  levels  from  decommissioning  activities 
would  be  lower  at  the  golf  course  and  the  residence  than  for  the  Proposed  Action. 

As  with  construction  vibrations,  in  theory,  compared  to  the  Proposed  Action,  impacts  related  to 
ground-borne  vibrations  would  be  incrementally  lower  under  Revised  Alternative  3 due  to  the 
greater  distance  between  the  project  site  and  off-site  structures.  However,  because  ground- 
borne  vibrations  dissipate  within  about  100  feet  of  the  source,  there  would  be  no  measurable 
reduction  in  groundborne  vibration  under  this  alternative. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  boundary  would  be  the  same  under  Revised  Alternative 
3 as  it  would  be  under  the  Proposed  Action.  As  with  the  Proposed  Action,  modification  of  the 
boundary  under  Revised  Alternative  3 would  not  generate  noise  or  vibration.  Noise  and 
vibration  associated  with  construction  and  operation  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  not  affect 
the  modification  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  boundary. 


4.9. 5.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Overall  noise  and  vibration  impacts  would  be  incrementally  lower  under  Revised  Alternative  3 
than  the  Proposed  Action.  However,  the  same  CEQA  significance  determinations  of  the 
Proposed  Action  would  apply  to  Revised  Alternative  3 noise  impacts. 


4.9.6  Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 
4.9. 6.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  4 is  conceptually  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1 ),  but  would  be  placed 
within  a different  land  area  which  comprises  1,766  ac.  The  land  area  associated  with 
Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  the  northern  portion  of  the  bifurcated  footprint  of  Alternative 
2. 

Construction 

Construction  activities  associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  those  of  the 
Proposed  Action,  but  would  be  of  a smaller  scale.  The  project  site  under  Alternative  4 is  1,766 
acres,  or  about  377  acres  (17  percent)  smaller  than  the  project  site  under  the  Proposed  Action. 
Alternative  4 would  utilize  the  same  materials  and  equipment  as  the  Proposed  Action. 
Therefore,  the  intensity  of  construction-related  noise  would  be  basically  the  same  as  in  the 
Proposed  Action,  but  the  duration  of  the  noise  would  be  shorter. 

The  Alternative  4 haul  route  would  pass  within  the  same  distance  of  the  existing  residence  at 
the  1-15/Yates  Well  Road  interchange  as  under  the  Proposed  Action.  However,  the  volume  of 
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materials,  equipment,  and  commuter  vehicle  trips  would  be  reduced  due  to  the  smaller  scale  of 
the  alternative.  In  addition,  because  Alternative  4 would  require  construction  on  a project  site 
that  is  about  17  percent  smaller  than  the  project  site  under  the  Proposed  Action,  it  is  anticipated 
that  the  construction  time  period  under  Alternative  4 would  be  about  17  percent  shorter  than  the 
Proposed  Action. 

The  construction  equipment  required  to  build  Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  under  the 
Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  maximum  noise  level  generated  by  the  operation  of 
construction  equipment  on  the  project  site  would  be  95  dBA  Lmax  at  a distance  of  50  feet.  The 
distance  from  the  project  site  to  the  nearest  residence  and  the  golf  course  would  be  about  the 
same  as  the  Proposed  Action,  which  would  result  in  the  same  level  of  impacts.  However,  the 
duration  of  impacts  would  be  shorter. 

The  project  site  under  Alternative  4 is  located  approximately  3,000  feet  farther  from  the  Stateline 
Wilderness  Area  than  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  construction  noise  from  Alternative  4 
would  be  less  audible  at  the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area  than  the  construction  noise  from  the 
Proposed  Action.  The  project  site  under  Alternative  4 would  be  located  approximately  the  same 
distance  to  the  Mojave  National  Preserve  and  the  Ivanpah  DWMA. 

Because  ground-borne  vibrations  typically  dissipate  within  about  100  feet  from  the  source,  no 
adverse  effects  would  occur  under  Alternative  4. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Noise  from  operation  and  maintenance  under  Alternative  4 would  be  incrementally  smaller  than 
the  Proposed  Action  due  to  the  smaller  project  site. 


Decommissioning 

Alternative  4 would  be  located  on  a project  site  that  is  about  17  percent  smaller  than  the  project 
site  of  the  Proposed  Action.  The  duration  of  decommissioning  activities  would  be  shorter  than 
the  decommissioning  under  the  Proposed  Action,  which  would  result  in  a shorter  period  of 
increased  noise  levels  due  to  decommissioning  activities. 

Because  ground-borne  vibrations  typically  dissipate  within  about  100  feet  from  the  source,  no 
adverse  effects  would  occur  under  Alternative  4. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  boundary  would  be  the  same  under  Alternative  4 as  it 
would  be  under  the  Proposed  Action.  As  with  the  Proposed  Action,  modification  of  the 
boundary  under  Alternative  4 would  not  generate  noise  or  vibration. 


4.9. 6.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Overall,  noise  and  vibration  under  Alternative  4 would  have  incrementally  lesser  adverse  effects 
than  noise  and  vibration  under  the  Proposed  Action,  due  to  the  smaller  project  size  and  shorter 
duration  of  construction  and  decommissioning.  All  impact  determinations  for  the  Proposed 
Action  would  apply  to  Alternative  4.  Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  a substantial  lessening  of 
any  significant  environmental  impacts. 
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4.9.7  Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 

4.9. 7.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Under  this  alternative,  the  BLM  would  not  approve  the  proposed  facility  and  would  not  amend 
the  CDCA  Plan.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be  constructed,  and  the  BLM  would 
continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the  existing  land  use  designation  in  the  CDCA  Plan. 

Because  there  would  be  no  amendment  to  the  CDCA  Plan  and  no  solar  project  approved  for  the 
site  under  this  alternative,  no  new  structures  or  facilities  would  be  constructed  or  operated  on 
the  site  and  no  new  ground  disturbance  would  occur.  As  a result,  there  would  be  no  increase  in 
temporary  or  long-term  noise  or  vibration  over  current  conditions. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  this  alternative. 
Land  uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today.  No  noise  or 
vibration  impacts  would  occur  as  a result  of  the  No  Action  Alternative. 


4.9.7.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

The  less  than  significant  impacts  and  significant  impacts  identified  for  the  Proposed  Action 
would  not  occur  under  Alternative  5.  No  adverse  or  significant  impacts  related  to  noise  and 
vibration  would  occur. 


4.9.8  Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 
4.9. 8.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  6 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  not  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  and  no  project  would  be  approved.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be 
constructed  on  the  site,  and  the  BLM  would  continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the 
existing  land  use  designation  in  the  CDCA  Plan. 

Alternative  6 would  leave  the  project  site  vacant  and  exclude  the  future  development  of  the  site 
as  a solar  facility.  Because  this  alternative  would  not  involve  any  construction,  delivery, 
operations,  maintenance,  or  decommissioning  activities,  there  would  be  no  increase  in 
temporary  or  long-term  noise. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  boundary  would  be  the  same  under  Alternative  6 as  It 
would  be  under  the  Proposed  Action.  As  with  the  Proposed  Action , modification  of  the 
boundary  under  Alternative  6 would  not  generate  noise  or  vibration. 


4.9. 8.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

The  less  than  significant  impacts  and  significant  impacts  identified  for  the  Proposed  Action 
would  not  occur  under  Alternative  6.  No  impacts  related  to  noise  and  vibration  would  occur. 
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4.9.9  Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 
4.9.9. 1 Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  7 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  although  none  of  the  action  alternatives  would  be  approved.  The  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  Project  would  not  be  constructed.  Because  this  alternative  would  not  involve  any 
construction , delivery , operations , maintenance,  or  decommissioning  activities,  there  would  be 
no  temporary  or  long-term  noise  related  to  this  alternative.  As  a result  of  the  Plan  amendment , 
it  is  possible  that  another  solar  energy  project  could  be  constructed  on  the  site. 

If  this  were  to  occur,  it  is  likely  that  the  construction  and  operations  of  the  future  development 
could  result  in  noise  and  vibration  impacts  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action ; however,  noise  and 
vibration  impacts  of  the  future  development  would  be  analyzed  in  subsequent  NEPA  and/or 
CEQA  environmental  review. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  Alternative  7.  Land 
uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today.  This  action  would 
not  have  any  noise  or  vibration  impacts. 


4.9. 9. 2 CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

The  impacts  identified  for  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  occur  under  Alternative  7.  No  impacts 
related  to  noise  and  vibration  would  occur. 


4.9.10  Cumulative  Impacts 

4.9.10.1  Geographic  Extent/Context 

Noise 

The  geographic  extent  for  the  analysis  of  cumulative  impacts  related  to  noise  is  generally  limited 
to  areas  within  approximately  1 mile  of  the  project  study  area,  including  along  the  haul  truck 
routes.  This  area  is  defined  as  the  geographic  extent  of  the  cumulative  noise  impact  area 
because  noise  impacts  would  generally  be  localized.  At  distances  greater  than  1 mile,  impulse 
noise  may  be  briefly  audible  and  steady  construction  and/or  operational  noise  would  generally 
dissipate  such  that  the  level  of  noise  would  blend  in  with  background  noise  levels.  Noise  in  the 
project  area  has  increased  over  time  as  development  of  the  area  has  occurred,  including 
installation  of  the  1-15,  development  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club,  use  of  the  area  for  off- 
highway  vehicle  (OHV)  recreational  activities,  and  the  current  construction  of  the  Ivanpah  SEGS 
project.  These  developments  have  changed  the  quiet  desert  of  the  project  area  such  that 
ambient  noise  levels  existing  today  are  substantially  higher  than  would  have  occurred  prior  to 
such  development,  especially  during  daytime  hours  when  traffic  and  human  activity  are 
greatest. 


Vibration 

Ground  vibration  impacts  of  the  project  stem  primarily  from  temporary  on-site  construction 
activities.  Ground  vibrations  dissipate  more  rapidly  than  airborne  noise  levels,  limiting  the 
geographic  extent  of  ground  vibration  to  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  vibration  source.  As  noted 
in  Section  3.9.1  (Noise  - Environmental  Setting)  under  “General  Information  on  Vibration”,  the 
geographic  extent  of  potentially  significant  ground  vibrations  from  construction  equipment 
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seldom  extends  more  than  100  feet  from  the  source  of  the  vibrations.  Vibration  in  the  project 
area  has  increased  over  time  with  development  of  features  such  as  the  1-15,  where  trucks  and 
cars  generate  localized  vibrations.  In  addition,  the  current  construction  of  the  Ivanpah  SEGS 
project  is  a temporary  source  of  vibration  in  the  project  area. 


4.9.10.2  Existing  Cumulative  Conditions 

Past  and  present  projects  occurring  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility  include  recreational 
activities;  mining;  solar  development;  utility  corridors  used  for  transmission  of  electric  power, 
natural  gas,  petroleum  products  and  communications;  transportation  infrastructure  (highway  and 
railroad,  both  existing  and  proposed);  and  grazing.  Current  ambient  noise  conditions  reflect  the 
cumulative  effect  of  noise  generation  on  a local  geographic  scale.  Existing  noise  levels  in  the 
project  vicinity  are  generally  low,  except  along  the  1-15  during  peak  traffic  periods,  or  when 
construction  of  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  project  generates  intermittent  high  noise  levels. 


4.9.10.3  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Projects 

Table  4.1-1  provides  a list  of  current  and  reasonably  foreseeable  projects,  including  other 
proposed  or  approved  renewable  energy  projects,  various  BLM  authorized  actions/activities, 
proposed  or  approved  projects  within  the  County’s  jurisdiction,  and  other  actions/activities  that 
the  agencies  consider  reasonably  foreseeable.  Table  4.1-2  summarizes  the  cumulative  projects 
that  would  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  the  Proposed  Action  and  result  in  cumulative 
impacts  to  lands  and  realty.  Most  of  these  projects  have  either  undergone  independent 
environmental  review  pursuant  to  NEPA  and/or  CEQA,  or  will  do  so  prior  to  approval.  Even  if 
environmental  review  has  not  been  completed  for  the  cumulative  projects  described  in  Table 
4.1-2,  their  effects  were  considered  in  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis  in  this  PA  and  EIS/EIR. 

Projects  currently  under  construction  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility  include  the  Ivanpah 
SEGS  solar  facility  (3,471  acres).  Proposed  projects  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility  that 
would  have  potentially  adverse  impacts  associated  with  noise  include  the  Southern  Nevada 
Supplemental  Airport,  Desert  Xpress  high  speed  passenger  rail  line,  Silver  State  Phase  2 solar 
facility,  and  the  Calnev  Pipeline  Expansion  Project. 


4.9.10.4  Cumulative  Impacts  Associated  with  Proposed  Action 
Construction 

The  proposed  developments  near  the  project  site  would  have  the  potential  to  contribute  to 
cumulative  noise  and  vibration  impacts.  It  is  expected  that  one  or  more  of  the  cumulative 
projects  described  above  may  be  under  construction  at  the  same  time  as  the  Proposed  Action. 
In  particular,  construction  of  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  facility,,  the  Calnev  Pipeline  Expansion  Project, 
and  JPOE  are  expected  to  occur  in  2013. 

As  a result  of  these  concurrent  construction  projects,  there  would  be  multiple  potential  sources 
of  noise  from  heavy  equipment,  blasting,  and  increased  truck  and  commuter  vehicle  traffic  in  the 
area.  The  combined  noise  levels  in  the  project  area  from  construction  of  multiple  concurrent 
projects  would  result  in  short-term  increased  noise  levels  which  could  exceed  San  Bernardino 
County  noise  standards.  In  addition,  the  temporary  construction  noise  from  the  concurrent 
construction  of  nearby  projects  would  increase  ambient  noise  levels  in  the  project  area,  resulting 
in  a cumulative  noise  impact  at  the  location  of  the  residence  at  Yates  Well  Road,  at  the  Primm 
Valley  Golf  Club,  or  at  the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area. 
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Operation  and  Maintenance 

It  is  expected  that  all  of  the  cumulative  projects  described  above  would  be  operational  at  the 
same  time  as  the  Proposed  Action.  As  a result,  there  may  be  long-term  noise  and  vibration 
impacts  during  operation  of  those  cumulative  projects.  Implementation  of  the  Southern  Nevada 
Supplemental  Airport  and  Desert  Xpress  rail  line  would  be  expected  to  result  in  noise  sources 
that  would  increase  ambient  noise  levels  in  the  area.  Operation  of  the  proposed  facility  and  the 
other  cumulative  projects  would  cause  a minor  increase  in  traffic  along  local  roadways,  including 
1-15,  which  would  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  traffic  generated  by  other  projects  in  the 
area. 


Decommissioning 

The  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action  is  expected  to  result  in  adverse  impacts  similar  to 
those  identified  for  construction.  Disruptions  from  the  decommissioning  activities  associated 
with  other  renewable  energy  and  other  projects  would  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  those 
of  the  Proposed  Action,  which  could  result  in  an  adverse  cumulative  impact.  However,  the 
Proposed  Action’s  contribution  to  cumulative  noise  and  vibration  impacts  during 
decommissioning  would  be  temporary.  Following  decommissioning,  no  further  project-related 
activities  would  occur,  and  adverse  impacts  would  cease. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  create  noise  and 
vibration  impacts,  and  would  therefore  not  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts  associated  with 
noise  and  vibration. 


4.9.10.5  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 
NZ-1 

Construction 

Because  noise  generated  by  haul  trucks  during  construction  may  exceed  the  EPA  standards  of 
45  dBA  Leq  for  indoors  and  55  dBA  Leq  for  outdoors  at  the  residence  during  individual  pass-by 
events,  temporary  construction  noise  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  would  constitute  an 
adverse  impact.  Although  temporary  noise  during  construction,  as  measured  in  dBa  Lmax,  would 
exceed  the  EPA  standards  of  45  dBA  Leq  for  indoors  and  55  dBA  Leq  for  outdoors  at  the 
residence  during  individual  pass-by  events,  this  would  not  be  considered  a significant  impact,  as 
the  Lmax  values  are  not  directly  comparable  to  the  Leq  standards.  Therefore,  the  temporary  noise 
would  be  a less  than  significant  impact.  Construction  traffic  associated  with  other  cumulative 
projects,  including  Ivanpah  SEGS,  the  Mountain  Pass  Lateral,  the  Calnev  Pipeline  Expansion, 
and  the  Joint  Port  of  Entry,  is  also  expected  to  use  the  Yates  Well  Road  exit  for  access,  and 
each  would  therefore  contribute  to  potentially  significant  cumulative  noise  impacts.  These 
impacts  would  be  temporary,  and  would  be  reduced  and  eventually  cease  as  construction  on 
each  of  the  projects  is  completed.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM-Noise-1,  MM- 
Noise-2,  and  MM-Noise-3  would  reduce  the  contribution  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  other 
action  alternatives  to  this  condition,  so  that  their  contribution  to  this  cumulative  impact  would  not 
be  cumulatively  considerable. 
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Operation  and  Maintenance 

The  combined  noise  from  the  various  current  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects, 
including  the  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport  and  Desert  Xpress,  is  expected  to 
increase  ambient  noise  levels  in  the  area,  and  contribute  to  a cumulatively  significant  noise 
impact,  during  the  operational  period  of  the  Proposed  Action.  However,  operational  noise  levels 
of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  would  be  very  limited,  and  would  not  exceed  the  County 
noise  regulations  or  the  EPA  standards  of  45  dBA  Leq  for  indoors  and  55  dBA  Leq  for  outdoors, 
at  the  nearest  residence.  Therefore,  the  contribution  of  the  Proposed  Action  to  this  cumulative 
impact  would  not  be  cumulatively  considerable. 


Decommissioning 

Noise  generated  by  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  would  occur 
within  the  context  of  the  operations  of  the  other  reasonably  foreseeable  projects,  including  the 
Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport,  Desert  Xpress,  and  other  projects  that  are  currently 
unforeseen.  It  is  expected  that  these  projects  would  contribute  to  a cumulatively  significant 
noise  impact  during  the  decommissioning  period  of  the  Proposed  Action.  The  contribution  of 
the  Proposed  Action  to  these  impacts  would  be  temporary.  Implementation  of  mitigation 
measures  MM-Noise-1,  MM-Noise-2,  and  MM-Noise-3  would  reduce  the  contribution  of  the 
Proposed  Action  and  other  action  alternatives  to  this  condition,  so  that  their  contribution  to  this 
cumulative  impact  would  not  be  cumulatively  considerable. 


NZ-2 

Ground-borne  vibration  and  noise  generated  from  construction,  operations  and  maintenance, 
and  decommissioning  activities  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  pose  no  risk  of  cosmetic  or 
structural  damage  to  any  existing  buildings,  and  would  not  combine  with  other  projects  to  result 
in  a cumulative  impact.  No  cumulative  impact  would  occur. 


NZ-3 

No  long-term  noise  impacts  are  associated  with  construction  or  decommissioning  of  the 
Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  criterion  NZ-3  does  not  apply  to  construction  or  decommissioning. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

It  is  expected  that  all  of  the  cumulative  projects  described  above  would  be  operational  at  the 
same  time  as  the  Proposed  Action.  Implementation  of  the  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental 
Airport  and  Desert  Xpress  rail  line  would  be  expected  to  result  in  noise  sources  that  would 
increase  ambient  noise  levels  in  the  area,  and  a cumulatively  significant  impact  could  occur. 
Operation  of  the  proposed  facility  would  cause  a minor  increase  in  traffic  along  local  roadways, 
including  1-15.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM-Noise-1,  MM-Noise-2,  and  MM- 
Noise-3  would  reduce  the  contribution  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  other  action  alternatives  to 
this  condition,  so  that  their  contribution  to  this  cumulative  impact  would  not  be  cumulatively 
considerable. 
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NZ-4 

Construction 

Temporary  construction  noise  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  would  constitute  an  adverse 
impact,  and  would  be  significant  and  unavoidable  under  CEQA.  Construction  traffic  associated 
with  other  cumulative  projects,  including  Ivanpah  SEGS,  the  Mountain  Pass  Lateral,  the  Calnev 
Pipeline  Expansion,  and  the  Joint  Port  of  Entry,  is  also  expected  to  use  the  Yates  Well  Road 
exit  for  access,  and  each  would  therefore  contribute  to  a potentially  significant  cumulative 
increase  in  ambient  noise  levels.  These  impacts  would  be  temporary,  and  would  be  reduced 
and  eventually  cease  as  construction  on  each  of  the  projects  is  completed.  Implementation  of 
mitigation  measures  MM-Noise-1,  MM-Noise-2,  and  MM-Noise-3  would  reduce  the  contribution 
of  the  Proposed  Action  and  other  action  alternatives  to  this  condition,  so  that  their  contribution  to 
this  cumulative  impact  would  not  be  cumulatively  considerable. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

The  combined  noise  from  the  various  current  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects, 
including  the  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport  and  Desert  Xpress,  is  expected  to 
increase  ambient  noise  levels  in  the  area,  and  contribute  to  a cumulatively  significant  noise 
impact,  during  the  operational  period  of  the  Proposed  Action.  However,  operational  noise  levels 
of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  would  be  very  limited,  and  would  not  exceed  the  County 
noise  regulations  or  the  EPA  standards  of  45  dBA  Leq  for  indoors  and  55  dBA  Leq  for  outdoors, 
at  the  nearest  residence.  Therefore,  the  contribution  of  the  Proposed  Action  to  this  cumulative 
impact  would  not  be  cumulatively  considerable. 


Decommissioning 

Noise  generated  by  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  would  occur 
within  the  context  of  the  operations  of  the  other  reasonably  foreseeable  projects,  including  the 
Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport,  Desert  Xpress,  and  other  projects  that  are  currently 
unforeseen.  It  is  expected  that  these  projects  would  contribute  to  a cumulatively  significant 
noise  impact,  during  the  decommissioning  period  of  the  Proposed  Action.  The  contribution  of 
the  Proposed  Action  to  these  impacts  would  be  temporary.  Implementation  of  mitigation 
measures  MM-Noise-1,  MM-Noise-2,  and  MM-Noise-3  would  reduce  the  contribution  of  the 
Proposed  Action  and  other  action  alternatives  to  this  condition,  so  that  their  contribution  to  this 
cumulative  impact  would  not  be  cumulatively  considerable. 


4.9.10.6  Alternatives 
Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 

The  noise  and  vibration  impacts  associated  with  Alternative  2 would  be  approximately  the  same 
as  those  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts  associated 
with  Alternative  2 would  be  the  same  as  those  described  above  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 

The  noise  and  vibration  impacts  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  reduced  as 
compared  to  those  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action,  due  to  the  smaller  project  size  and 
shorter  duration  of  construction  and  decommissioning.  Therefore , the  cumulative  impacts 

associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  lower  than  those  described  above  for  the 
Proposed  Action. 
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Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 

The  noise  and  vibration  impacts  associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be  reduced  as  compared  to 
those  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action,  due  to  the  smaller  project  size  and  shorter  duration 
of  construction  and  decommissioning.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts  associated  with 
Alternative  4 would  be  lower  than  those  described  above  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 

Alternative  5,  the  No  Action  Alternative,  would  not  contribute  to  noise  or  vibration  impacts. 
Therefore,  this  alternative  would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  noise  or  vibration  impacts. 


Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 

By  denying  the  solar  energy  application  and  excluding  the  site  from  future  solar  energy 
development,  Alternative  6 would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  noise  or  vibration  impacts. 


Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 

By  denying  the  solar  energy  application  and  excluding  the  site  from  future  solar  energy 
development,  Alternative  7 would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  noise  or  vibration  impacts.  The 
site  could  potentially  be  used  for  solar  or  other  development  in  the  future.  Noise  or  vibration 
impacts  associated  with  future  actions  would  be  considered  in  a later  project-specific 
environmental  analysis. 


4.9.11  Mitigation  Measures 

Noise  impacts  would  be  reduced  by  implementation  of  the  following  mitigation  measures.  Even 
with  mitigation,  noise  impacts  from  haul  trucks  during  construction  and  decommissioning  at  the 
residence  located  at  the  northeast  corner  of  the  1-15/Yates  Well  Road  interchange  are  likely  to 
remain  significant  and  unavoidable  under  CEQA,  but  for  a short  duration.  These  impacts  would 
also  be  considered  to  be  residual  effects  under  NEPA. 


MM-Noise-1:  Noise  Mitigation.  Noise  impacts  from  construction  shall  be  mitigated  to  minimize 
effects  on  individuals,  sensitive  areas,  fauna,  and  livestock.  Noise  levels  would  comply  with 
local  regulations.  Noise  standards  developed  to  comply  with  those  regulations  shall  be  provided 
to  the  construction  contractors  for  implementation  and  shall  be  enforced  by  construction 
inspectors  using  portable  sound  level  meters  to  monitor  noise  levels. 

The  Applicant  shall  also  ensure  that  construction  equipment  would  be  operated  on  an  as- 
needed  basis  and  shall  be  maintained  according  to  manufacturer  specifications  to  minimize 
noise  impacts.  Haul  trucks  and  other  engine-powered  equipment  shall  be  equipped  with 
mufflers  that  meet  all  applicable  regulations.  Haul  trucks  shall  be  operated  in  accordance  with 
posted  speed  limits.  The  use  of  truck  engine  compression  brakes  shall  be  limited  to 
emergencies. 


MM-Noise-2:  Notification  Prior  to  Construction.  Construction  haul  trucks  would  pass  within 
250  feet  of  a residence  and  construction  activities  would  occur  adjacent  to  the  Primm  Valley 
Golf  Club.  To  help  ensure  that  these  areas  are  not  affected  by  noise  and  vibration  levels,  the 
Applicant  shall  give  advance  notice  to  landowners  prior  to  construction,  limit  the  hours  during 
which  construction  activities  are  conducted,  and  ensure  that  construction  proceeds  quickly 
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through  such  areas.  In  the  event  that  the  contractor  expects  noise  levels  to  exceed  regulated 
noise  standards  (based  on  the  types  of  construction  equipment  or  procedures),  notice  shall  be 
given  to  the  Applicant  so  that  immediate  additional  noise  mitigation  measures  could  be 
instituted. 


MM-Noise-3:  Noise  Complaint  Documentation  and  Resolution.  Throughout  the  construction 
and  decommissioning  phases,  the  Applicant  shall  document,  investigate,  evaluate,  and  attempt 
to  resolve  all  project-related  noise  complaints.  The  Applicant  shall  set  up  a communication  line 
or  procedures  to  enable  individuals  to  contact  the  company  in  the  event  that  construction  noise 
levels  affect  them.  In  such  circumstances,  the  Applicant  shall  conduct  noise  assessments  to 
ensure  that  the  noise  attributable  to  construction  does  not  exceed  55  dBA  Leqat  noise  sensitive 
land  uses.  In  the  event  that  noise  cannot  meet  regulated  levels,  the  Applicant  shall  develop  an 
acceptable  alternative  construction  or  decommissioning  work  plan. 

Overall,  noise  impacts  associated  with  operations  and  maintenance  activities  would  be 
infrequent  and  of  a low  level.  These  impacts  would  not  be  significant  under  CEQA.  However, 
implementation  of  the  following  mitigation  measure  would  ensure  that  any  noise  attributable  to 
operations  and  maintenance  activities  is  minimized. 


MM-Noise-4:  Noise  Mitigation.  If  the  noise  attributable  to  the  operation  of  any  on-site 
equipment  used  for  maintenance  activities  exceeds  55  dBA  Ldn  at  any  noise  sensitive  land  use, 
the  Applicant  shall  implement  noise  mitigation  measures  at  the  receptor  location,  such  as 
installation  of  windows  with  a Sound  Transmission  Class  Rating  acceptable  to  achieve  a 45  dBA 
interior  noise  level,  sound  wall,  etc.  As  such,  the  Applicant  would  minimize  noise  impacts  to  help 
ensure  that  project-related  operations  would  not  result  in  a significant  effect  on  the  ambient 
sound  level. 


4.9.12  Residual  Impacts  After  Mitigation 

The  temporary,  intermittent  noise  from  haul  trucks  passing  by  the  residence  located  at  the 
northeast  corner  of  the  1-15/Yates  Well  Road  interchange  during  construction  and 
decommissioning  would  be  reduced  with  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM-Noise-1, 
MM-Noise-2,  and  MM-Noise-3.  However,  even  with  implementation  of  the  mitigation  measures, 
haul  trucks  may  still  cause  intermittent  noise  that  may  result  in  complaints  from  the  residences. 
Therefore,  the  noise  from  haul  trucks  passing  by  the  residence  during  construction  and 
decommissioning  would  constitute  a temporary  unavoidable  adverse  impact.  No  mitigation  is 
available  to  reduce  this  impact  without  rerouting  haul  trucks  farther  from  the  residence,  which 
could  have  secondary  adverse  impacts  with  respect  to  air  quality,  biological  resources,  and 
sensitive  receptors  in  other  locations. 
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4.10  Paleontology 

The  BLM  defines  “significant  paleontological  resources”  as  any  fossil  that  is  considered  to  be  of 
scientific  interest,  including  most  vertebrate  fossil  remains  and  traces,  and  certain  rare  or 
unusual  invertebrate  and  plant  fossils.  A significant  paleontological  resource  is  considered  to  be 
of  scientific  interest  if  it  is  a rare  or  previously  unknown  species,  it  is  of  high  quality  and  well 
preserved,  it  preserves  a previously  unknown  anatomical  or  other  characteristic,  provides  new 
information  about  the  history  of  life  on  earth,  or  has  an  identified  educational  or  recreational 
value.  Paleontological  resources  that  may  be  considered  not  to  have  scientific  significance 
include  those  that  lack  provenience  (the  source,  origin,  or  location  of  a fossil  and  the  recording 
thereof)  or  context,  lack  physical  integrity  because  of  decay  or  natural  erosion,  or  that  are  overly 
redundant  or  are  otherwise  not  useful  for  research.  Vertebrate  fossil  remains  and  traces  include 
bone,  scales,  scutes  (bony  external  plate  or  scale,  as  on  the  shell  of  a turtle),  skin  impressions, 
burrows,  tracks,  tail  drag  marks,  vertebrate  coprolites  (fossilized  feces),  gastroliths  (stomach 
stones),  or  other  physical  evidence  of  past  vertebrate  life  or  activities  (BLM  2007). 


4.1 0.1  Methodology  for  Analysis 

The  scope  of  this  analysis  included  geologic  map  research,  an  aerial  photo  review,  a review  of 
pertinent  scientific  literature,  a review  of  museum  data,  and  a field  survey.  The  paleontological 
resource  work  was  conducted  in  accordance  with  current  BLM  paleontological  resource 
management  policy  (BLM  Manual  and  Handbook  8270-1  1998,  BLM  IM  2008-009  2007,  BLM 
IM  2009-011  2008). 

The  greater  the  amount  of  disturbance  to  paleontologically-sensitive  geologic  formations  (rocks 
and  sediments),  the  greater  the  likelihood  of  adverse  impacts  to  scientifically-significant 
paleontological  resources.  Even  if  scientifically  significant  fossils  are  not  found  in  site  surveys, 
the  nature  of  an  alluvial  fan,  such  as  that  on  which  the  project  site  is  located,  is  one  of  continual 
erosion  and  deposition,  so  that  fossils  could  erode  onto  the  surface  over  time,.  Therefore,  it 
should  also  not  be  assumed  that  future  ground  disturbing  projects  in  the  area  will  not  disturb 
scientifically  significant  fossils.  Furthermore,  it  is  assumed  that  scientifically  significant  fossils 
are  located  under  the  ground  surface  and  although  their  specific  locations  cannot  be 
determined  within  the  project  area,  the  potential  for  adverse  effects  resulting  from  project- 
related  ground  disturbing  actions  correlates  with  the  paleontological  sensitivity  rankings  of  the 
geologic  formations  within  the  project  area  as  determined  using  the  Potential  Fossil  Yield 
Classification  System  (PFYC;  BLM  2007,  Paleo  Solutions  2012).  The  majority  of  the  site  was 
classified  as  “unknown  potential”  for  significant  paleontological  resources. 

This  impact  analysis  is  based  on  a comparison  of  the  amount  of  project-related  ground 
disturbance  under  each  alternative  in  paleontologically  sensitive  geologic  formations.  The 
greater  the  amount  of  ground  disturbance  in  higher  sensitivity  formations  (PFYC  Class  3b),  the 
greater  the  potential  for  adverse  impacts  to  scientifically  significant  fossils.  Conversely,  lesser 
amounts  of  disturbance  in  higher  sensitivity  geologic  formations  have  a lower  potential  for 
adverse  impacts  to  scientifically  significant  fossils.  The  analysis  is  a two-dimensional  approach 
that  does  not  take  into  account  depth  (volume  of  subsurface  disturbance),  only  aerial  extent. 

The  approach  taken  in  this  analysis  is  to:  (1)  determine  the  acreage  of  paleontologically 
sensitive  areas,  as  determined  by  geologic  mapping  and  the  PFYC,  that  would  be  subject  to 
ground  disturbance  under  each  alternative,  in  order  to  estimate  potential  impacts  to  buried 
fossils  which  are  still  contained  within  bedrock  and  surficial  sediments  within  the  project  area, 
and  whose  specific  locations  are  unknown;  and  (2)  determine  the  number  and  locations  of 
recorded  fossil  sites  within  each  alternative  that  should  be  avoided  or  otherwise  mitigated  prior 
to  ground  disturbance.  Because  resource  damage  or  loss  could  occur  whether  disturbance  is 
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temporary  or  long-term , the  acreage  of  potential  effect  for  each  alternative  is  calculated  based 
on  temporary  impact  areas. 


4.10.2  CEQA  Significance  Criteria 

Adverse  impacts  to  paleontological  resources  occur  with  the  damage  or  destruction  of  fossils 
that  are  scientifically  significant  and  the  loss  of  associated  scientific  information.  This  includes 
destruction  as  the  result  of  surface  and  subsurface  disturbance  as  well  as  unlawful  vandalism 
and  unauthorized  collection  of  fossil  remains.  Implementing  paleontological  mitigation  for 
known  fossil  sites  and  unknown  subsurface  fossil  sites  would  ensure  that  potential  adverse 
impacts  on  paleontological  resources  within  the  project  area  are  reduced  or  avoided.  This 
includes  collecting  or  avoiding  scientifically  significant  fossils  located  on  the  ground  surface  and 
monitoring  construction  excavations  in  rocks  and  sediments  with  the  potential  to  contain 
subsurface  fossils  so  that  they  can  be  salvaged  when  they  are  uncovered. 

Direct  impacts  to  paleontological  resources  are  the  result  of  breakage  and  crushing  as  the 
result  of  disturbance  to  fossils  that  have  eroded  onto  the  surface  and  subsurface  rocks  and 
sediments  in  which  fossils  are  entombed.  Indirect  impacts  involve  increased  access  to 
paleontological  resources  by  construction  personnel  and  recreational  users  of  public  lands  as 
the  result  of  project-related  construction,  leading  to  vandalism  and  unauthorized  collection 
(theft)  of  the  resource. 

The  indicator  listed  below  was  used  to  determine  if  the  proposed  facility  would  result  in  impacts 
to  paleontological  resources.  This  indicator  is  based  on  the  significance  criteria  for 
paleontological  resources  listed  in  the  CEQA  Environmental  Checklist,  Appendix  G of  the 
CEQA  Guidelines: 

• Paleo-1:  Directly  or  indirectly  destroy  a unique  paleontological  resource  or  site  or  unique 
geologic  feature. 


4.10.3  Alternative  1:  Proposed  Action 
4.10.3.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 
Construction 

Construction  activities  associated  with  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  have  the  potential  to 
disturb  geologic  formations  (rocks  and  sediments)  which  may  contain  paleontological 
resources.  Such  disturbances  could  result  in  adverse  impacts  including  damage  to  or 
destruction  of  these  resources. 

Under  Alternative  1,  the  Proposed  Action,  a total  of  2,143  acres  on  the  solar  farm  could 
potentially  be  subject  to  ground-disturbing  activities  through  excavation,  cut-and-fill,  grading, 
and  emplacement  of  posts  for  solar  modules  and  fences.  Clearing  and  grading  would  be 
conducted  to  establish  new  roads,  staging  areas,  concrete  pads,  and  the  solar  array  field. 
Clearing  and  grading  for  roads  and  smaller  construction  areas  would  be  accomplished  using 
bulldozers,  road  graders,  or  other  standard  earth-moving  equipment.  Clearing  and  grading 
within  the  solar  array  field  would  be  accomplished  using  conventional  farming  equipment 
including  tractors  with  disking  equipment.  Vibratory  rollers  would  also  be  used  in  the  solar  array 
field  to  compact  the  soil  and  even  out  the  surface  after  the  disking  is  complete.  Trenching 
would  be  done  to  install  underground  power  transmission  lines.  In  addition,  excavation  would 
be  done  to  dig  depressions  for  temporary  water  storage  ponds,  debris  basin,  and  sedimentation 
basins. 
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The  Paleo  Solutions  mapping  and  classification  determined  that  the  majority  of  the  project  site 
falls  into  PFYC  classification  3b  with  an  unknown  potential  for  paleontological  resources  (Paleo 
Solutions  2012).  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Paleo-1  would  be  required  to 
determine  the  potential  for  the  presence  of  paleontological  resources  prior  to  initiation  of  ground 
disturbing  activities. 

The  San  Bernardino  County  Museum  (SBCM)  records  review  results  indicate  the  potential  for 
impact  to  paleontological  resources  as  a result  of  excavation  activities  of  undisturbed 
subsurface  sediments  in  the  solar  farm  project  area.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Paleo-1  requires 
pre-construction  identification  of  areas  where  ground  disturbance  could  impact  paleontological 
resources.  Should  paleontological  resources  be  discovered  during  ground  disturbing  activities, 
the  mitigation  measures  in  MM-Paleo-2  and  MM-Paleo-3  would  be  required.  Should 
unanticipated  paleontological  resources  be  discovered  the  mitigation  measure  in  MM-Paleo-4 
would  be  required. 

Based  upon  the  literature  and  archives  search,  field  surveys,  and  compliance  documentation  for 
the  solar  farm  project,  the  impacts  to  paleontological  resources  should  be  minimal  and  would  be 
minimized  to  the  extent  feasible  through  application  of  the  required  mitigation  measures.  When 
properly  implemented,  the  mitigation  measures  yield  a net  gain  to  the  science  of  paleontology 
since  fossils  that  would  not  otherwise  have  been  discovered  can  be  collected,  identified, 
studied,  and  properly  curated. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operation  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  Proposed  Action  would  not  involve  any  new 
ground  disturbance,  and  therefore  would  not  have  any  adverse  impacts  on  paleontological 
resources. 


Decommissioning 

The  decommissioning  of  the  project  would  be  similar  to  the  construction  activities  described 
earlier,  and  would  include  demolition  and  removal  of  above-ground  and  subsurface  facilities  and 
site  contouring  and  restoration.  However,  the  duration  of  decommissioning  would  be  shorter 
than  the  duration  of  construction.  Decommissioning  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
Proposed  Action  would  be  subject  to  the  same  mitigation  measures  as  construction.  Should 
paleontological  resources  be  discovered  during  the  course  of  decommissioning,  the  mitigation 
measures  outlined  in  MM-Paleo-2,  MM-Paleo-3,  and  MM-Paleo-4  would  be  implemented. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  as  part  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  be 
anticipated  to  have  adverse  impacts  on  paleontological  resources.  By  placing  limitations  on 
future  land  uses  that  cause  ground  disturbance  within  the  newly  added  23,363  acre  area,  this 
action  would  provide  a beneficial  impact  in  reducing  the  potential  for  the  disturbance  of  existing 
paleontological  resources. 
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4.10.3.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Paieo-1 

Construction 

Under  Alternative  1,  there  would  be  2,143  acres  disturbed  during  construction.  The  potential  for 
damaging  or  destroying  scientifically  significant  paleontological  resources  is  unknown.  The 
potential  for  directly  or  indirectly  destroying  a unique  geologic  feature  associated  with 
paleontological  resources  is  unknown.  The  potential  for  causing  the  loss  of  valuable  scientific 
information  by  disturbing  the  geologic  context  in  which  scientifically  significant  paleontological 
resources  are  contained  is  unknown.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Paleo-1  would 
require  pre-construction  surveys,  which  would  reduce  the  risk  of  affecting  unidentified 
resources.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Paleo-2  would  require  construction 
personnel  be  trained  on  the  recognition  of  the  types  of  paleontological  resources  that  could  be 
encountered  in  the  project  area  and  the  procedures  to  be  followed.  Mitigation  measure  MM- 
Paleo-3  requires  that  a Paleontological  Mitigation  and  Monitoring  Plan  be  implemented  that 
would  establish  procedures  for  identifying  and  managing  resources.  Mitigation  measure  MM- 
Paleo-4  requires  that  when  potential  fossils  are  discovered  they  be  left  undisturbed  and 
provides  for  notification  of  the  proper  personnel.  With  implementation  of  these  mitigation 
measures,  impacts  on  paleontological  resources  would  be  reduced  to  a less-than-significant 
level. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Because  no  additional  ground  disturbance  would  occur,  impacts  to  paleontological  resources 
during  operation  and  maintenance  activities  would  be  less  than  significant. 


Decommissioning 

Decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  be  subject  to  the  same  mitigation  measures  as 
construction.  Should  paleontological  resources  be  discovered  during  the  course  of 
decommissioning,  the  mitigation  measures  outlined  in  MM-Paleo-2,  MM-Paleo-3,  and  MM- 
Paleo-4  would  be  implemented.  Therefore,  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 


4.10.4  Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 
4.10.4.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 
Construction 

Potential  construction  impacts  associated  with  Alternative  2 would  be  similar  to  those  described 
for  the  Proposed  Action.  For  Alternative  2,  the  potential  impacts  could  occur  over  an  area  of 
2,385  ac,  and  therefore  the  potential  for  an  impact  would  be  slightly  greater  than  that  of  the 
Proposed  Action.  Alternative  2 would  include  implementation  of  a portion  of  the  solar  farm  in  a 
separate  area  to  the  south  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course.  Based  on  a review  of  the  geologic 
setting  of  this  area,  the  potential  for  paleontological  resources  is  expected  to  be  the  same  as 
that  for  the  area  of  the  Proposed  Action.  Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  mitigation  measures 
MM-Paleo-1  through  MM-Paleo-4  would  be  required,  and  no  adverse  impacts  would  be 
expected. 
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Operation  and  Maintenance 

Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  operation  and  maintenance  activities  associated  with  Alternative 
2 would  not  require  any  additional  ground  disturbance.  Therefore,  operations  associated  with 
Alternative  2 would  not  have  adverse  impacts  to  paleontological  resources. 


Decommissioning 

Decommissioning  of  the  project  under  Alternative  2 would  be  subject  to  the  same  mitigation 
measures  as  construction.  Should  paleontological  resources  be  discovered  during  the  course  of 
decommissioning,  the  mitigation  measures  outlined  in  MM-Paleo-2,  MM-Paleo-3,  and  MM- 
Paleo-4  would  be  implemented. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  as  part  of  Alternative  2 would  not  be 
anticipated  to  have  adverse  impacts  on  paleontological  resources.  By  placing  limitations  on 
future  land  uses  that  cause  ground  disturbance  within  the  newly  added  23, 121  acre  area,  this 
action  would  provide  a beneficial  impact  in  reducing  the  potential  for  the  disturbance  of  existing 
paleontological  resources. 


4.10.4.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Significance  conclusions  for  the  impacts  identified  for  each  phase  of  the  project  (Construction, 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  Decommissioning)  would  be  the  same  as  described  above  for  the 
Proposed  Action,  based  on  the  CEQA  Significance  Criteria  presented  in  Section  4.10.2. 
Potential  impacts  of  Alternative  2 would  be  less  than  significant. 


4.10.5  Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 
4.10.5.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 
Construction 

Potential  construction  impacts  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  similar  to  those 
described  for  the  Proposed  Action.  For  Revised  Alternative  3,  the  potential  impacts  could  occur 
over  an  area  of  1,685  ac,  and  therefore  the  potential  for  an  impact  would  be  lower  than  that  of 
the  Proposed  Action.  Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  mitigation  measures  MM-Paleo-1  through 
MM-Paleo-4  would  be  required,  and  no  adverse  impacts  would  be  expected. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  operation  and  maintenance  activities  associated  with  Revised 
Alternative  3 would  not  require  any  additional  ground  disturbance.  Therefore,  operations 
associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  not  have  adverse  impacts  to  paleontological 
resources. 


Decommissioning 

Decommissioning  of  the  project  under  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  subject  to  the  same 
mitigation  measures  as  construction.  Should  paleontological  resources  be  discovered  during 
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the  course  of  decommissioning,  the  mitigation  measures  outlined  in  MM-Paleo-2,  MM-Paleo-3, 
and  MM-Paleo-4  would  be  implemented. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  as  part  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  not 
be  anticipated  to  have  adverse  impacts  on  paleontological  resources.  By  placing  limitations  on 
future  land  uses  that  cause  ground  disturbance  within  the  newly  added  23,821  acre  area,  this 
action  would  provide  a beneficial  impact  in  reducing  the  potential  for  the  disturbance  of  existing 
paleontological  resources. 


4.10.5.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Significance  conclusions  for  the  impacts  identified  for  each  phase  of  the  project  (Construction, 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  Decommissioning)  would  be  the  same  as  described  above  for  the 
Proposed  Action,  based  on  the  CEQA  Significance  Criteria  presented  in  Section  4.10.2. 
Potential  impacts  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  less  than  significant. 


4.10.6  Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 
4.10.6.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 
Construction 

Potential  construction  impacts  associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be  similar  to  those  described 
for  the  Proposed  Action.  For  Alternative  4,  the  potential  impacts  could  occur  over  an  area  of 
1,766  ac,  and  therefore  the  potential  for  an  impact  would  be  lower  than  that  of  the  Proposed 
Action.  Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  mitigation  measures  MM-Paleo-1  through  MM-Paleo-4 
would  be  required,  and  no  adverse  impacts  would  be  expected. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  operation  and  maintenance  activities  associated  with  Alternative 
4 would  not  require  any  additional  ground  disturbance.  Therefore,  operations  associated  with 
Alternative  4 would  not  have  adverse  impacts  to  paleontological  resources. 


Decommissioning 

Decommissioning  of  the  project  under  Alternative  4 would  be  subject  to  the  same  mitigation 
measures  as  construction.  Should  paleontological  resources  be  discovered  during  the  course 
of  decommissioning,  the  mitigation  measures  outlined  in  MM-Paleo-1  through  MM-Paleo-4 
would  be  implemented. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  as  part  of  Alternative  4 would  not  be 
anticipated  to  have  adverse  impacts  on  paleontological  resources.  By  placing  limitations  on 
future  land  uses  that  cause  ground  disturbance  within  the  newly  added  23, 740  acre  area,  this 
action  would  provide  a beneficial  impact  in  reducing  the  potential  for  the  disturbance  of  existing 
paleontological  resources. 
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4.10.6.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Significance  conclusions  for  the  impacts  identified  for  each  phase  of  the  project  (Construction, 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  Decommissioning)  would  be  the  same  as  described  above  for  the 
Proposed  Action,  based  on  the  CEQA  Significance  Criteria  presented  in  Section  4.10.2. 
Potential  impacts  of  Alternative  4 would  be  less  than  significant.  In  addition,  Alternative  4 would 
not  result  in  a substantial  lessening  of  any  significant  environmental  impacts  as  compared  to 
the  other  alternatives. 


4.10.7  Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 
4.10.7.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Under  Alternative  5,  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  be  approved  and  BLM  would  not  amend  the 
CDCA  Plan.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be  constructed  on  the  project  site  and 
BLM  would  continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the  existing  land  use  designation  in  the 
CDCA  Plan.  Therefore,  the  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  occur.  However,  the 
land  on  which  the  project  is  proposed  would  become  available  to  other  uses  that  are  consistent 
with  BLM’s  CDCA  Plan,  including  another  renewable  energy  project.  If  the  Proposed  Action  is 
not  approved,  renewable  projects  would  likely  be  developed  on  other  sites  in  San  Bernardino 
County,  in  other  areas  of  California,  or  in  adjacent  states  within  the  Desert  Southwest  as 
developers  strive  to  provide  renewable  power  that  complies  with  utility  requirements  and  State 
and  Federal  mandates.  Several  dozen  wind  and  solar  development  applications  for  use  of  BLM 
land  have  been  submitted  for  approximately  one  million  acres  of  the  California  Desert 
Conservation  Area.  Additional  BLM  land  in  Nevada  and  Arizona  also  has  applications  for  wind 
and  solar  projects.  Potential  adverse  impacts  to  paleontological  resources  on  non-BLM- 
administered  lands  under  the  No  Action  Alternative  could  increase  in  the  event  developers 
focus  their  solar  energy  development  efforts  on  state-owned,  Tribal,  and  private  lands.  While 
solar  energy  development  on  nonfederal  lands  would  be  subject  to  a wide  array  of 
environmental  reviews  and  approvals  by  virtue  of  state  and  local  permitting  processes,  they 
may  not  be  subject  to  NEPA  requirements  if  federal  funding  or  permitting  is  not  required  for  the 
project. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  the  No  Action 
Alternative.  Land  uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today. 
Because  the  boundary  of  the  DWMA  would  not  be  modified,  the  associated  land  area  of  more 
than  23,000  acre  would  be  available  to  other  land  uses,  as  are  acceptable  in  the  CDCA  Plan. 
Some  of  these  land  uses,  including  other  solar  facilities,  could  create  ground  disturbance  that 
could  have  an  adverse  impact  on  paleontological  resources.  Therefore,  the  No  Action 
Alternative  would  not  have  the  potential  beneficial  impact  to  paleontological  resources 
associated  with  limiting  future  land  uses  in  that  area. 

Overall,  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  have  any  adverse  impact  on  paleontological 
resources,  but  it  also  would  not  have  any  of  the  beneficial  impacts  associated  with  limiting 
future  land  uses. 


4.10.7.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

No  impacts  would  occur  to  paleontological  resources  under  Alternative  5. 
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4.10.8  Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 
4.10.8.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  6 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  not  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  and  no  project  would  be  approved.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be 
constructed  on  the  site,  and  the  BLM  would  continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the 
existing  land  use  designation  in  the  CDCA  Plan. 

Because  the  CDCA  Plan  would  be  amended  to  make  the  area  unavailable  for  future  solar 
energy  development,  it  is  expected  that  the  site  would  remain  in  its  existing  condition  unless 
another  use  is  designated  in  this  amendment.  As  a result,  no  ground  disturbing  activities  would 
occur,  and  there  would  therefore  be  no  potential  for  impacts  to  paleontological  resources. 
However,  renewable  projects  would  likely  be  developed  on  other  sites  in  San  Bernardino 
County,  in  other  areas  of  California,  or  in  adjacent  states  within  the  Desert  Southwest  as 
developers  strive  to  provide  renewable  power  that  complies  with  utility  requirements  and  state 
and  Federal  mandates.  Construction  and  operation  impacts  to  paleontological  resources  could 
occur  at  these  other  sites,  similar  to  those  described  for  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  facility. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  as  part  of  Alternative  6 would  not  be 
anticipated  to  have  adverse  impacts  on  paleontological  resources.  By  placing  limitations  on 
future  land  uses  that  cause  around  disturbance  within  the  newly  added  25, 506  acre  area , this 
action  would  provide  a beneficial  impact  in  reducing  the  potential  for  the  disturbance  of  existing 
paleontological  resources. 


4.10.8.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

No  impacts  would  occur  to  paleontological  resources  under  Alternative  6. 


4.10.9  Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 
4.10.9.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  7 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  although  none  of  the  action  alternatives  would  be  approved.  The  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  Project  would  not  be  constructed  on  the  project  site  and  the  project  site  would  remain 
vacant  in  the  near-term.  Linder  this  alternative,  the  BLM  would  not  approve  the  proposed 
facility,  but  would  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  to  allow  for  other  solar  projects  on  the  site.  As  a 
result,  it  is  possible  that  another  solar  energy  project  could  be  constructed  on  the  site. 

If  this  were  to  occur,  it  is  likely  that  construction  and  operation  impacts  to  paleontological 
resources  would  be  similar  to  the  impacts  described  for  Alternative  1 . 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  Alternative  7. 
Land  uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today.  If  a solar  or 
other  renewable  energy  facility  is  proposed  on  the  site  in  the  future,  the  impact  on 
paleontological  resources  would  be  considered  in  a project-specific  environmental  analysis  that 
would  occur  at  that  time. 
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4.10.9.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

There  would  be  no  impacts  to  paleontological  resources  under  Alternative  7. 


4.10.10  Cumulative  Impacts 
4.10.10.1  Geographic  Extent/Context 

The  geographic  extent  for  cumulative  impacts  analysis  of  paleontological  resources  includes 
the  local  region  in  which  similar  resources  could  occur. 


4.10.10.2  Existing  Cumulative  Conditions 

Cumulative  conditions  to  paleontological  resources  involve  the  loss  of  non-renewable 
scientifically  important  fossils  and  associated  data,  and  the  incremental  loss  to  science  and 
society  of  these  resources  over  time.  Energy  and  commercial  development  projects  have 
resulted  in  cumulative  conditions  affecting  paleontological  resources  in  Ivanpah  Valley.  The 
implementation  of  paleontological  mitigation  measures  during  surface  disturbing  projects  has 
resulted  in  the  salvage  and  permanent  preservation  of  large  numbers  of  scientifically  significant 
paleontological  resources  that  would  otherwise  have  been  destroyed.  This  has  greatly  reduced 
the  cumulative  effects  of  such  projects  on  paleontological  resources,  and  has  resulted  in  the 
beneficial  cumulative  effect  of  making  these  fossils  available  for  scientific  research  and 
education  by  placing  them  in  museum  collections. 


4.10.10.3  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Projects 

Table  4.1-1  provides  a list  of  current  and  reasonably  foreseeable  projects,  including  other 
proposed  or  approved  renewable  energy  projects,  various  BLM  authorized  actions/activities, 
proposed  or  approved  projects  within  the  County’s  jurisdiction,  and  other  actions/activities  that 
the  agencies  consider  reasonably  foreseeable.  Table  4.1-2  summarizes  the  cumulative 
projects  that  would  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  the  Proposed  Action  and  result  in 
cumulative  impacts  to  paleontological  resources.  Most  of  these  projects  have  either  undergone 
independent  environmental  review  pursuant  to  NEPA  and/or  CEQA,  or  will  do  so  prior  to 
approval.  Even  if  environmental  review  has  not  been  completed  for  the  cumulative  projects 
described  in  Table  4.1-2,  their  effects  were  considered  in  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis  in  the 
PA  and  EIS/EIR. 

Projects  currently  under  construction  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility  include  the  Ivanpah 
SEGS  solar  facility  (3,471  acres).  Proposed  projects  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility  that 
would  have  potentially  adverse  impacts  to  paleontological  resources  include  the  Southern 
Nevada  Supplemental  Airport,  Desert  Xpress  high  speed  passenger  rail  line,  Silver  State  Phase 
2 solar  facility,  and  the  Calnev  Pipeline  Expansion  Project. 


4.10.10.4  Cumulative  Impacts  Associated  with  Proposed  Action 
Construction 

Unknown,  unrecorded  paleontological  resources  may  be  found  at  nearly  any  present  and  future 
development  site.  However,  as  they  are  discovered,  sites  are  recorded  and  information 
retrieved.  If  the  nature  of  the  resource  requires  it,  the  resource  is  protected.  When  discovered, 
paleontological  resources  are  treated  in  accordance  with  applicable  federal  and  State  laws  and 
regulations  as  well  as  the  mitigation  measures  and  permit  requirements  applicable  to  a project. 
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It  is  not  known  what  paleontological  resources,  if  any,  would  be  affected  by  development  of  all 
present  and  future  projects  identified  in  Table  4.1-2.  However,  given  the  density  of  past 
development  in  Ivanpah  Valley,  and  the  large  number  of  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  listed 
in  Table  4.1-2,  it  is  reasonable  to  assume  that  resources  exist  and  could  be  uncovered  at 
several  of  these  sites.  Mitigation  measures  MM-Paleo-1  through  MM-Paleo-4  require  that 
resources  discovered  during  construction  of  the  proposed  facility  be  protected.  In  addition,  it  is 
likely  that  similar  mitigation  measures  would  be  required  for  the  reasonably  foreseeable  future 
projects,  thereby  reducing  cumulative  impacts.  Assuming  that  pre-project  surveys  are  required, 
it  is  reasonable  that  few  if  any  additional  scientifically  significant  fossils  would  remain  on  the 
ground  surface  within  a project  area.  Additionally,  the  implementation  of  paleontological 
mitigation  measures  during  ground  disturbance  could  result  in  the  salvage  and  permanent 
preservation  of  large  numbers  of  scientifically  significant  paleontological  resources  that  would 
otherwise  be  destroyed.  This  would  greatly  reduce  the  cumulative  effects  of  such  projects  on 
paleontological  resources,  and  would  make  these  fossils  available  for  scientific  research  and 
education  by  placing  them  in  museum  collections.  Therefore,  the  proposed  facility  impacts, 
when  combined  with  impacts  from  past,  present  and  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  would  be 
negligible. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

As  discussed  in  Alternative  1,  no  direct  impacts  to  paleontological  resources  are  anticipated  in 
association  with  project  operation  and  maintenance.  Therefore,  with  the  implementation  of 
mitigation  measures  for  known  fossil  sites  and  unknown  subsurface  fossil  sites,  potential 
adverse  cumulative  impacts  on  paleontological  resources  within  the  project  area  would  be 
negligible. 


Decommissioning 

Decommissioning  of  the  facility  would  be  subject  to  the  same  mitigation  measures  as 
construction.  Should  paleontological  resources  be  discovered  during  the  course  of 
decommissioning,  the  mitigation  measures  outlined  in  MM-Paleo-1  through  MM-Paleo-4  would 
be  implemented.  With  the  implementation  of  the  included  mitigation  measures,  no 
decommissioning-related  cumulative  impacts  to  paleontological  resources  are  anticipated  and, 
therefore,  this  action  would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts  to  paleontological  resources  in 
the  region. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  as  part  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  be 
anticipated  to  have  adverse  impacts  on  paleontological  resources.  By  placing  limitations  on 
future  land  uses  that  cause  ground  disturbance  within  the  newly  added  23,363  acre  area,  this 
action  would  contribute  to  a cumulative  beneficial  impact  in  reducing  the  potential  for  the 
disturbance  of  existing  paleontological  resources  by  other  projects  in  the  future.  As  a result, 
this  action  would  have  a beneficial  impact  on  paleontological  resources  within  the  newly 
protected  area. 
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4.10.10.5  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 
Paleo-1 

The  potential  for  damaging  or  destroying  scientifically  significant  paleontological  resources  with 
implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  or  any  alternatives  is  unknown.  The  potential  for 
directly  or  indirectly  destroying  a unique  geologic  feature  associated  with  paleontological 
resources  is  unknown.  The  potential  for  causing  the  loss  of  valuable  scientific  information  by 
disturbing  the  geologic  context  in  which  scientifically  significant  paleontological  resources  are 
contained  is  unknown.  With  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM-Paleo-1  through  MM- 
Paleo-4,  cumulative  impacts  on  paleontological  resources  would  be  reduced  to  a less-than- 
significant  level. 


Alternatives 

Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 

For  Alternative  2,  the  potential  impacts  could  occur  over  an  area  of  2,385  acres,  and  therefore 
the  potential  for  an  impact  would  be  slightly  greater  than  that  of  the  Proposed  Action. 
Alternative  2 would  include  implementation  of  a portion  of  the  solar  farm  in  a separate  area  to 
the  south  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course.  Based  on  a review  of  the  geologic  setting  of  this 
area,  the  potential  for  paleontological  resources  is  expected  to  be  the  same  as  that  for  the  area 
of  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts  associated  with  Alternative  2 would 
be  the  same  as  those  described  above  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 

The  impacts  to  paleontological  resources  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  lower 
than  those  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action,  due  to  the  smaller  project  size.  Therefore , the 
cumulative  impacts  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  lower  than  those  described 
above  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 

The  impacts  to  paleontological  resources  associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be  lower  than 
those  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action,  due  to  the  smaller  project  size.  Therefore,  the 
cumulative  impacts  associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be  lower  than  those  described  above  for 
the  Proposed  Action. 


Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 

Alternative  5,  the  No  Action  Alternative,  would  not  contribute  to  any  adverse  cumulative  impacts 
to  paleontological  resources.  However,  it  would  also  not  result  in  the  beneficial  impacts  to 
these  resources  that  would  be  associated  with  the  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing 
Ivanpah  DWMA.  By  not  protecting  further  areas  from  development,  the  No  Action  Alternative 
would  allow  future  development  projects  to  occur,  and  these  projects  could  impact 
paleontological  resources. 
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Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 

By  denying  the  solar  energy  application  and  eliminating  the  site  from  future  solar  energy 
development,  Alternative  6 would  remove  the  potential  for  these  land-intensive  projects  to 
potentially  threaten  paleontological  resources  on  the  site. 


Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 

By  denying  the  solar  energy  application,  Alternative  7 would  allow  existing  land  uses  to  continue 
on  the  project  site  as  they  are  today.  Although  this  alternative  would  not  have  the  potential  to 
threaten  paleontological  resources  through  implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action,  it  could 
allow  land  uses,  such  as  renewable  energy  development,  that  could  impact  these  resources  in 
the  future.  The  cumulative  impacts  of  any  future  projects  to  paleontological  resources  would  be 
evaluated  in  project-specific  environmental  analyses  at  that  time. 


4.10.11  Mitigation  Measures 

In  paleontologically  sensitive  areas,  the  objective  of  paleontological  mitigation  is  to  reduce 
adverse  effects  on  paleontological  resources  by  recovering  fossils  and  associated  contextual 
data  prior  to  and  during  ground  disturbing  activities.  Paleontological  mitigation  results  in  a 
beneficial  impact  when  scientifically  important  fossils  and  associated  data  are  housed  in 
perpetuity  and  made  available  for  educational  purposes  and  scientific  research  in  an  accredited 
and  federally  approved  museum. 


MM-Paleo-1:  Pre-Construction  Ground  Survey.  Prior  to  construction,  a field  survey  should 
be  conducted  by  a qualified  paleontologist  for  the  geological  units  classified  as  PFYC  3b  with 
an  unknown  potential  for  containing  paleontological  resources.  The  Applicant  should  provide 
the  survey  team  with  maps  and  drawings  showing  the  footprint  of  the  installation,  construction 
lay  down  areas,  facilities,  and  intended  roadways.  The  maps  should  identify  all  areas  where 
ground  disturbance  is  or  may  be  anticipated.  The  drawings  should  show  the  location,  depth, 
and  extent  of  all  ground  disturbances  and  should  be  at  a scale  of  1 inch  = 40  feet  to  1 inch  = 
100  feet  range.  Should  the  footprint  of  the  project  or  its  linear  facilities  change,  then  the  project 
owner  shall  provide  maps  and  drawings  reflecting  those  changes  to  the  Project  Paleontologist 
and  BLM’s  Authorized  Officer  to  determine  if  additional  survey  is  required.  If  construction  of  the 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  project  is  to  proceed  in  stages,  maps  and  drawings  may  be  submitted  prior 
to  the  start  of  each  stage.  A letter  identifying  the  proposed  schedule  should  be  provided  to  the 
Project  Paleontologist  and  BLM’s  Authorized  Officer.  Before  work  commences,  the  Applicant 
shall  notify  the  Project  Paleontologist  and  BLM’s  Authorized  Officer  of  any  construction  phase 
scheduling  changes.  At  a minimum,  the  project  owner  should  ensure  that  the  Project 
Paleontologist  consults  weekly  with  the  project  superintendent  or  construction  field  manager  to 
confirm  the  area(s)  to  be  worked  the  following  week  until  ground  disturbance  is  completed. 


MM-Paleo-2:  Pre-Construction  Training.  Prior  to  construction,  a training  session  on  the 
recognition  of  the  types  of  paleontological  resources  that  could  be  encountered  within  the 
project  area  and  the  procedures  to  be  followed  if  they  are  found  shall  be  presented  to  project 
construction  personnel  by  a qualified  and  BLM-permitted  professional  paleontologist. 


MM-Paleo-3:  Paleontological  Mitigation  and  Monitoring  Plan.  Should  paleontological 
monitoring  conducted  as  part  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Paleo-1  determine  that  areas  of  high 
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paleontological  sensitivity  exist  and  could  be  impacted,  the  Project  Paleontologist  would 
implement  a Paleontological  Mitigation  and  Monitoring  Plan  (PMMP)  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act,  the  County  of  San  Bernardino 
regulations,  and  the  proposed  guidelines  of  the  Society  of  Vertebrate  Paleontology  (Scott 
2009).  The  plan  shall  be  implemented  by  a qualified  vertebrate  paleontologist  as  defined  in  the 
County  of  San  Bernardino  Development  Code  §82.20.040  (Scott  2009),  and  must  include 
surveys  and  mitigation,  as  specified  in  Section  .08(E)(3)  of  Manual  8270  (BLM  1998).  Under 
§82.20.040  a qualified  vertebrate  paleontologist  holds  an  advanced  degree  (Master’s  or  higher) 
in  geology,  biology,  or  a related  discipline  (excluding  archaeology)  and  has  at  least  five  years 
experience  with  collecting,  identifying,  and  curating  paleontological  (not  including  cultural) 
resources. 


MM-Paleo-4:  Recovery,  Identification,  and  Curation  of  Specimens.  If  construction  or  other 
project  personnel  discover  any  potential  fossils  during  construction,  project  operation  and 
maintenance,  or  decommissioning,  the  fossils  shall  be  left  undisturbed  and  the  BLM  Authorized 
Officer  shall  be  notified  immediately.  Ground-disturbing  activities  within  the  immediate  area 
would  be  temporarily  stopped  in  the  event  of  an  unanticipated  paleontological  discovery  in  the 
course  of  subsurface  disturbance.  Qualified  paleontologic  personnel  would  recover,  identify, 
and  curate  specimens  identified  during  the  field  survey  or  monitoring  program.  Specimens 
would  be  recovered;  prepared  in  such  a way  as  to  allow  identification,  stabilized,  identified, 
permanently  preserved,  and  curated  into  the  collections  of  the  Division  of  Geological  Sciences 
of  the  SBCM.  The  Applicant  would  obtain  a written  repository  agreement  with  the  SBCM  prior 
to  commencement  of  the  Proposed  Action.  Mitigation  of  adverse  impacts  to  significant 
paleontologic  resources  would  be  considered  incomplete  until  all  collected  specimens  have 
been  accessioned  into  the  SBCM’s  collection.  Procedures  for  the  retention  of  specimen 
provenance  information,  specimen  identification,  and  specimen  curation  would  be  detailed  in 
the  PMMP. 

To  expedite  salvage  of  a paleontological  resource,  the  Project  Paleontologist  would  have  the 
authority  to  request  the  assistance  of  Proposed  Action  resources  (e.g.,  heavy  machinery  or 
construction  staff)  to  remove  the  resource  and  relocate  it  to  a designated  stockpile  area. 
Construction  would  resume  at  the  discovery  location  after  the  Project  Paleontologist  has 
authorized  Proposed  Action  activities  to  resume.  The  Project  Paleontologist  would  identify  and 
curate  recovered  paleontological  specimens  and  prepare  a report  detailing  the  finding, 
presenting  an  analysis  on  the  potential  for  additional  paleontological  resources,  and  preparing 
recommendations  for  implementation  of  additional  mitigation  measures. 


4.10.12  Residual  Impacts  After  Mitigation 

The  implementation  of  the  required  mitigation  measures  would  substantially  reduce  the 
potential  for  adverse  impacts  on  scientifically-significant  paleontological  resources  to  occur. 
Such  mitigation  measures  have  been  proven  to  be  effective  in  reducing  adverse  effects  on 
fossils  resulting  from  surface-disturbing  projects  on  BLM  land  throughout  the  western  United 
States.  However,  even  in  the  most  effective  paleontological  mitigation  monitoring  program, 
inadvertent  damage  to  paleontological  resources  could  occur,  if  the  resources  are  present.  This 
damage  occurs  at  the  point  at  which  the  fossils  are  uncovered  by  excavation  equipment,  and  in 
cases  in  which  fossils  are  not  identified  by  paleontological  monitors  during  excavation.  The 
damage  caused  by  construction  equipment  can  typically  be  repaired  in  a paleontological 
laboratory.  However,  damage  to  fossils  that  are  not  identified  by  paleontological  monitors 
represents  an  unavoidable  adverse  impact. 
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4.11  Public  Health  and  Safety 

This  section  describes  effects  on  public  health  and  safety  and  worker  safety  that  could  result 
from  implementation  of  the  proposed  Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  facility  (Proposed  Action  or 
Project)  and  under  each  alternative.  The  following  discussion  addresses  potential 
environmental  impacts  associated  with  implementation  of  the  proposed  project,  and 
recommends  measures  to  reduce  or  avoid  adverse  impacts  anticipated  from  construction, 
operation  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning  of  the  proposed  facility  and  alternatives.  A 
discussion  of  cumulative  impacts  related  to  public  health  and  safety  is  also  included  in  this 
section. 


4.11.1  Methodology  for  Analysis 

This  analysis  of  direct  and  indirect  impacts  for  the  Proposed  Action  includes  construction; 
operation  and  maintenance;  and  decommissioning.  Based  on  the  scope  of  the  Proposed 
Action  and  alternatives,  and  the  affected  environment  in  which  the  project  would  be 
implemented,  BLM  considered  potential  impacts  on  the  following  issue  areas:  seismic  hazards, 
hazardous  materials  and  waste  management,  worker  safety  (including  commuting  to  and  from 
the  worksite),  and  intentionally  destructive  acts. 


Seismic  and  Geologic  Hazards 

The  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  are  evaluated  in  terms  of  their  susceptibility  to  geologic 
and  seismic  hazards.  Potential  effects  on  these  resources  are  assessed  based  upon  existing 
publications  and  maps  completed  by  agencies  such  as  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  (USGS), 
California  Geologic  Survey,  and  California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology,  as  well  as  geologic 
studies  conducted  by  the  Applicant.  The  potential  for  damage  to  proposed  structures  or 
increased  risk  of  injury  due  to  geologic  hazards  was  analyzed  using  available  data  from  the 
aforementioned  sources.  The  conclusions  and  recommendations  in  the  Applicant’s 
geotechnical  investigation  are  evaluated  and,  where  applicable,  are  incorporated  into  the 
analysis.  Further  analysis  of  the  potential  for  impacts  due  to  subsidence  or  expansive  soils  is 
evaluated  in  Section  4.14  (Soil  Resources). 


Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste  Management 

In  order  to  assess  the  potential  for  released  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  to  affect  the 
public,  this  analysis  evaluates  several  aspects  of  the  proposed  use  of  these  materials  at  the 
facility,  including: 

• Use,  storage,  transport,  and  disposal  of  petroleum  products  and/or  hazardous  materials; 
and 

• The  potential  to  mobilize  contaminants  in  the  soil  or  groundwater,  creating  potential 
pathways  of  exposure  to  humans  or  wildlife  that  would  result  in  exposure  to  contaminants 
at  levels  that  would  be  expected  to  be  harmful. 

The  hazardous  materials  that  would  be  used  during  project  construction  and  operations  was 
defined  in  Table  4.11-1,  and  includes  petroleum  fuels  (diesel  and  gasoline),  motor  oil, 
transformer  oil,  hydraulic  fluid,  and  soil  stabilizers.  In  addition,  the  PV  panels  themselves  are 
composed  of  a cadmium-telluride  (CdTe)  material.  This  analysis  was  conducted  by  examining 
the  choice  and  amount  of  chemicals  to  be  used,  the  manner  in  which  the  Applicant  would  use 
the  chemicals,  the  manner  by  which  they  would  be  transported  to  the  facility,  and  the  way  in 
which  the  Applicant  plans  to  store  the  materials  on-site. 
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The  Applicant  has  provided  proposed  measures  that  would  be  implemented  as  part  of  their 
proposed  project  (First  Solar  2012b).  These  include: 

• Any  modules  damaged  or  broken  during  construction  or  operation  would  be  recycled 
into  new  modules  or  other  products.  The  PV  modules  would  be  inspected  and  handled 
per  First  Solar’s  Broken  PV  Module  Detection  and  Handling  Plan.  Any  additional 
construction  waste  generated  would  be  removed  in  accordance  with  applicable 
requirements.  Specific  waste  disposal  regulations  and  disposal  locations  are  discussed 
in  the  Applicant’s  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan 
(First  Solar  2012b). 

• Vegetation  would  be  managed  in  an  effort  to  minimize  the  potential  for  vegetative  fuel 
build-up.  Fire  prevention  measures  specified  in  the  POD  and  the  Emergency  Response 
and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  would  be  implemented. 

• The  Applicant  would  implement  their  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials 
Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b)  to  address  management  of  hazardous  materials 
during  construction. 

Engineering  and  administrative  controls  concerning  the  use  of  hazardous  materials  are  included 
as  part  of  the  Proposed  Action.  Engineering  controls  are  the  physical  or  mechanical  systems, 
such  as  storage  tanks  or  automatic  shut-off  valves,  that  can  prevent  the  spill  of  hazardous 
material  from  occurring,  or  that  can  either  limit  the  spill  to  a small  amount  or  confine  it  to  a small 
area.  Administrative  controls  are  the  rules  and  procedures  that  workers  at  the  facility  must 
follow  that  would  help  to  prevent  accidents  or  to  keep  them  small  if  they  do  occur.  Engineering 
and  administrative  controls  to  be  used  by  the  Applicant  are  defined  in  the  Emergency  Response 
and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  which  specifies  measures 
associated  with  the  management  of  onsite  hazardous  materials,  fuels,  and  wastes  generated 
during  construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning.  This  Plan  includes  the  following 
elements: 

Identification  of  worker  duties  and  responsibilities  associated  with  emergency 

response; 

Employee  training; 

Procedures  for  emergency  response  and  incident  reporting; 

Procedures  for  storing  and  handling  hazardous  materials; 

Procedures  for  waste  characterization,  recycling,  and  disposal;  and 

Procedures  for  conducting  inspections  of  hazardous  materials  and  waste  storage 

areas. 


Emergency  Response 

The  evaluation  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  includes  an  assessment  of  the  potential 
for  these  actions  to  interfere  with  emergency  response  services. 


Worker  Safety 

The  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  are  evaluated  to  determine  the  manner  in  which  they 
would  protect  worker  health  and  safety,  including  compliance  with  federal,  State,  and  local 
regulations  associated  with  worker  safety.  This  includes  and  evaluation  regarding  whether  the 
Proposed  Action  or  alternatives  would  expose  workers  to  contaminated  or  hazardous  materials  at 
levels  in  excess  of  those  permitted  by  the  Federal  Occupational  Safety  and  Health 
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Administration  (OSHA)  in  29  CFR  §1910  and  California  OSHA  (CalOSHA)  in  CCR  Title  8,  or 
expose  members  of  the  public  to  direct  or  indirect  contact  with  hazardous  materials  from 
Proposed  Action  construction  or  operations.  The  analysis  also  evaluates  the  potential  risk  to 
worker  and  public  safety  associated  with  increased  traffic  due  to  worker  commuting  and 
material  deliveries. 


Intentionally  Destructive  Acts 

The  potential  for  intentional  destructive  acts,  such  as  sabotage  or  terrorism  events,  to  cause 
impacts  to  human  health  and  the  environment,  is  discussed.  As  opposed  to  industrial  hazards, 
collisions,  and  natural  events,  where  it  is  possible  to  estimate  event  probabilities  based  on 
historical  data  and  information,  it  is  not  possible  to  accurately  estimate  the  probability  of  an  act 
of  terrorism  or  sabotage. 


4.11.2  CEQA  Significance  Criteria 

The  following  criteria  were  used  to  determine  the  significance  of  impacts  under  CEQA: 

• PH&S-1:  Expose  people  or  structures  to  potential  substantial  adverse  effects,  including 
the  risk  of  loss,  injury,  or  death  involving: 

i.  Rupture  of  a known  earthquake  fault,  as  delineated  on  the  most  recent  Alquist- 
Priolo  Earthquake  Fault  Zoning  Map  issued  by  the  State  Geologist  for  the  area 
or  based  on  other  substantial  evidence  of  a known  fault; 

ii.  Strong  seismic  ground  shaking;  or 

iii.  Seismic-related  ground  failure,  including  liquefaction. 

• PH&S-2:  Create  a significant  hazard  to  the  public  or  the  environment  through  the  routine 
transport,  use,  or  disposal  of  hazardous  materials. 

• PH&S-3:  Create  a significant  hazard  to  the  public  or  the  environment  through 
reasonably  foreseeable  upset  and  accident  conditions  involving  the  release  of 
hazardous  materials  into  the  environment. 

• PH&S-4:  Emit  hazardous  emissions  or  handle  hazardous  or  acutely  hazardous 
materials,  substances,  or  waste  within  0.25  miles  of  an  existing  or  proposed  school. 

• PH&S-5:  Be  located  on  a site  that  is  included  on  a list  of  hazardous  materials  sites 
compiled  pursuant  to  Government  Code  § 65962.5  and,  as  a result,  would  create  a 
significant  hazard  to  the  public  or  the  environment. 

• PH&S-6:  Impair  implementation  of,  or  physically  interfere  with,  an  adopted  emergency 
response  plan  or  emergency  evacuation  plan. 

• PH&S-7:  Comply  with  federal,  state,  and  local  statutes  and  regulations  related  to  solid 
waste. 

For  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives,  the  criteria  numbered  PH&S-4  and  PH&S-5  were 
determined  to  be  inapplicable  as  the  project  area  is  not  located  within  0.25  miles  of  a school 
and  is  not  on  the  Cortese  List  pursuant  to  Government  Code  § 65962.5  (DTSC  2012). 
Therefore,  these  criteria  are  not  addressed  further  in  the  impact  analysis  presented  in  this 
section. 
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4.11.3  Alternative  1:  Proposed  Action 
4.1 1 .3.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

To  complete  this  analysis  of  environmental  consequences  associated  with  impacts  on  public 
health  and  safety,  the  BLM  considered  potential  impacts  associated  with  seismic  hazards, 
hazardous  materials,  solid  waste,  worker  safety,  and  intentionally  destructive  acts. 


Construction 

Seismic  and  Geologic  Hazards 

The  potential  for  seismic  and  geologic  hazards  to  be  present  at  the  project  site  was  discussed 
in  Section  3.11.  In  general,  since  the  project  site  is  located  on  a relatively  flat  area  at  the  base 
of  a stable  alluvial  fan,  and  adjacent  to  a dry  lake  bed,  there  is  no  risk  of  landslide  that  could 
affect  project  structures,  or  that  could  be  caused  by  project  construction.  Similarly,  because  the 
project  would  not  require  construction  of  large  occupied  buildings,  and  all  of  the  surrounding 
land  is  undeveloped,  there  is  no  risk  of  substantial  damage  to  site  structures  or  to  nearby 
populations.  To  verify  that  seismic  hazards  would  not  affect  the  project,  the  Applicant  would 
conduct  preliminary  site  investigations  as  outlined  in  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-1. 

As  discussed  in  Section  3.11,  the  Centers  for  Disease  Control  (CDC)  depicts  the  project  area 
within  the  natural  range  of  Coccidioides  spp.  fungi  which  cause  valley  fever  (CDC  2012).  No 
human  health  risk  assessment  exists  for  the  project  site  and  its  landscape  setting  at  present. 
Risks  associated  with  contaminants  or  naturally  occurring  medical  geologic  hazards  would 
occur  through  inhalation  of  dust.  Mitigation  measures  designed  to  avoid  or  reduce  air 
emissions  for  the  Proposed  Action  are  developed  in  Section  4.2,  and  these  include  the  use  of 
fugitive  dust  control  measures.  The  Applicant  would  submit  their  fugitive  dust  control  plan  (First 
Solar  2012c)  to  the  Mojave  Desert  Air  Quality  Management  District  for  approval  prior  to 
beginning  construction.  The  fugitive  dust  control  measures  would  result  in  90  percent 
reductions  of  emissions,  and  would  thus  reduce  the  potential  for  mobilization  of  naturally 
occurring  medical  geologic  hazards. 


Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste  Management 

Hazardous  Materials 

Hazardous  materials  that  would  be  used  during  the  construction  phase  of  the  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  Project  are  outlined  in  Table  4.11-1  below: 


Table  4.11-1.  Hazardous  Material  Usage  and  Storage  During  Construction 


Hazardous  Material 

Storage  Volume  During  Construction 

Diesel  Fuel 

5,000  gallons 

Gasoline 

5,000  gallons 

30W  Motor  Oil 

100  quarts 

Transformer  Oil  (Mineral  Oil) 

From  0 gallons  at  beginning  of  construction  up  to  72,000  gallons 
at  end  of  construction 

Hydraulic  Fluid  and  Lube  Oil 

500  gallons 

Soil  Stabilizer 
(ChlorTex  Road  Binder, 

Eccotex  Soil  Binder,  or  PlasTex 
Soil  Stabilizer) 

500  gallons 
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None  of  these  materials  would  be  expected  to  cause  off-site  impacts  as  a result  of  the  limited 
quantities  on-site,  their  relative  toxicity,  their  physical  states,  and/or  their  environmental  mobility. 
A review  of  the  Material  Safety  Data  Sheets  (MSDSs)  for  the  soil  stabilizing  products  indicates 
that  ChlorTex  and  PlasTex  contain  non-hazardous  inorganic  salts  including  magnesium 
chloride,  calcium  chloride,  sodium  chloride,  magnesium  nitrate,  and  calcium  sulfate 
hemihydrates  (Plaster  of  Paris).  These  materials  would  not  be  expected  to  have  adverse 
impacts  to  public  health  and  safety.  The  MSDS  for  EccoTex  does  not  specify  the  chemical 
content  of  this  product.  Therefore,  public  health  and  safety  impacts  from  the  use  of  this  product 
cannot  be  determined. 

All  hazardous  materials  that  would  be  used  during  construction  would  be  containerized, 
handled,  transported,  and  disposed  of  according  to  federal  and  State  regulations.  The 
Applicant  and  its  contractors  would  be  required  to  maintain  hazardous  materials  in  proper 
storage  containers  and  with  sufficient  secondary  containment  in  accordance  with  Federal  and 
State  regulations.  The  Applicant  would  implement  their  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous 
Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b)  and  a Spill  Prevention,  Control,  and 
Countermeasures  (SPCC)  Plan  pursuant  to  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2.  Implementation 
of  these  plans  would  reduce  the  potential  for  spills  to  occur. 

The  potential  exists  for  hazardous  materials  being  used  at  the  project  site  to  be  released  into 
the  desert  washes  and  ephemeral  streams  that  traverse  the  site;  however,  mitigation  measure 
MM-PH&S-2  would  require  hazardous  materials  use  and  storage  to  occur  at  a distance  from 
watercourses,  which  would  reduce  the  potential  for  any  spilled  materials  to  enter  watercourses. 
With  implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2,  impacts  from  the  release  of 
hazardous  materials  to  desert  washes  and  ephemeral  streams  would  be  reduced,  but  not 
completely  avoided. 

The  potential  also  exists  for  motor  vehicle  fuel  to  be  released  from  on-site  storage  tanks  or  for 
transformer  oil  to  be  released  at  the  project  substation  if  a leak  were  to  occur,  potentially 
resulting  in  a hazard  to  soil,  water,  wildlife,  or  personnel  at  the  project  site.  The  Applicant  would 
be  subject  to  a spill  prevention  and  response  plan  as  part  of  MM-PH&S-2 . which  requires  a 
secondary  means  of  containment  for  spills  of  large  quantities  of  petroleum  products  used  at  the 
project  site.  Implementation  of  this  plan  would  reduce  impacts  from  the  release  of  motor  vehicle 
fuel  or  transformer  oil.  Impacts  would  be  reduced,  but  not  completely  avoided. 

In  order  to  address  spill  response,  the  facility  would  implement  their  emergency  response  plan 
which  includes  information  on  hazardous  materials  contingency  and  emergency  response 
procedures,  spill  containment  and  prevention  systems,  personnel  training,  spill  notification,  on- 
site spill  containment,  and  prevention  equipment  and  capabilities.  Emergency  procedures  would 
be  established  which  include  evacuation,  spill  cleanup,  hazard  prevention,  and  emergency 
response. 


Air  Emissions 

The  operation  of  construction  equipment  would  result  in  air  emissions  from  diesel-fueled 
engines.  Diesel  exhaust  contains  over  40  substances  that  are  listed  by  the  EPA  as  hazardous 
air  pollutants  and  by  the  CARB  as  toxic  air  contaminants.  Exposure  to  diesel  exhaust  may 
cause  both  short-  and  long-term  adverse  health  effects.  Epidemiological  studies  also  strongly 
suggest  a causal  relationship  between  occupational  diesel  exhaust  exposure  and  lung  cancer. 
Construction  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  is  estimated  to  take  approximately  two  to  four 
years  with  an  operational  life  expectancy  of  30  years  (First  Solar  201 1).  Assessment  of  chronic 
(long-term)  health  effects  assumes  continuous  exposure  to  toxic  substances  over  a significantly 
longer  time  period,  typically  from  8 to  70  years. 
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Mitigation  measures  designed  to  avoid  or  reduce  air  emissions  for  the  Proposed  Action  are 
developed  in  Section  4.2.  These  include  the  use  of  fugitive  dust  control  measures.  The 
Applicant  would  submit  their  fugitive  dust  control  plan  (First  Solar  2012c)  to  the  Mojave  Desert 
Air  Quality  Management  District  for  approval  prior  to  beginning  construction.  The  fugitive  dust 
control  measures  would  result  in  90  percent  reductions  of  emissions.  In  order  to  further  mitigate 
potential  impacts  from  particulate  emissions  during  the  operation  of  diesel-powered 
construction  equipment,  ultra-low  sulfur  diesel  fuel  and  Tier  3 California  Emission  Standards  for 
Off-Road  Compression-Ignition  Engines  would  be  used. 


PV  Modules 

The  proposed  PV  technology  utilizes  CdTe  as  the  semiconductor  material.  In  its  elemental 
form,  cadmium  is  a human  carcinogen.  However,  in  the  First  Solar  modules,  the  cadmium  in 
combined  in  a chemical  compound  with  tellurium  in  the  form  of  CdTe,  and  then  sealed  in 
between  two  plates  of  glass.  CdTe  itself  has  a low  vapor  pressure  and  water  solubility,  which 
result  in  low  mobility  if  released  into  the  environment.  CdTe  also  has  high  boiling  and  melting 
points,  which  limit  the  potential  for  release  as  a result  of  a fire. 

The  French  Ministry  of  Ecology,  Energy,  Sustainable  Development,  and  the  Sea  performed  an 
assessment  of  First  Solar’s  CdTe  PV  program  and  concluded  that,  “During  standard  operation 
of  CdTe  PV  systems,  there  are  no  cadmium  emissions  - to  air,  to  water,  or  to  soil.  In  the 
exceptional  case  of  accidental  fires  or  broken  panels,  scientific  studies  show  that  cadmium 
emissions  remain  negligible.  Accordingly,  large-scale  deployment  of  CdTe  PV  can  be 
considered  safe  to  human  health  and  the  environment.”  (Lincot  2009). 

The  European  Commission,  Joint  Research  Center  and  sponsored  by  the  German  Environment 
Ministry  Conducted  a peer  review  three  studies  of  the  CdTe  PV.  The  commission  concluded 
“...CdTe  used  in  PV  is  in  an  environmentally  stable  form  that  does  not  leak  into  the  environment 
during  normal  use  or  foreseeable  accidents,  and  therefore  can  be  considered  the 
environmentally  safest  current  use  of  cadmium.”  Additionally,  the  commission  reported  that 
“...Large  scale  use  of  CdTe  photovoltaic  modules  does  not  present  any  risks  to  public  health 
and  the  environment.”  (Jager-Waldau  2005). 

The  Norwegian  Geotechnical  Institute  conducted  a literature  review  to  evaluate  emissions  and 
potential  effects  of  CdTe  with  respect  to  final  disposal.  The  report  noted  that  there  is  very  little 
data  on  the  biogeochemical  properties  of  CdTe  or  the  human  toxicity  of  CdTe  (Norwegian 
Geotechnical  Institute  2010).  The  report  noted  that  leaching  of  tellurium  from  crushed  CdTe 
modules  does  occur  at  high  pH  levels,  but  that  additional  tests  would  be  needed  to  determine  if 
cadmium  is  mobilized  at  lower  pH  levels.  The  report  concluded  that  uncontrolled  dumping  of 
CdTe  could  present  environmental  risks,  but  that  the  risk  of  uncontrolled  spreading  of  Cd  and 
Te  contamination  at  approved  landfills  was  considered  to  be  low. 

Sinha  and  others  (2012)  conducted  a fate  and  transport  analysis  to  determine  potential 
exposure  to  cadmium  from  broken  CdTe  modules.  The  study  assumed  worst-case  scenarios 
for  several  factors,  including: 

• Total  release  of  Cd; 

• Release  from  a rooftop  installation  as  opposed  to  a ground  installation.  This  was 
assumed  to  be  conservative  because  rainwater  runoff  is  more  concentrated  on  a rooftop 
installation;  and 

• Comparison  of  results  to  human  residential  screening  levels. 

The  analysis  modeled  concentrations  of  cadmium  that  would  be  released  to  soil,  air,  and 
groundwater,  and  found  that  results  were  one  to  six  orders  of  magnitude  below  human  health 
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screening  levels  in  a California  exposure  scenario.  The  study  concluded  that  potential 
exposures  to  cadmium  from  rainwater  leaching  of  broken  modules  in  a commercial  building 
scenario  was  unlikely  to  pose  a potential  health  risk  to  workers  or  offsite  residents  (Sinha  and 
others  2012). 

Zayed  and  Phillippe  conducted  a toxicological  study  to  determine  the  median  lethal 
concentration/dose  of  CdTe,  and  to  compare  that  value  to  the  toxicity  of  elemental  cadmium. 
The  report  concluded  that  the  CdTe  compound  was  less  toxic  than  cadmium  alone  (Zayed  and 
Phillippe  2009). 

In  addition  to  these  studies,  BLM  has  evaluated  studies  which  evaluate  the  potential  for  release 
of  cadmium  from  CdTe  modules  as  a result  of  a fire.  Those  studies  are  summarized  in  Section 
4.21.  That  section  concluded  that  potential  release  of  cadmium  during  a fire  is  a very  unlikely 
occurrence.  The  panels  themselves  contain  no  combustible  material.  The  manner  in  which 
vegetation  would  be  removed  and  managed  throughout  the  operational  period  means  that  there 
would  be  no  fuel  sources  located  near  the  panels.  Although  electrical  fires  occur  in  substations, 
there  would  be  no  fuel  or  mechanism  for  such  a fire  to  spread  to  the  panels.  Should  a fire 
reach  the  panels,  the  glass-CdTe-glass  construction  of  the  panels  would  eliminate  the  potential 
for  the  release  of  cadmium. 

First  Solar  PV  modules  are  not  regulated  as  hazardous  materials  subject  to  California  or 
Federal  hazardous  material  management  regulations.  Any  modules  damaged  or  broken  during 
construction  or  operation  would  be  collected  and  returned  to  First  Solar’s  manufacturing  facility 
in  Ohio  for  recycling  into  new  modules  or  other  products,  according  to  First  Solar’s  Broken  PV 
Module  Detection  and  Handling  Plan.  At  the  end  of  their  productive  life,  the  modules  would  be 
classified  as  California  hazardous  waste,  but  not  federal  hazardous  waste.  The  modules  would 
be  packaged  and  transported  in  accordance  with  California  hazardous  waste  regulations,  and 
then  recycled  under  First  Solar’s  Module  Collection  and  Recycling  Program. 

In  general,  the  studies  cited  above  are  not  conclusive  with  respect  to  potential  risks  at  the 
Stateline  Project  site  because  they  do  not  provide  a site-specific,  long-term  analysis  of  the 
potential  for  leaching  of  cadmium  in  a desert  environment,  nor  do  they  evaluate  the  toxicity  of 
released  cadmium  on  site-specific  environmental  resources.  However,  the  weight  of  evidence 
at  this  time  strongly  suggests  that  risks  associated  with  the  potential  release  of  cadmium  from 
the  modules  at  the  Proposed  Project  site  is  low. 


Waste  Management 

Waste  generated  by  project  construction  would  include  non-hazardous  building  debris,  liquid 
wastes,  and  small  quantities  of  liquid  hazardous  waste  (First  Solar  2011).  Non-hazardous 
wastes  would  include  sanitary  wastewater;  scrap  wood,  concrete,  and  miscellaneous  packing 
materials;  and  dust  suppression,  drainage,  and  equipment  wash  water  (First  Solar  2011). 

The  Applicant  would  implement  their  Waste  Management  Plan  (included  as  a subsection  within 
their  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan,  [First  Solar  2012b])  as 
part  of  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2.  Implementation  of  this  plan  would  reduce  the  potential 
for  releases  from  waste  management  activities.  The  Applicant  would  also  be  required  to  make 
the  proper  notifications  of  any  impending  enforcement  actions  related  to  waste  management. 

Small  quantities  of  hazardous  waste  generated  during  construction  that  cannot  be  recycled 
would  be  placed  in  approved  containers  for  transporting  hazardous  waste  and  transported 
under  manifest  by  a licensed  hazardous  waste  hauler  to  a permitted  hazardous  waste  treatment 
or  disposal  facility  in  accordance  with  state  and  federal  regulations.  Waste  lubricating  oil  would 
be  recovered  and  recycled  by  a waste  oil  recycling  contractor.  Sanitary  wastes  generated 
during  construction  would  be  collected  in  portable,  self-contained  toilets  and  pumped 
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periodically  for  disposal  at  an  appropriate  facility  (First  Solar  201 1 ).  All  non-hazardous  wastes 
would  be  recycled  to  the  extent  possible  and  non-recyclable  wastes  would  be  collected  by  a 
licensed  hauler  and  disposed  in  a solid  waste  disposal  facility,  in  accordance  with  Title  14, 
California  Code  of  Regulations,  Sections  17200  et  seq.  Absent  any  unusual  circumstances, 
project  compliance  with  laws  and  regulations  would  be  sufficient  to  ensure  that  no  adverse 
impacts  would  occur  as  a result  of  project  waste  management  activities. 


Disturbance  of  Existing  Contamination 

Site  disturbances  occur  during  facility  construction  from  excavation,  grading,  and  earth  moving. 
Such  activities  have  the  potential  to  adversely  affect  public  health  through  various  mechanisms, 
such  as  the  creation  of  airborne  dust,  material  being  carried  off  site  through  soil  erosion,  and 
uncovering  buried  hazardous  substances.  The  site  is  located  in  an  undeveloped  area  and  is  not 
located  on  located  on  a site  that  is  included  on  a list  of  hazardous  materials  sites  compiled 
pursuant  to  Government  Code  § 65962.5  (DTSC  2012).  In  the  event  that  construction 
excavation,  grading,  or  trenching  activities  for  the  Proposed  Action  encounter  potentially 
contaminated  soils  and/or  any  specific  handling,  disposal,  or  other  precautions  that  may  be 
necessary  pursuant  to  hazardous  waste  management  laws  and  regulations,  Mitigation  measure 
MM-PH&S-3  would  address  any  soil  contamination  contingency  that  may  be  encountered 
during  construction  of  the  project  and  would  ensure  compliance  with  laws  and  regulations. 


Conclusions 

Under  NEPA,  no  impacts  to  the  public  or  the  environment  through  conventional  use,  storage, 
transportation,  disposal  of  petroleum  products  and/or  hazardous  materials  during  construction 
are  anticipated.  All  activities  associated  with  hazardous  materials  are  regulated  and  the 
Applicant  and  its  contractors  would  be  obligated  to  comply  with  these  regulations.  The  potential 
for  hazardous  materials  to  be  released  from  the  project  site  would  be  very  low,  and  the  public 
would  not  be  exposed  to  hazardous  materials  directly  or  indirectly. 


Emergency  Response 

Although  the  solar  PV  panels  and  associated  components  contain  few  flammable  components, 
the  presence  of  electrical  generating  equipment  and  electrical  cables,  along  with  various  oils 
(lubricating,  cooling,  and  hydraulic)  creates  the  potential  for  fire  or  a medical  emergency  within 
the  facility.  Storage  and  use  of  these  substances  may  occur  at  the  project  substation,  in 
electrical  transmission  structures,  staging  areas,  and  the  O&M  facility. 

The  project  site  is  located  in  a rural  area  with  several  alternative  access  roads  allowing  easy 
access  to  the  site  in  the  event  of  an  emergency.  However,  perimeter  fencing  and  security  gates 
could  physically  interfere  with  emergency  vehicle  access  or  personnel  evacuation  from  the 
project  site.  During  the  construction  phase,  access  roads  would  have  gates  or  signs  installed, 
as  necessary,  to  control  public  access  to  the  site  for  safety  reasons. 

If  an  emergency  were  to  occur  within  the  facility  boundaries,  heavy  construction-related  traffic 
could  interfere  with  emergency  response  to  the  project  site  or  emergency  evacuation 
procedures  in  the  event  of  an  emergency  such  as  a wildfire  or  a chemical  spill  at  the  project 
site.  To  ensure  emergency  access  to  the  project  site  during  construction,  the  Applicant  would 
follow  their  Traffic  Control  Plan  (First  Solar  201 2e)  as  required  by  mitigation  measure  MM- 
PH&S-4.  This  plan  would  require  the  Applicant  to  appoint  an  Emergency  Response  Liaison  to 
coordinate  the  reduction  of  construction-related  traffic  for  the  duration  of  any  emergency  at  or 
nearby  the  project  site  and  preparation  of  a traffic  management  plan  that  includes  assurance  of 
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access  for  emergency  vehicles  to  the  project  site.  Implementation  of  the  Traffic  Control  Plan 
would  reduce  impacts  to  emergency  access,  but  impacts  would  not  be  completely  avoided. 

Given  the  rural  nature  of  the  facility,  it  is  unlikely  that  project  construction  activities  could  affect 
the  provision  of  emergency  services  to  any  other  residence  or  business  in  the  project  vicinity. 


Worker  Safety 

The  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  would  present  a unique  work  environment  that  includes  a 
solar  field  located  in  the  high  desert.  Examples  of  potential  hazards  that  could  affect  worker 
safety  include: 

• Exposure  to  hazardous  materials  and  herbicides  used  during  project  construction,  and 
dust  generated  as  part  of  project  construction; 

• Exposure  to  loud  noises; 

• Falls,  trips,  burns,  lacerations,  and  other  injuries  due  to  moving  equipment,  working  in 
and  near  trenches,  and  confined  space  entry  and  egress; 

• Exposure  to  falling  equipment  or  structures,  fires,  explosions,  and  electrical  sparks  or 
electrocution. 

Worker  safety  is  regulated  both  by  the  Federal  OSHA  and  CalOSHA.  Construction  safety 
orders  are  published  at  Title  8 of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations,  section  1502  et  seq. 
These  requirements  are  promulgated  by  CalOSHA  and  apply  to  the  construction  and  operations 
phases  of  the  project. 

The  Applicant  would  establish  policies  and  procedures,  training,  and  hazard  recognition  and 
controls  to  minimize  these  hazards  and  protect  workers.  By  complying  with  all  laws  and 
regulations,  workers  would  be  adequately  protected  from  health  and  safety  hazards.  The 
Applicant’s  health  and  safety  program  would  be  designed  to  minimize  worker  hazards  during 
construction  and  operation  of  the  project. 

California  regulations  require  personal  protective  equipment  (PPE)  and  first  aid  supplies 
whenever  hazards  in  the  environment,  or  from  chemicals  or  mechanical  irritants,  could  cause 
injury  or  impair  bodily  function  through  absorption,  inhalation,  or  physical  contact  (8  CCR  § 
3380  to  3400).  All  safety  equipment  would  meet  National  Institute  of  Safety  and  Health 
(NIOSH)  or  ANSI  standards  and  would  carry  markings,  numbers,  or  certificates  of  approval. 
Respirators  would  meet  NIOSH  and  CalOSHA  standards.  Each  employee  would  be  provided 
with  the  following  information  about  protective  clothing  and  equipment: 

• Proper  use,  maintenance,  and  storage; 

• When  protective  clothing  and  equipment  are  used; 

• Benefits  and  limitations;  and 

• When  and  how  protective  clothing  and  equipment  are  replaced. 

The  PPE  program  would  ensure  that  the  Applicant  complies  with  applicable  requirements  for 
PPE  and  provides  employees  with  the  information  and  training  necessary  to  protect  them  from 
potential  hazards  in  the  workplace.  Implementation  of  the  PPE  program . which  is  included  as 
part  of  the  Applicant’s  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First 
Solar  2012b),  would  be  required  as  per  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2. 

California  regulations  also  require  an  emergency  action  plan  (8  CCR  § 3220).  This  plan, 
included  as  the  Applicant’s  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan 
(First  Solar  2012b)  addresses  the  following  items: 
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• Emergency  procedures  for  the  protection  of  personnel,  equipment,  the  environment, 
and  materials; 

• Fire  and  emergency  reporting  procedures; 

• Response  actions  for  accidents  involving  personnel  and/or  property; 

• Response  and  reporting  requirements  for  bomb  threats; 

• Site  assembly  and  emergency  evacuation  route  procedures; 

• Natural  disaster  responses  (for  example,  earthquakes,  high  winds,  and  flooding); 

• Reporting  and  notification  procedures  for  emergencies  (including  on-site,  off-site,  local 
authorities,  and/or  state  jurisdictions); 

• Alarm  and  communication  systems  needed  for  specific  operations; 

• Emergency  personnel  (response  team)  responsibilities  and  notification  roster; 

• Specifies  emergency  response  equipment  and  strategic  locations;  and 

• Training  and  instruction  requirements  and  programs. 

With  respect  to  herbicides,  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-5  would  require  the  Applicant  to 
implement  their  Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2013c),  which  includes  the 
following  provisions: 

• The  development  and  implementation  of  BMPs  for  the  storage  and  application  of 
herbicides  used  to  control  weeds  beneath  and  around  the  solar  array. 

• A BMP  requiring  proper  herbicide  storage  and  application  would  mitigate  potential  risks 
to  workers  from  exposure  to  herbicides  and  reduce  the  chance  that  herbicides  would 
contaminate  either  surface  water  or  groundwater.  The  BMP  should  follow  either  the 
guidelines  established  by  the  EPA,  or  more  recent  guidelines  established  by  the  State  of 
California  or  EPA. 

The  Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan  incorporates  BLM’s  Herbicide  Use  Standard  Operating 
Procedures  as  specified  in  Appendix  B of  the  Record  of  Decision  for  the  Final  Vegetation 
Treatments  Programmatic  EIS  (BLM  2007).  Prior  to  their  use , the  Applicant  would  submit  a 
Pesticide  Use  Proposal  (PUP)  as  reguired  by  BLM  guidelines.  Within  24  hours  of  their  use,  the 
Applicant  would  submit  the  reguired  Pesticide  Application  Record  (PAR)  to  BLM. 

Worker  and  public  safety  would  also  be  affected  by  increased  traffic  conditions  associated  with 
worker  commuting  and  material  delivery  during  construction.  The  increase  in  traffic  is 
evaluated  in  Section  4.16.  During  the  peak  of  construction  of  the  project,  commuting  and 
deliveries  would  result  in  an  increase  of  880  trips  per  day  on  1-15,  which  is  approximately  2.5 
percent  of  the  current  37,000  Annual  Average  Daily  Trips.  The  workers  commuting  to  the  site 
would  likely  be  traveling  from  Las  Vegas,  approximately  one  hour  away,  and  would  also  likely 
be  commuting  to  the  site  in  the  early  morning  (before  7 am).  While  this  would  allow  the 
increased  commuting  traffic  to  occur  at  a time  when  normal  traffic  is  at  a lower  volume,  the  long 
commute  at  an  early  hour  could  also  increase  the  potential  for  traffic  accidents  by  site  workers. 

The  Applicant’s  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  includes  a 
module  on  vehicular  accidents.  Worker  safety  training  for  employees  would  include  discussion 
of  vehicle  accident  hazards. 
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Intentionally  Destructive  Acts 

Depending  on  the  severity  of  the  event,  fixed  components  of  a solar  power  facility  could  be 
damaged  or  destroyed,  resulting  in  economic,  safety,  and  environmental  consequences. 
Equipment  used  in  constructing  the  solar  facility  could  also  be  impacted,  potentially  resulting  in 
loss  of  life.  In  general,  the  consequences  of  an  intentionally  destructive  act,  including  sabotage 
or  terrorist  attack  on  a solar  facility  would  be  expected  to  be  similar  to  those  discussed  under 
seismic  hazards  and  hazardous  materials  regarding  accidental  and  natural  events.  The 
potential  consequences  of  such  events  would  be  site-specific  and  unlikely  to  occur.  The 
Applicant’s  Plan  of  Development  (First  Solar  2011)  and  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous 
Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b)  provide  the  requirements  for  site  fencing, 
access  control,  and  emergency  procedures. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 
Seismic  Hazards 

Similar  to  the  discussion  provided  above  for  construction,  operations  and  maintenance  activities 
would  not  be  threatened,  and  would  not  cause  the  potential  for,  releases  of  materials  or 
damage  to  structures  due  to  a geologic  event. 


Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste  Management 

Hazardous  Materials 

Hazardous  materials  that  would  be  used  during  the  operations  and  maintenance  phase  of  the 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  are  outlined  in  Table  4.1 1-2  below: 


Table  4.11-2.  Hazardous  Material  Usage  and  Storage  During  Operations 


Hazardous  Material 

Storage  Volume  During  Operations 

Diesel  Fuel 

0 gallons 

Gasoline 

5,000  gallons 

30W  Motor  Oil 

0 quarts 

Transformer  Oil  (Mineral  Oil) 

72,000  gallons 

Hydraulic  Fluid  and  Lube  Oil 

100  gallons 

Soil  Stabilizer 

(ChlorTex  Road  Binder,  Eccotex  Soil 
Binder,  or  PlasTex  Soil  Stabilizer) 

500  gallons 

As  discussed  for  construction,  none  of  these  materials  would  be  expected  to  cause  off-site 
impacts  as  a result  of  the  limited  quantities  on-site,  their  relative  toxicity,  their  physical  states, 
and/or  their  environmental  mobility.  In  general,  the  volumes  of  hazardous  materials  used  on- 
site would  be  much  lower  than  for  construction,  because  fuels  and  oils  associated  with  heavy 
equipment  would  not  be  present,  and  fuels  and  oils  associated  with  other  vehicle  traffic  would 
be  much  reduced.  Similar  to  construction,  the  Applicant  would  implement  their  Emergency 
Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b)  and  a SPCC  Plan 
pursuant  to  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2.  Implementation  of  these  plans  would  reduce  the 
potential  for  spills  to  occur. 

As  under  construction,  the  potential  exists  for  hazardous  materials  being  used  at  the  project  site 
to  be  released  into  the  desert  washes  and  ephemeral  streams  that  traverse  the  site;  however, 
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mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2  would  require  hazardous  materials  use  and  storage  to  occur  at 
a distance  from  watercourses,  which  would  reduce  the  potential  for  any  spilled  materials  to 
enter  watercourses.  With  implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2,  impacts  from  the 
release  of  hazardous  materials  to  desert  washes  and  ephemeral  streams  would  be  reduced, 
but  not  completely  avoided. 

The  potential  also  exists  for  motor  vehicle  fuel  to  be  released  from  on-site  storage  tanks  or  for 
transformer  oil  to  be  released  at  the  project  substation  if  a leak  were  to  occur,  potentially 
resulting  in  a hazard  to  soil,  water,  wildlife,  or  personnel  at  the  project  site.  The  Applicant  would 
be  subject  to  a spill  prevention  and  response  plan,  which  requires  a secondary  means  of 
containment  for  spills  of  large  quantities  of  petroleum  products  used  at  the  project  site. 
Implementation  of  this  plan  would  reduce  impacts  from  the  release  of  motor  vehicle  fuel  or 
transformer  oil.  Impacts  would  be  reduced,  but  not  completely  avoided. 


Air  Emissions 

There  would  not  be  any  air  emissions  associated  with  operations,  other  than  emissions  from 
vehicles  used  to  conduct  inspection  and  maintenance  activities.  No  dust  would  be  generated 
once  earth  moving  operations  associated  with  construction  are  completed. 


PV  Modules 

The  contents  of  the  PV  modules,  and  their  potential  impacts  during  operations,  would  be  the 
same  as  those  discussed  above  for  construction. 


Waste  Management 

As  discussed  above  under  Construction,  the  Applicant  would  implement  their  Waste 
Management  Plan  (included  as  a subsection  within  their  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous 
Materials  Management  Plan,  [First  Solar  2012b])  as  part  of  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2. 
No  hazardous  waste  would  be  generated  by  the  electric  generating  activities  (First  Solar  2011). 
Non-hazardous  wastes  would  be  minimal,  and  would  primarily  include  office-related  wastes 
generated  at  the  O&M  facility,  food  wastes  from  the  maintenance  crews  who  might  be  present 
on  the  project  site  during  business  hours,  and  sanitary  wastes.  During  operation,  sanitary 
wastes  will  be  discharged  to  a permitted  septic  system.  Waste  volumes  during  operation  are 
estimated  to  be  no  more  than  a few  hundred  gallons  per  day  (First  Solar  2011).  All  such 
wastes  are  expected  to  be  nonhazardous,  and  would  be  containerized  on-site  and  periodically 
removed  by  commercial  haulers  to  existing  off-site,  appropriately  permitted  disposal  facilities. 
No  adverse  impacts  related  to  solid  waste  would  occur. 


Disturbance  of  Existing  Contamination 

No  site  disturbance  would  occur  during  operations. 


Conclusions 

Under  NEPA,  no  impacts  to  the  public  or  the  environment  through  conventional  use,  storage, 
transportation,  disposal  of  petroleum  products  and/or  hazardous  materials  during  operations 
are  anticipated.  All  activities  associated  with  hazardous  materials  are  regulated  and  the 
Applicant  and  its  contractors  would  be  obligated  to  comply  with  these  regulations.  The  potential 
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for  hazardous  materials  to  be  released  from  the  project  site  would  be  very  low,  and  the  public 
would  not  be  exposed  to  hazardous  materials  directly  or  indirectly. 


Emergency  Response 

As  described  under  construction,  the  project  site  is  located  in  a rural  area  with  several 
alternative  access  roads  allowing  easy  access  to  the  site  in  the  event  of  an  emergency. 
Perimeter  fencing  and  security  gates  could  physically  interfere  with  emergency  vehicle  access 
or  personnel  evacuation  from  the  project  site.  However,  during  project  operation  and 
maintenance,  minimal  traffic  is  expected  to  occur  and  is  not  likely  to  interfere  with  emergency 
response  activities.  Similar  to  construction,  it  is  unlikely  that  project  operations  could  affect  the 
provision  of  emergency  services  to  any  other  residence  or  business  in  the  project  vicinity.  The 
Applicant  would  follow  their  Traffic  Control  Plan  (First  Solar  201 2e)  as  required  by  mitigation 
measure  MM-PH&S-4.  Mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-4  would  ensure  that  traffic  associated 
with  operations  would  not  interfere  with  emergency  response  capability. 


Worker  Safety 

As  discussed  above  under  Construction,  the  Applicant  would  implement  their  Emergency 
Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  as  would  be 
required  as  per  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2.  The  primary  activity  conducted  by  site 
workers  during  operations  and  maintenance  would  include  regular  inspection  of  the  solar  array 
for  broken  or  non-functioning  PV  modules,  which  would  be  conducted  by  driving  up  and  down 
dirt  paths  between  the  rows  of  modules  and  even  under  the  modules.  Cleaning  and  servicing 
the  modules  would  also  be  conducted  on  a routine  schedule.  All  these  activities  would  take 
place  year-round,  including  during  the  summer  months  of  peak  solar  power  generation,  when 
outside  ambient  temperatures  routinely  reach  115  °F  and  above. 

Worker  and  public  safety  would  also  be  affected  by  increased  traffic  conditions  associated  with 
worker  commuting  and  material  delivery  during  operations.  The  increase  in  traffic  is  evaluated 
in  Section  4.16.  During  operations,  the  number  of  daily  trips  would  be  approximately  ten.  This 
number  is  minimal  compared  to  the  approximately  37,000  daily  trips  already  occurring  on  1-15, 
and  therefore  the  increased  risk  to  worker  and  public  safety  would  be  low. 


Intentionally  Destructive  Acts 

Depending  on  the  severity  of  the  event,  fixed  components  of  a solar  facility  could  be  damaged 
or  destroyed,  resulting  in  economic,  safety,  and  environmental  consequences.  Equipment  used 
in  servicing  the  solar  facility  could  also  be  impacted,  potentially  resulting  in  loss  of  life.  In 
general,  the  consequences  of  an  intentionally  destructive  act,  including  sabotage  or  terrorist 
attack  on  a solar  facility  would  be  expected  to  be  similar  to  those  discussed  under  seismic 
hazards  and  hazardous  materials  regarding  accidental  and  natural  events.  The  potential 
consequences  of  such  events  would  be  site-specific  and  unlikely  to  occur. 


Decommissioning 

The  decommissioning  of  the  project  would  be  similar  to  the  construction  activities  described 
earlier,  and  would  include  demolition  and  removal  of  above-ground  and  subsurface  facilities  and 
site  contouring  and  restoration.  However,  the  duration  of  decommissioning  would  be  shorter 
than  the  duration  of  construction. 
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Seismic  Hazards 

Potential  seismic  hazard  impacts  during  decommissioning  would  be  the  same  as  those 
described  for  construction  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste  Management 

The  closure  or  decommissioning  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  would  produce  hazardous 
and  non-hazardous  solid  and  liquid  waste.  The  components  of  the  facility  would  include 
materials  that  are  mostly  recyclable,  including  glass,  CdTe  semiconductor  material,  steel, 
wiring,  and  building  materials.  Most  of  the  components  of  the  panels,  including  glass,  steel, 
and  the  semi-conductor  material  are  recyclable.  First  Solar  operates  a pre-funded  Collection 
and  Recycling  Program  which  ensures  that,  once  the  project  is  ended,  PV  panels  are  removed 
and  recycled,  thus  reducing  the  amount  of  municipal  waste  generated.  Upon  the  sale  of  PV 
panels,  First  Solar  collects  and  sets  aside  funds  to  meet  future  packaging,  shipping,  and 
recycling  costs.  The  funding  is  set  aside  in  restricted  investment  accounts  under  a trust 
arrangement.  Each  panel  is  assigned  a registration  number  for  future  tracking.  The  modules 
are  labeled,  in  six  languages,  with  the  information  necessary  to  allow  the  users  to  contact  First 
Solar  and  return  the  panels  free  of  charge.  As  collected,  the  panels  are  recycled  into  new 
panels. 

The  requirements  for  handling  of  hazardous  materials  remain  in  effect  until  such  materials  are 
removed  from  the  site,  regardless  of  facility  closure.  Therefore,  the  Applicant  would  be 
responsible  for  continuing  to  handle  such  materials  in  a safe  manner,  as  required  by  applicable 
laws.  In  the  event  that  the  facility  owner  abandons  the  facility  in  a manner  that  poses  a risk  to 
surrounding  populations,  BLM  would  coordinate  with  the  California  Office  of  Emergency 
Services,  San  Bernardino  County  Fire  Department,  and  the  California  Department  of  Toxic 
Substances  Control  (DTSC)  to  ensure  that  any  unacceptable  risk  to  the  public  is  eliminated. 
Funding  for  such  emergency  action  as  well  as  site  removal,  rehabilitation  and  revegetation 
activities  would  be  available  from  a performance  bond  required  of  the  Applicant  by  BLM  in 
accordance  with  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-6. 


Emergency  Response 

Potential  impacts  to  emergency  response  during  decommissioning  would  be  the  same  as  those 
described  for  construction  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Worker  Safety 

Potential  impacts  to  worker  safety  during  decommissioning  would  be  the  same  as  those 
described  for  construction  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Intentionally  Destructive  Acts 

Potential  impacts  from  intentionally  destructive  acts,  including  sabotage  or  terrorism  during 
decommissioning  would  be  the  same  as  those  described  for  construction  for  the  Proposed 
Action. 
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Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  boundary  would  not  result  in  the  use  of  hazardous  materials 
or  generation  of  wastes.  Therefore,  no  adverse  impacts  to  public  health  and  safety  would 
occur. 


4.1 1 .3.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Significance  conclusions  for  the  impacts  identified  for  each  phase  of  the  project  (Construction, 
Operations  and  Maintenance,  and  Decommissioning)  are  presented  below  based  on  the  CEQA 
Significance  Criteria.  Only  those  significance  criteria  which  were  determined  to  be  relevant  to 
the  project  are  addressed  below: 


PH&S-1 

Construction 

The  project  site  is  not  located  within  an  Alquist-Priolo  Special  Studies  Zone,  and  there  is  no 
other  evidence  that  the  proposed  site  has  a high  potential  for  ground  shaking  or  liquefaction. 
Impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Potential  seismic  hazard  impacts  during  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Proposed  Action 
would  be  the  same  as  described  above  under  “Construction”.  Impacts  would  be  less  than 
significant. 


Decommissioning 

Potential  seismic  hazard  impacts  during  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  be  the 
same  as  described  above  under  “Construction”.  Impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 


PH&S-2 

Construction 

During  construction,  no  hazards  to  the  public  or  the  environment  would  be  posed  by  routine 
transportation,  use,  or  disposal  of  hazardous  materials  and  wastes.  Routine  storage,  handling, 
and  disposal  requirements  for  these  materials  would  be  governed  by  the  Applicant's 
Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b), 
developed  in  accordance  with  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2,  which  would  ensure  that 
hazardous  materials  and  wastes  would  be  handled  in  a safe  and  environmentally  sound  manner 
to  prevent  releases  and  in  compliance  with  the  requirements  set  forth  in  the  applicable  codes 
and  regulations.  During  routine  use,  there  would  be  no  exposure  of  the  public  or  the 
environment  to  these  materials. 

Herbicides  would  be  used  for  noxious  weed  control  at  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project. 
Herbicides  used  for  weed  control  could  result  in  adverse  health  effects  to  the  public, 
maintenance  personnel,  wildlife,  or  sensitive  vegetation  if  herbicides  are  handled  improperly  or 
chemical  drift  occurs  away  from  the  target  area  during  routine  use.  The  Applicant  would 
implement  their  Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2013c)  as  required  by 
mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-5.  Implementation  of  the  plan  would  minimize  or  avoid  impacts 
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from  herbicide  use.  Potential  impacts  from  herbicide  use  would  be  less  than  significant  with 
mitigation. 

Workers  could  potentially  be  exposed  to  hazardous  materials  and  waste  as  a result  of  their 
routine  use  during  construction.  To  ensure  worker  health  and  safety  during  construction,  the 
Applicant  would  implement  the  health  and  safety  components  of  their  Emergency  Response 
and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b)  as  required  by  mitigation 
measure  MM-PH&S-2.  All  employees  would  receive  training  in  the  use  and  handling  of 
hazardous  materials.  A material  safety  data  sheet  would  be  stored  with  each  material. 

Potential  impacts  from  hazardous  materials  and  hazardous  waste  would  be  less  than  significant 
with  mitigation. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

The  Proposed  Action  would  result  in  the  use  of  a limited  amount  of  hazardous  material  during 
operation  and  maintenance.  The  routine  use,  storage,  and  disposal  of  hazardous  materials  and 
waste  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  result  in  potential  adverse  health  and 
environmental  impacts  associated  with  routine  management  of  these  materials.  Potential 
impacts  would  be  the  same  as  described  above  under  ‘Construction”.  With  implementation  of 
the  Applicant’s  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar 
2012b)  as  required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2,  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  create  a 
significant  hazard  to  the  public  or  the  environment  through  the  routine  transport,  use,  or 
disposal  of  hazardous  materials.  Impacts  from  the  Proposed  Action  would  be  less  than 
significant. 


Decommissioning 

The  Proposed  Action  would  result  in  the  use  of  a limited  amount  of  hazardous  material  during 
decommissioning.  The  routine  use,  storage,  and  disposal  of  hazardous  materials  and  waste 
associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  result  in  potential  adverse  health  and 
environmental  impacts  associated  with  routine  management  of  these  materials.  Potential 
impacts  would  be  the  same  as  described  above  under  ‘Construction”.  With  implementation  of 
the  Applicant’s  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar 
2012b)  as  required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2,  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  create  a 
significant  hazard  to  the  public  or  the  environment  through  the  routine  transport,  use,  or 
disposal  of  hazardous  materials.  Impacts  from  the  Proposed  Action  would  be  less  than 
significant. 


PH&S-3 

Construction 

Construction  of  the  Proposed  Action  could  result  in  a potential  hazard  to  the  public  or  personnel 
if  a hazardous  material  spill  or  leak  were  to  occur.  Implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  Emergency 
Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b)  would  delineate 
storage  areas  for  hazardous  material  and  hazardous  waste;  describe  proper  handling,  storage, 
and  disposal  techniques;  describe  methods  to  be  used  to  avoid  spills  and  minimize  impacts  in 
the  event  of  a spill;  describe  procedures  for  handling  and  disposing  of  unanticipated  hazardous 
materials  encountered  during  construction;  and  establish  public  and  agency  notification 
procedures  for  spills  and  other  emergencies,  including  fires.  The  Applicant  would  also 
implement  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-3  to  further  reduce  potential  impacts  by  requiring  the 
construction  contractor  to  stop  work  if  suspected  contamination  is  identified,  cordon  off  areas  of 
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suspected  contamination,  take  appropriate  health  and  safety  measures,  have  a trained 
individual  conduct  sampling  and  testing  or  suspected  material,  and,  if  contamination  is  found  to 
be  greater  than  regulatory  limits,  notify  the  agencies. 

Direct  impacts  of  a release  could  include  contamination  of  vegetation,  soil,  and  water,  which 
could  result  in  indirect  impacts  to  human  and  wildlife  populations.  The  Applicant’s  use  of 
appropriate  spill  containment  and  cleanup  kits  would  contain  accidental  hazardous  material 
releases  and  implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  SPCC  Plan  would  ensure  that  the  Applicant 
minimizes,  avoids,  or  cleans  up  unforeseen  spills  of  hazardous  material.  The  Applicant’s 
Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  as 
required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2,  would  ensure  that  hazardous  materials  and 
wastes  would  be  handled  in  a safe  and  environmentally  sound  manner  to  prevent  releases  and 
in  compliance  with  the  requirements  set  forth  in  the  applicable  codes  and  regulations.  Best 
management  practices  by  the  Applicant  as  presented  in  the  SPCC  Plan  would  ensure  that  the 
Applicant  minimizes,  avoids,  or  cleans  up  unforeseen  spills  of  hazardous  material. 

During  construction,  wildfires  may  be  caused  by  combustion  of  native  materials,  smoking,  and 
refueling  and  operating  vehicles  and  other  equipment  off  road.  Combustion  of  fuel  oil,  hydraulic 
fluid,  mineral  oil,  insulating  fluid  at  the  project  power  plant  switchyard,  flammable  liquids, 
explosions,  and  overheated  equipment,  may  cause  small  fires.  The  Applicant’s  fire  protection 
program,  included  in  the  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan 
(First  Solar  2012b),  would  establish  standards  and  practices  that  would  minimize  the  risk  of  a 
fire  and,  in  the  event  of  fire,  provide  for  immediate  suppression  and  notification.  Potential 
impacts  from  fires  would  be  less  than  significant  with  mitigation 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

The  potential  exists  for  hazardous  materials  being  used  at  the  project  site  during  operation  and 
maintenance  to  be  released  into  the  desert  washes  and  ephemeral  streams  that  traverse  the 
site.  The  potential  also  exists  for  motor  vehicle  fuel  to  be  released  from  on-site  storage  tanks  or 
for  transformer  oil  to  be  released  at  the  project  substation  if  a leak  were  to  occur,  potentially 
resulting  in  a hazard  to  soil,  water,  wildlife,  or  personnel  at  the  project  site. 

Implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management 
Plan  (First  Solar  2012b)  and  SPCC  Plan  as  required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2  would 
ensure  that  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  create  a significant  hazard  to  the  public  or  the 
environment  through  reasonably  foreseeable  upset  and  accidental  conditions  involving  the 
release  of  hazardous  materials  into  the  environment.  Additionally,  with  implementation  of  the 
health  and  safety  components  of  the  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials 
Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  expose  workers  to 
contaminated  or  hazardous  materials  at  levels  in  excess  of  those  permitted  by  the  Federal 
OSHA  in  CFR  29,  Part  1910,  and  the  CalOSHA  in  CCR  Title  8,  or  expose  members  of  the 
public  to  direct  or  indirect  contact  with  hazardous  materials  from  project  operations.  Impacts 
from  the  release  of  hazardous  materials  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  would  be  less 
than  significant. 


Decommissioning 

The  potential  exists  for  hazardous  materials  being  used  at  the  project  site  during 
decommissioning  to  be  released  into  the  desert  washes  and  ephemeral  streams  that  traverse 
the  site.  The  potential  also  exists  for  motor  vehicle  fuel  to  be  released  from  on-site  storage 
tanks  or  for  transformer  oil  to  be  released  at  the  project  substation  if  a leak  were  to  occur, 
potentially  resulting  in  a hazard  to  soil,  water,  wildlife,  or  personnel  at  the  project  site. 
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Implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management 
Plan  (First  Solar  2012b)  and  SPCC  Plan  as  required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2  would 
ensure  that  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  create  a significant  hazard  to  the  public  or  the 
environment  through  reasonably  foreseeable  upset  and  accidental  conditions  involving  the 
release  of  hazardous  materials  into  the  environment.  Additionally,  with  implementation  of  the 
health  and  safety  components  of  the  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials 
Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  expose  workers  to 
contaminated  or  hazardous  materials  at  levels  in  excess  of  those  permitted  by  the  Federal 
OSHA  in  CFR  29,  Part  1910,  and  the  CalOSHA  in  CCR  Title  8,  or  expose  members  of  the 
public  to  direct  or  indirect  contact  with  hazardous  materials  from  project  decommissioning. 
Impacts  from  the  release  of  hazardous  materials  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  would  be 
less  than  significant. 


PH&S-6 

Construction 

Construction  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  has  the  potential  for  impairing  implementation 
of  San  Bernardino  County  adopted  emergency  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plans. 
During  construction,  activities  could  affect  traffic  and  emergency  routes,  including  equipment 
and  material  delivery.  Project  traffic  during  construction  could  interfere  with  emergency 
response  to  the  project  site  or  emergency  evacuation  procedures  in  the  event  of  an  emergency 
such  as  a wildfire  or  a chemical  spill  at  the  project  site.  Perimeter  fencing  and  security  gates 
could  physically  interfere  with  emergency  vehicle  access  or  personnel  evacuation  from  the 
project  site.  With  implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  emergency  action  plan  as  part  of  the  Traffic 
Control  Plan  (First  Solar  201 2e),  as  required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-4,  potential 
impacts  would  be  less  than  significant  with  mitigation. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Although  the  solar  facility  would  contain  relatively  few  flammable  components,  the  presence  of 
electrical  generating  equipment  and  electrical  cables,  along  with  various  oils  (lubricating, 
cooling,  and  hydraulic)  creates  the  potential  for  fire  or  a medical  emergency.  During  operations 
and  maintenance,  activities  could  affect  traffic  and  emergency  routes,  including  equipment  and 
material  delivery.  Perimeter  fencing  and  security  gates  could  physically  interfere  with 
emergency  vehicle  access  or  personnel  evacuation  from  the  project  site.  The  Applicant  would 
implement  their  emergency  action  plan  as  part  of  their  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous 
Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b).  Potential  impacts  would  be  less  than 
significant  with  mitigation. 


Decommissioning 

Although  the  solar  facility  would  contain  relatively  few  flammable  components,  the  presence  of 
electrical  generating  equipment  and  electrical  cables,  along  with  various  oils  (lubricating, 
cooling,  and  hydraulic)  creates  the  potential  for  fire  or  a medical  emergency.  During 
decommissioning,  activities  could  affect  traffic  and  emergency  routes,  including  equipment  and 
material  delivery.  Perimeter  fencing  and  security  gates  could  physically  interfere  with 
emergency  vehicle  access  or  personnel  evacuation  from  the  project  site.  The  Applicant  would 
implement  their  emergency  action  plan  as  part  of  their  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous 
Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b).  Potential  impacts  would  be  less  than 
significant  with  mitigation. 
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PH&S-7 

Construction 

Construction  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  would  not  generate  solid  waste  in  a volume 
that  exceeds  the  capacity  of  existing  facilities.  The  California  Solid  Waste  Reuse  and  Recycling 
Access  Act  of  1991,  as  amended,  requires  expanded  or  new  development  projects  to 
incorporate  storage  areas  for  recycling  bins  into  the  Project  design.  The  Applicant  would 
implement  a recycling  program  as  part  of  their  waste  management  program,  as  outlined  in  their 
Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b).  The 
Applicant  would  contract  with  a recycler  or  waste  hauler  to  transport  waste  to  a regional  offsite 
recycling  facility.  Reuse  and  recycling  of  construction  debris  would  reduce  operating  expenses 
and  save  valuable  landfill  space.  Implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  pre-funded  PV  Module 
Recycling  Program  would  ensure  that  most  project  components  are  eventually  recycled,  and 
not  disposed  in  solid  waste  landfills.  Potential  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant  with 
mitigation. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operations  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  would  not  generate  solid  waste  in  a volume  that 
exceeds  the  capacity  of  existing  facilities.  The  California  Solid  Waste  Reuse  and  Recycling 
Access  Act  of  1991,  as  amended,  requires  expanded  or  new  development  projects  to 
incorporate  storage  areas  for  recycling  bins  into  the  Project  design.  The  Applicant  would 
implement  a recycling  program  that  is  included  in  the  waste  management  sections  of  their 
Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b).  The 
Applicant  would  contract  with  a recycler  or  waste  hauler  to  transport  waste  to  a regional  offsite 
recycling  facility.  Reuse  and  recycling  of  construction  debris  would  reduce  operating  expenses 
and  save  valuable  landfill  space.  Potential  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant  with 
mitigation. 


Decommissioning 

The  generation  of  wastes  associated  with  decommissioning  would  not  generate  solid  waste  in  a 
volume  that  exceeds  the  capacity  of  existing  facilities.  Most  project  components,  including  the 
PV  modules,  would  be  recycled  under  a pre-funded  program.  The  Applicant  would  contract 
with  a recycler  or  waste  hauler  to  transport  waste  to  a regional  offsite  recycling  facility.  Reuse 
and  recycling  of  construction  debris  would  reduce  operating  expenses  and  save  valuable  landfill 
space.  Potential  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant  with  mitigation. 


4.11.4  Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 
4.1 1 .4.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

This  analysis  of  the  direct  and  indirect  impacts  for  Alternative  2 is  organized  according  to  the 
following  project  phases:  construction;  operations  and  maintenance;  and  decommissioning. 

The  project  components  to  be  constructed  under  Alternative  2 are  the  same  as  in  the  Proposed 
Action,  but  the  project  area  for  Alternative  2 is  242  acres  greater  than  the  Proposed  Action. 
The  potential  impacts  during  construction,  and  operation  and  maintenance,  and 
decommissioning  of  Alternative  2 would  be  similar  to  those  as  described  for  the  Proposed 
Action  and  would  be  subject  to  the  same  requirements  and  mitigation  measures. 
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Construction 
Seismic  Hazards 

Potential  seismic  hazard  impacts  during  construction  of  Alternative  2 would  be  the  same  as 
described  under  “Construction”  for  the  Proposed  Action.  Although  the  project  site  would  include 
a different  land  area,  the  modified  land  area  does  not  include  any  additional  geologic  or  seismic 
hazards.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-1  would  reduce  the  potential  for 
failure  of  project  structures  from  seismic  hazards,  but  impacts  would  not  be  completely  avoided. 


Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste  Management 

Potential  hazardous  materials  impacts  during  construction  of  Alternative  2 would  be  the  same 
as  described  under  “Construction”  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  would  be  subject  to  the  same 
requirements  and  mitigation  measures.  Although  Alternative  2 would  involve  a different  land 
area  and  larger  amount  of  acreage,  the  types  and  quantities  of  hazardous  materials  and  wastes 
would  be  about  the  same  as  those  of  the  Proposed  Action. 


Emergency  Response 

Potential  impacts  to  emergency  response  during  construction  of  Alternative  2 would  be  the 
same  as  described  under  “Construction”  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  would  be  subject  to  the 
same  requirements  and  mitigation  measures.  Although  Alternative  2 would  involve  a different 
land  area  and  larger  amount  of  acreage,  the  different  project  configuration  is  not  expected  to 
have  any  different  affect  on  emergency  response  capability  than  the  Proposed  Action. 
Implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  Traffic  Control  Plan  (First  Solar  201 2e)  as  required  by 
mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-4  would  reduce  potential  impacts  to  emergency  access,  but 
impacts  would  not  be  completely  avoided. 


Worker  Safety 

Potential  impacts  to  worker  safety  during  construction  of  Alternative  2 would  be  the  same  as 
described  under  “Construction”  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Intentionally  Destructive  Acts 

Potential  impacts  from  intentionally  destructive  acts,  including  sabotage  or  terrorism  during 
construction  of  Alternative  2,  would  be  the  same  as  described  under  “Construction”  for  the 
Proposed  Action. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 
Seismic  Hazards 

Potential  seismic  hazard  impacts  during  operation  and  maintenance  of  Alternative  2 would  be 
the  same  as  described  under  “Operation  and  Maintenance”  for  the  Proposed  Action.  Although 
the  project  site  would  include  a different  land  area,  the  modified  land  area  does  not  include  any 
additional  geologic  or  seismic  hazards. 
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Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste  Management 

Potential  hazardous  materials  impacts  during  operation  and  maintenance  of  Alternative  2 would 
be  the  same  as  described  under  “Operation  and  Maintenance”  for  the  Proposed  Action. 
Although  Alternative  2 would  involve  a different  land  area  and  larger  amount  of  acreage,  the 
types  and  quantities  of  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  would  be  about  the  same  as  those  of 
the  Proposed  Action  and  would  be  subject  to  the  same  requirements  and  mitigation  measures. 


Emergency  Response 

Potential  impacts  to  emergency  response  during  operation  and  maintenance  of  Alternative  2 
would  be  the  same  as  described  under  “Operation  and  Maintenance”  for  the  Proposed  Action. 
During  project  operation  and  maintenance,  minimal  traffic  is  expected  to  occur  and  is  not  likely 
to  interfere  with  emergency  response  activities.  Although  Alternative  2 would  involve  a 
different  land  area  and  larger  amount  of  acreage,  the  different  project  configuration  is  not 
expected  to  have  any  different  affect  on  emergency  response  capability  than  the  Proposed 
Action. 


Worker  Safety 

Potential  impacts  to  worker  safety  during  operation  and  maintenance  of  Alternative  2 would  be 
the  same  as  described  under  “Operations  and  Maintenance”  for  the  Proposed  Action.  Although 
Alternative  2 would  involve  a different  land  area  and  larger  amount  of  acreage,  the  potential 
hazards  to  site  workers  would  be  the  same  as  those  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  would  be 
subject  to  the  same  requirements  and  mitigation  measures. 


Intentionally  Destructive  Acts 

Potential  impacts  from  intentionally  destructive  acts,  including  sabotage  or  terrorism  during 
operation  and  maintenance  of  Alternative  2 would  be  the  same  as  described  under  “Operation 
and  Maintenance”  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Decommissioning 
Seismic  Hazards 

Potential  seismic  hazard  impacts  during  decommissioning  of  Alternative  2 would  be  the  same 
as  described  under  “Decommissioning”  for  the  Proposed  Action.  Although  the  project  site 
would  include  a different  land  area,  the  modified  land  area  does  not  include  any  additional 
geologic  or  seismic  hazards.  . 


Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste  Management 

Potential  hazardous  materials  impacts  during  decommissioning  of  Alternative  2 would  be  the 
same  as  described  under  “Decommissioning”  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  would  be  subject  to 
the  same  requirements  and  mitigation  measures.  Although  Alternative  2 would  involve  a 
different  land  area  and  larger  amount  of  acreage,  the  types  and  quantities  of  hazardous 
materials  and  wastes  would  be  about  the  same  as  those  of  the  Proposed  Action.. 
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Emergency  Response 

Potential  impacts  to  emergency  response  during  decommissioning  of  Alternative  2 would  be  the 
same  as  described  under  “Decommissioning"  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Worker  Safety 

Potential  impacts  to  worker  safety  during  decommissioning  of  Alternative  2 would  be  the  same 
as  described  under  “Decommissioning”  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Intentionally  Destructive  Acts 

Potential  impacts  from  intentionally  destructive  acts,  including  sabotage  or  terrorism  during 
decommissioning  of  Alternative  2 would  be  the  same  as  described  under  “Decommissioning” 
for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  boundary  would  not  result  in  the  use  of  hazardous  materials 
or  generation  of  wastes.  Therefore,  no  adverse  impacts  to  public  health  and  safety  would 
occur. 


4.11.4.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Significance  conclusions  for  the  impacts  identified  for  each  phase  of  the  project  (Construction, 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  Decommissioning)  would  be  the  same  as  described  above  for  the 
Proposed  Action,  based  on  the  CEQA  Significance  Criteria  presented  in  Section  4.11.2. 
Potential  impacts  of  Alternative  2 would  be  less  than  significant. 


4.11.5  Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 
4.11.5.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

The  project  components  to  be  constructed  under  Revised  Alternative  3 are  the  same  as  in  the 
Proposed  Action,  but  the  project  area  for  Revised  Alternative  3 is  458  ac  smaller  than  the 
Proposed  Action.  The  potential  impacts  during  construction,  and  operation  and  maintenance, 
and  decommissioning  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  similar  to  those  as  described  for  the 
Proposed  Action  and  would  be  subject  to  the  same  requirements  and  mitigation  measures. 


Construction 
Seismic  Hazards 

Potential  seismic  hazard  impacts  during  construction  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  the 
same  as  described  under  “Construction”  for  the  Proposed  Action.  Although  the  project  site 
would  include  a different  land  area,  the  modified  land  area  does  not  include  any  additional 
geologic  or  seismic  hazards.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-1  would  reduce 
the  potential  for  failure  of  project  structures  from  seismic  hazards,  but  impacts  would  not  be 
completely  avoided. 
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Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste  Management 

Potential  hazardous  materials  impacts  during  construction  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  the 
same  as  described  under  “Construction”  for  the  Proposed  Action,  and  would  be  subject  to  the 
same  requirements  and  mitigation  measures.  Although  Revised  Alternative  3 would  involve  a 
different  land  area  and  smaller  amount  of  acreage,  the  types  and  quantities  of  hazardous 
materials  and  wastes  would  be  about  the  same  as  those  of  the  Proposed  Action. 


Emergency  Response 

Potential  impacts  to  emergency  response  during  construction  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be 
the  same  as  described  under  “Construction”  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  would  be  subject  to 
the  same  requirements  and  mitigation  measures.  Although  Revised  Alternative  3 would  involve 
a different  land  area  and  smaller  amount  of  acreage,  the  different  project  configuration  is  not 
expected  to  have  any  different  affect  on  emergency  response  capability  than  the  Proposed 
Action.  Implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  Traffic  Control  Plan  (First  Solar  201 2e)  as  required 
by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-4  would  reduce  potential  impacts  to  emergency  access,  but 
impacts  would  not  be  completely  avoided. 


Worker  Safety 

Potential  impacts  to  worker  safety  during  construction  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  the 
same  as  described  under  “Construction”  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Intentionally  Destructive  Acts 

Potential  impacts  from  intentionally  destructive  acts,  including  sabotage  or  terrorism  during 
construction  of  Revised  Alternative  3,  would  be  the  same  as  described  under  “Construction”  for 
the  Proposed  Action. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 
Seismic  Hazards 

Potential  seismic  hazard  impacts  during  operation  and  maintenance  of  Revised  Alternative  3 
would  be  the  same  as  described  under  “Operation  and  Maintenance”  for  the  Proposed  Action. 
Although  the  project  site  would  include  a different  land  area,  the  modified  land  area  does  not 
include  any  additional  geologic  or  seismic  hazards.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM- 
PH&S-1  would  reduce  the  potential  for  failure  of  project  structures  from  seismic  hazards,  but 
impacts  would  not  be  completely  avoided. 


Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste  Management 

Potential  hazardous  materials  impacts  during  operation  and  maintenance  of  Revised  Alternative 
3 would  be  the  same  as  described  under  “Operation  and  Maintenance”  for  the  Proposed  Action. 
Although  Revised  Alternative  3 would  involve  a different  land  area  and  smaller  amount  of 
acreage,  the  types  and  quantities  of  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  would  be  about  the  same 
as  those  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  would  be  subject  to  the  same  requirements  and  mitigation 
measures. 
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Emergency  Response 

Potential  impacts  to  emergency  response  during  operation  and  maintenance  of  Revised 
Alternative  3 would  be  the  same  as  described  under  “Operation  and  Maintenance”  for  the 
Proposed  Action.  During  project  operation  and  maintenance,  minimal  traffic  is  expected  to 
occur  and  is  not  likely  to  interfere  with  emergency  response  activities.  Although  Revised 
Alternative  3 would  involve  a different  land  area  and  smaller  amount  of  acreage,  the  different 
project  configuration  is  not  expected  to  have  any  different  affect  on  emergency  response 
capability  than  the  Proposed  Action. 


Worker  Safety 

Potential  impacts  to  worker  safety  during  operation  and  maintenance  of  Revised  Alternative  3 
would  be  the  same  as  described  under  “Operations  and  Maintenance”  for  the  Proposed  Action. 
Although  Revised  Alternative  3 would  involve  a different  land  area  and  smaller  amount  of 
acreage,  the  potential  hazards  to  site  workers  would  be  the  same  as  those  of  the  Proposed 
Action  and  would  be  subject  to  the  same  requirements  and  mitigation  measures. 


Intentionally  Destructive  Acts 

Potential  impacts  from  intentionally  destructive  acts,  including  sabotage  or  terrorism  during 
operation  and  maintenance  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  the  same  as  described  under 
“Operation  and  Maintenance”  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Decommissioning 
Seismic  Hazards 

Potential  seismic  hazard  impacts  during  decommissioning  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  the 
same  as  described  under  “Decommissioning”  for  the  Proposed  Action.  Although  the  project 
site  would  include  a different  land  area,  the  modified  land  area  does  not  include  any  additional 
geologic  or  seismic  hazards. 


Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste  Management 

Potential  hazardous  materials  impacts  during  decommissioning  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would 
be  the  same  as  described  under  “Decommissioning”  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  would  be 
subject  to  the  same  requirements  and  mitigation  measures.  Although  Revised  Alternative  3 
would  involve  a different  land  area  and  smaller  amount  of  acreage,  the  types  and  quantities  of 
hazardous  materials  and  wastes  would  be  about  the  same  as  those  of  the  Proposed  Action. 


Emergency  Response 

Potential  impacts  to  emergency  response  during  decommissioning  of  Revised  Alternative  3 
would  be  the  same  as  described  under  “Decommissioning”  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Worker  Safety 

Potential  impacts  to  worker  safety  during  decommissioning  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be 
the  same  as  described  under  “Decommissioning”  for  the  Proposed  Action. 
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Intentionally  Destructive  Acts 

Potential  impacts  from  intentionally  destructive  acts,  including  sabotage  or  terrorism  during 
decommissioning  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  the  same  as  described  under 
“Decommissioning”  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  boundary  would  not  result  in  the  use  of  hazardous  materials 
or  generation  of  wastes.  Therefore,  no  adverse  impacts  to  public  health  and  safety  would 
occur. 


4.1 1 .5.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Significance  conclusions  for  the  impacts  identified  for  each  phase  of  the  project  (Construction, 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  Decommissioning)  would  be  the  same  as  described  above  for  the 
Proposed  Action,  Alternative  1,  based  on  the  CEQA  Significance  Criteria  presented  in  Section 
4.1 1 .2.  Potential  impacts  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  less  than  significant. 


4.11.6  Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 
4.1 1 .6.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  4 is  conceptually  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1 ),  but  would  be  placed 
within  a different  land  area  which  comprises  1,766  acres.  The  land  area  associated  with 
Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  the  northern  portion  of  the  bifurcated  footprint  of  Alternative 
2.  The  project  components  to  be  constructed  under  Alternative  4 are  the  same  as  in  the 
Proposed  Action,  but  the  project  area  for  Alternative  4 is  377  acres  less  than  the  Proposed 
Action.  The  potential  impacts  during  construction,  and  operation  and  maintenance,  and 
decommissioning  of  Alternative  4 would  be  similar  to  those  as  described  for  the  Proposed 
Action  and  would  be  subject  to  the  same  requirements  and  mitigation  measures. 


Construction 
Seismic  Hazards 

Potential  seismic  hazard  impacts  during  construction  of  Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as 
described  under  “Construction”  for  the  Proposed  Action.  Although  the  project  site  would  include 
a different  land  area,  the  modified  land  area  does  not  include  any  additional  geologic  or  seismic 
hazards.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-1  would  reduce  the  potential  for 
failure  of  project  structures  from  seismic  hazards,  but  impacts  would  not  be  completely  avoided. 


Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste  Management 

Potential  hazardous  materials  impacts  during  construction  of  Alternative  4 would  be  the  same 
as  described  under  “Construction”  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  would  be  subject  to  the  same 
requirements  and  mitigation  measures.  Although  Alternative  4 would  involve  a different  land 
area  and  smaller  amount  of  acreage,  the  types  and  quantities  of  hazardous  materials  and 
wastes  would  be  about  the  same  as  those  of  the  Proposed  Action. 
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Emergency  Response 

Potential  impacts  to  emergency  response  during  construction  of  Alternative  4 would  be  the 
same  as  described  under  “Construction”  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  would  be  subject  to  the 
same  requirements  and  mitigation  measures.  Although  Alternative  4 would  involve  a different 
land  area  and  smaller  amount  of  acreage,  the  different  project  configuration  is  not  expected  to 
have  any  different  affect  on  emergency  response  capability  than  the  Proposed  Action. 
Implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  Traffic  Control  Plan  (First  Solar  201 2e)  as  required  by 
mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-4  would  reduce  potential  impacts  to  emergency  access,  but 
impacts  would  not  be  completely  avoided. 


Worker  Safety 

Potential  impacts  to  worker  safety  during  construction  of  Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as 
described  under  “Construction”  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Intentionally  Destructive  Acts 

Potential  impacts  from  intentionally  destructive  acts,  including  sabotage  or  terrorism  during 
construction  of  Alternative  4,  would  be  the  same  as  described  under  “Construction”  for  the 
Proposed  Action. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 
Seismic  Hazards 

Potential  seismic  hazard  impacts  during  operation  and  maintenance  of  Alternative  4 would  be 
the  same  as  described  under  “Operation  and  Maintenance”  for  the  Proposed  Action.  Although 
the  project  site  would  include  a different  land  area,  the  modified  land  area  does  not  include  any 
additional  geologic  or  seismic  hazards. 


Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste  Management 

Potential  hazardous  materials  impacts  during  operation  and  maintenance  of  Alternative  4 would 
be  the  same  as  described  under  “Operation  and  Maintenance”  for  the  Proposed  Action. 
Although  Alternative  4 would  involve  a different  land  area  and  smaller  amount  of  acreage,  the 
types  and  quantities  of  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  would  be  about  the  same  as  those  of 
the  Proposed  Action  and  would  be  subject  to  the  same  requirements  and  mitigation  measures. 


Emergency  Response 

Potential  impacts  to  emergency  response  during  operation  and  maintenance  of  Alternative  4 
would  be  the  same  as  described  under  “Operation  and  Maintenance”  for  the  Proposed  Action. 
During  project  operation  and  maintenance,  minimal  traffic  is  expected  to  occur  and  is  not  likely 
to  interfere  with  emergency  response  activities.  Although  Alternative  4 would  involve  a 
different  land  area  and  smaller  amount  of  acreage,  the  different  project  configuration  is  not 
expected  to  have  any  different  affect  on  emergency  response  capability  than  the  Proposed 
Action. 
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Worker  Safety 

Potential  impacts  to  worker  safety  during  operation  and  maintenance  of  Alternative  4 would  be 
the  same  as  described  under  “Operations  and  Maintenance”  for  the  Proposed  Action.  Although 
Alternative  4 would  involve  a different  land  area  and  smaller  amount  of  acreage,  the  potential 
hazards  to  site  workers  would  be  the  same  as  those  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  would  be 
subject  to  the  same  requirements  and  mitigation  measures. 


Intentionally  Destructive  Acts 

Potential  impacts  from  intentionally  destructive  acts,  including  sabotage  or  terrorism  during 
operation  and  maintenance  of  Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  described  under  “Operation 
and  Maintenance”  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Decommissioning 
Seismic  Hazards 

Potential  seismic  hazard  impacts  during  decommissioning  of  Alternative  4 would  be  the  same 
as  described  under  “Decommissioning”  for  the  Proposed  Action.  Although  the  project  site 
would  include  a different  land  area,  the  modified  land  area  does  not  include  any  additional 
geologic  or  seismic  hazards. 


Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste  Management 

Potential  hazardous  materials  impacts  during  decommissioning  of  Alternative  4 would  be  the 
same  as  described  under  “Decommissioning”  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  would  be  subject  to 
the  same  requirements  and  mitigation  measures.  Although  Alternative  4 would  involve  a 
different  land  area  and  smaller  amount  of  acreage,  the  types  and  quantities  of  hazardous 
materials  and  wastes  would  be  about  the  same  as  those  of  the  Proposed  Action. 


Emergency  Response 

Potential  impacts  to  emergency  response  during  decommissioning  of  Alternative  4 would  be  the 
same  as  described  under  “Decommissioning”  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Worker  Safety 

Potential  impacts  to  worker  safety  during  decommissioning  of  Alternative  4 would  be  the  same 
as  described  under  “Decommissioning”  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Intentionally  Destructive  Acts 

Potential  impacts  from  intentionally  destructive  acts,  including  sabotage  or  terrorism  during 
decommissioning  of  Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  described  under  “Decommissioning” 
for  the  Proposed  Action. 
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Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  boundary  would  not  result  in  the  use  of  hazardous  materials 
or  generation  of  wastes.  Therefore,  no  adverse  impacts  to  public  health  and  safety  would 
occur. 


4.1 1 .6.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  significant  impacts  to  public  health  and  safety.  In  addition, 
Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  a substantial  lessening  of  any  significant  environmental  impacts 
as  compared  to  the  other  alternatives. 


4.11.7  Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 
4.1 1 .7.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Under  this  alternative,  the  proposed  Project  would  not  be  approved  and  the  BLM  would  not 
amend  the  CDCA  Plan.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be  constructed  on  the  project 
site  and  BLM  would  continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the  existing  land  use 
designation  in  the  CDCA  Plan,  as  amended. 

Because  there  would  be  no  amendment  to  the  CDCA  Plan  and  no  solar  project  approved  for 
the  site  under  this  alternative,  it  is  expected  that  the  site  would  continue  to  remain  in  its  existing 
condition,  with  no  new  structures  or  facilities  constructed  or  operated  on  the  site  and  no  ground 
disturbance.  As  a result,  impacts  caused  by  the  potential  effects  of  hazardous  materials  and 
wastes  to  public  health  and  safety  and  the  environment  would  not  occur. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  the  No  Action 
Alternative.  Land  uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today. 
Because  this  action  would  not  be  taken,  there  would  be  no  potential  impacts  to  public  health 
and  safety. 


4.11.7.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Alternative  5 would  not  result  in  impacts  to  public  health  and  safety. 


4.11.8  Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 
4.1 1 .8.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  6 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  not  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  and  no  project  would  be  approved.  Because  the  CDCA  Plan  would  be  amended 
so  no  solar  energy  projects  can  be  approved  for  the  site  under  this  alternative,  it  is  expected 
that  the  site  would  continue  to  remain  in  its  existing  condition,  with  no  new  structures  or  facilities 
constructed  or  operated  on  the  site.  Therefore,  the  potential  impacts  associated  with  the 
Proposed  Action  would  not  occur. 


November  201 3 


4.11-28 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.1 1 Public  Health  and  Safety 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  Ivan  pah  DWMA  boundary  would  not  result  in  the  use  of  hazardous  materials 
or  generation  of  wastes.  Therefore , no  adverse  impacts  to  public  health  and  safety  would 
occur. 


4.1 1 .8.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Alternative  6 would  not  result  in  impacts  to  public  health  and  safety. 


4.11.9  Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 
4.11.9.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  7 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  although  none  of  the  action  alternatives  would  be  approved.  Under  this 
alternative,  the  BLM  would  not  approve  the  proposed  facility,  but  would  amend  the  CDCA  Plan 
to  allow  for  other  solar  projects  on  the  site.  Therefore , the  potential  impacts  associated  with  the 
Proposed  Action  would  not  occur  under  this  alternative. 

As  a result  of  the  Plan  amendment . it  is  possible  that  another  solar  energy  project  could  be 
constructed  on  the  site  utilizing  the  same  or  a different  solar  technology,  and  producing  similar 
impacts  to  public  health  and  safety  of  the  Proposed  Action.  However,  the  impacts  associated 
with  such  future  project  are  speculative  at  this  time  and  would  be  subject  to  independent  CEQA 
and  NEPA  analysis  at  that  time. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  Alternative  7. 
Land  uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today.  If  a solar  or 
other  renewable  energy  facility  is  proposed  on  the  site  in  the  future,  the  impact  on  public  health 
and  safety  would  be  considered  in  a project-specific  environmental  analysis  that  would  occur  at 
that  time. 


4.1 1 .9.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Alternative  7 would  not  result  in  impacts  to  public  health  and  safety. 


4.11.10  Cumulative  Impacts 
4.11.10.1  Geographic  Extent/Context 

The  geographic  scope  for  cumulative  impacts  from  public  health  and  safety  is  San  Bernardino 
County,  where  potential  waste  disposal  facilities  for  the  project  are  located.  This  area  also 
includes  potential  interference  with  emergency  response  to  fire,  medical  emergencies  and 
hazardous  materials  spills  or  leaks.  During  the  2 to  4-year  period  of  construction  for  the 
proposed  facility,  interference  with  emergency  response  vehicles  could  result  from  construction 
traffic  of  the  proposed  facility  and  other  projects  in  the  area  in  locations  relatively  remote  from 
the  project  site,  whereas  hazardous  materials  impacts  and  other  hazards  discussed  in  this 
section  are  typically  highly  localized  to  the  location  of  a particular  project , such  that  they  are 
unlikely  to  have  synergistic  effects  with  other  actions. 
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4.11.10.2  Existing  Cumulative  Conditions 

The  project  area  consists  of  undeveloped  land  and  open  space  land.  Within  the  undeveloped 
and  open  space  land  there  is  little  likelihood  of  significant  soil  or  groundwater  contamination, 
based  on  a lack  of  uses  that  would  involve  hazardous  materials. 


4.1 1.10.3  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Projects 

A wide  variety  of  past  and  present  development  projects  could  contribute  to  the  cumulative 
conditions  for  public  health  and  safety  in  regards  to  emergency  response  in  the  cumulative 
analysis  area.  Tables  4.1-1  and  4.1-2,  presented  in  Section  4.1  of  this  PA  and  EIS/EIR,  list 
cumulative  projects  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site  and  surrounding  area.  Consideration  of  the 
projects  listed  in  San  Bernardino  County,  identified  in  Tables  4.1-1  and  4.1-2  and  shown  on 
Figures  4.1 -la  and  4.1 -1b  were  used  to  develop  this  analysis  of  cumulative  effects  for  public 
health  and  safety. 

Several  types  of  development  projects  could  contribute  to  the  cumulative  impact  of  the 
Proposed  Action  and  alternatives,  including  housing  development  projects,  commercial  and 
industrial  development,  transportation  projects,  and  renewable  energy  projects.  These  types  of 
past  and  existing  projects  could  combine  with  potential  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  or  an 
alternative  to  affect  public  health  and  safety  within  the  geographic  extent  of  this  cumulative 
analysis. 

Existing  projects  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  area  that  use  hazardous  materials  and  generate  wastes 
include  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad,  existing  Calnev  and  Kern  River  Pipelines,  Primm  Valley  Golf 
Club,  Silver  State  Phase  1,  and  Molycorp  Minerals.  Projects  currently  under  construction  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility  include  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  solar  facility  (3,471  acres).  Proposed 
projects  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility  that  would  have  potentially  adverse  impacts  to 
public  health  and  safety  include  the  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport,  Desert  Xpress  high 
speed  passenger  rail  line,  Silver  State  Phase  2 solar  facility,  and  the  Calnev  Pipeline  Expansion 
Project.  In  addition,  any  projects  being  constructed  within  San  Bernardino  County,  and  that 
would  use  County  waste  disposal  facilities,  would  have  the  potential  to  create  cumulative 
impacts  associated  with  waste  disposal. 

Most  of  these  projects  have  either  undergone  independent  environmental  review  pursuant  to 
NEPA  and/or  CEQA  or  will  do  so  prior  to  approval. 


4.11.10.4  Cumulative  Impacts  Associated  with  Proposed  Action 
Construction 

The  proposed  developments  near  the  project  site  would  have  the  potential  to  contribute  to 
cumulative  public  health  and  safety  impacts.  It  is  expected  that  one  or  more  of  the  cumulative 
projects  described  above  may  be  under  construction  at  the  same  time  as  the  Proposed  Action. 
In  particular,  construction  of  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  facility,  the  Calnev  Pipeline  Expansion  Project, 
and  JPOE  are  expected  to  occur  in  2013. 


Seismic  Hazards 

The  project  site  is  considered  to  have  low  potential  for  seismic  events,  liquefaction,  and 
landslide.  To  verify  that  seismic  hazards  would  not  affect  the  project,  the  Applicant  would 
conduct  preliminary  site  investigations  as  outlined  in  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-1. 
Structural  failure  at  the  project  site  is  not  likely  and  with  the  implementation  of  mitigation 
measure  MM-PH&S-1,  no  adverse  impacts  would  occur.  As  such,  Proposed  Action  impacts  are 
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not  expected  to  combine  with  similar  impacts  of  past,  present,  or  reasonably  foreseeable 
projects,  and  the  proposed  facility  would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts. 


Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste  Management 

As  a result  of  the  concurrent  construction  and  operating  projects  in  the  area,  there  would  be 
multiple  potential  sources  of  hazardous  materials  and  waste.  Applicable  regulations  and 
implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM-PH&S-2,  MM-PH&S-3,  MM-PH&S-4,  and  MM- 
PH&S-5  would  ensure  that  impacts  would  not  occur  as  a result  of  the  Proposed  Action.  The 
other  current  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects  in  the  region  would  be  subject  to  the 
same  regulations,  as  well  as  similar  mitigation  measures  required  as  a result  of  their  own 
independent  environmental  reviews.  Because  the  Proposed  Action  and  other  projects  are 
separated  by  distances  of  a mile  or  more,  a hazardous  material  release  from  one  project  would 
not  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  contamination  from  spills  from  other  projects  to  result  in 
a cumulative  impact. 

Herbicides  may  be  used  for  vegetation  removal  within  the  solar  PV  arrays  during  construction. 
Herbicides  used  for  vegetation  control  within  the  arrays  and  other  project  facilities  could  result 
in  adverse  health  effects  to  the  public,  maintenance  personnel,  wildlife,  or  sensitive  vegetation  if 
herbicides  are  handled  improperly  or  chemical  drift  occurs  away  from  the  target  area.  To 
reduce  potential  impacts  from  herbicides,  implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-5 
would  be  required.  Because  the  Proposed  Action  and  other  projects  are  separated  by  distances 
of  a mile  or  more,  use  of  herbicides  at  one  project  would  not  have  the  potential  to  combine  with 
impacts  from  other  projects  to  result  in  a cumulative  impact. 

The  potential  exists  for  hazardous  materials  being  used  during  construction  of  the  project  to  be 
released  into  the  desert  washes  and  ephemeral  streams  that  traverse  the  site;  however, 
mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2  would  require  hazardous  materials  use  and  storage  to  occur  at 
a distance  from  watercourses,  which  would  reduce  the  potential  for  any  spilled  materials  to 
enter  watercourses.  Because  the  Proposed  Action  and  other  projects  are  separated  by 
distances  of  a mile  or  more,  releases  of  hazardous  material  at  one  project  would  not  have  the 
potential  to  combine  with  impacts  from  other  projects  to  result  in  a cumulative  impact. 

The  potential  also  exists  for  motor  vehicle  fuel  to  be  released  from  on-site  storage  tanks  or  for 
transformer  oil  to  be  released  at  the  project  substation.  If  a leak  were  to  occur  during 
construction,  potentially  resulting  in  a hazard  to  soil,  water,  wildlife,  or  personnel  at  the  project 
site.  Implementation  of  a SPCC  Plan  as  required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2  would 
reduce  potential  impacts  from  the  use  of  hazardous  materials  at  the  project  site.  Because  the 
Proposed  Action  and  other  projects  are  separated  by  distances  of  a mile  or  more,  a hazardous 
material  release  from  one  project  would  not  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  contamination 
from  spills  from  other  projects  to  result  in  a cumulative  impact. 

The  analysis  of  direct  impacts  as  a result  of  the  use  of  CdTe  panels  in  Section  4.11.3.1 
indicated  that  the  potential  for  the  release  of  cadmium  as  a result  of  fire  or  breakage  was  very 
unlikely , and  even  if  such  a release  occurred,  the  mass  of  material  that  could  be  released  would 
be  minimal.  Even  though  similar  CdTe  panels  are  also  proposed  for  use  at  the  Silver  State 
project  a few  miles  away,  that  project  would  have  a similarly  low  potential  for  release.  In  both 
cases,  it  is  highly  unlikely  that  any  released  material  could  be  released  past  the  project 
boundaries  in  detectable  quantities.  Therefore,  there  is  no  potential  for  releases  at  both  sites  to 
have  cumulative  effects. 
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Emergency  Response 

Although  the  solar  facility  would  contain  relatively  few  flammable  components,  the  presence  of 
electrical  generating  equipment  and  electrical  cables,  along  with  various  oils  (lubricating, 
cooling,  and  hydraulic)  creates  the  potential  for  fire  or  a medical  emergency  within  the  facility. 
The  project  site  is  located  in  a rural  area  with  several  alternative  access  roads  allowing  easy 
access  to  the  site  in  the  event  of  an  emergency.  However,  perimeter  fencing  and  security 
gates  could  physically  interfere  with  emergency  vehicle  access  or  personnel  evacuation  from 
the  project  site.  Heavy  construction-related  traffic  could  interfere  with  emergency  response  to 
the  project  site  or  emergency  evacuation  procedures  in  the  event  of  an  emergency  such  as  a 
wildfire  or  a chemical  spill  at  the  project  site.  To  ensure  emergency  access  to  the  project  site 
during  construction,  implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-4  would  require  the 
Applicant  to  appoint  an  Emergency  Response  Liaison  to  coordinate  the  reduction  of 
construction-related  traffic  for  the  duration  of  any  emergency  at  or  nearby  the  project  site,  and 
to  implement  their  construction  Traffic  Control  Plan  that  includes  assurance  of  access  for 
emergency  vehicles  to  the  project  site. 

This  impact  has  the  potential  to  combine  with  other  current  and  future  projects  that  would 
generate  high  volumes  of  traffic  on  area  roadways  and  whose  construction  schedules  overlap 
with  that  of  the  proposed  facility  by  creating  a cumulative  traffic  burden  on  regional  roadways  as 
a result  of  an  abundance  of  construction  vehicles.  Given  the  rural  nature  of  the  project  area 
and  the  fact  that  most  cumulative  projects  in  the  project  vicinity  would  not  generate  high 
volumes  of  traffic,  the  potential  for  a cumulative  impact  on  emergency  response  is  low.  As 
such,  proposed  facility  impacts  are  not  expected  to  combine  with  similar  impacts  of  past, 
present,  or  reasonably  foreseeable  projects,  and  the  proposed  facility  would  not  contribute  to 
cumulative  impacts. 


Worker  Safety 

Applicable  regulations  and  implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2  would  ensure 
that  impacts  associated  with  worker  health  and  safety  would  not  occur  as  a result  of 
construction  of  the  Proposed  Action.  The  other  current  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future 
projects  in  the  region  would  be  subject  to  the  same  regulations,  as  well  as  similar  mitigation 
measures  required  as  a result  of  their  own  independent  environmental  reviews.  Because  the 
Proposed  Action  and  other  projects  are  separated  by  distances  of  a mile  or  more,  worker  safety 
hazards  on  one  site  would  not  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  hazards  from  another  site  to 
result  in  a cumulative  impact. 


Intentionally  Destructive  Acts 

Depending  on  the  severity  of  the  event,  fixed  components  of  a solar  facility  could  be  damaged 
or  destroyed,  resulting  in  economic,  safety,  and  environmental  consequences.  Equipment  used 
in  constructing  the  solar  facility  could  also  be  impacted,  potentially  resulting  in  loss  of  life.  In 
general,  the  consequences  of  an  intentionally  destructive  act,  including  sabotage  or  terrorist 
attack  on  a solar  facility  would  be  expected  to  be  similar  to  those  discussed  under  seismic 
hazards  and  hazardous  materials  regarding  accidental  and  natural  events.  The  potential 
consequences  of  such  events  would  be  site-specific  and  unlikely  to  occur.  As  such,  proposed 
facility  impacts  are  not  expected  to  combine  with  similar  impacts  of  past,  present,  or  reasonably 
foreseeable  projects,  and  the  proposed  facility  would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts. 
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Operation  and  Maintenance 

It  is  expected  that  all  of  the  cumulative  projects  described  above  would  be  operational  at  the 
same  time  as  the  Proposed  Action.  As  a result,  the  current  and  proposed  developments  near 
the  project  site  would  have  the  potential  to  contribute  to  cumulative  public  health  and  safety 
impacts,  as  outlined  below. 


Seismic  Hazards 

As  discussed  under  "Construction”,  the  project  site  is  considered  to  have  low  potential  for 
seismic  and  geologic  hazards,  including  liquefaction  and  lateral  spreading.  In  addition,  potential 
operations  and  maintenance  impacts  would  be  site  specific  and  would  be  reduced  by  the 
implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-1 . Therefore,  proposed  facility  impacts  are  not 
expected  to  combine  with  similar  impacts  of  past,  present,  or  reasonably  foreseeable  projects, 
and  operations  of  the  proposed  facility  would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts. 


Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste  Management 

As  discussed  under  “Construction”,  operation  of  the  proposed  facility  would  result  in  a potential 
hazard  to  the  public  or  personnel  if  a hazardous  material  spill  or  leak  were  to  occur. 
Additionally,  grading,  drilling,  or  excavation  at  the  project  site  has  the  potential  to  mobilize 
hazardous  materials  currently  in  the  soil,  which  could  result  in  exposure  of  personnel  and  other 
sensitive  receptors  such  as  plants  and  wildlife  to  contaminant  levels  that  could  result  in  short- 
term and/or  long-term  health  effects.  Implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  Emergency  Response 
and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b)  as  required  by  mitigation 
measure  MM-PH&S-2  would  ensure  that  potential  impacts  are  reduced.  This  impact  does  not 
have  the  potential  to  combine  with  contamination  from  spills  from  other  projects  to  result  in  a 
cumulative  impact  due  to  the  site-specific  nature  of  soil  contamination.  Implementation  of  the 
Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  would  ensure  proper 
cleanup  and  disposal  of  contaminated  soil. 

The  potential  exists  for  hazardous  materials  being  used  during  operation  and  maintenance  of 
the  project  to  be  released  into  the  desert  washes  and  ephemeral  streams  that  traverse  the  site; 
however,  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2  would  require  hazardous  materials  use  and  storage 
to  occur  at  a distance  from  watercourses,  which  would  reduce  the  potential  for  any  spilled 
materials  to  enter  watercourses.  Because  the  Proposed  Action  and  other  projects  are 
separated  by  distances  of  a mile  or  more,  releases  of  hazardous  material  at  one  project  would 
not  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  impacts  from  other  projects  to  result  in  a cumulative 
impact. 

The  potential  also  exists  for  motor  vehicle  fuel  to  be  released  from  on-site  storage  tanks  or  for 
transformer  oil  to  be  released  at  the  project  substation  if  a leak  were  to  occur  during  operations, 
potentially  resulting  in  a hazard  to  soil,  water,  wildlife,  or  personnel  at  the  project  site. 
Implementation  of  a SPCC  Plan  as  required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2  would  reduce 
potential  impacts  from  the  use  of  hazardous  materials  at  the  project  site.  Because  the  Proposed 
Action  and  other  projects  are  separated  by  distances  of  a mile  or  more,  a hazardous  material 
release  from  one  project  would  not  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  contamination  from  spills 
from  other  projects  to  result  in  a cumulative  impact. 


Emergency  Response 

During  project  operation  and  maintenance,  minimal  traffic  is  expected  to  occur  and  is  not  likely 
to  interfere  with  emergency  response  activities.  Therefore,  this  impact  would  not  combine  with 
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similar  impacts  of  past,  present,  or  reasonably  foreseeable  projects,  and  proposed  facility 
operations  would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts. 


Worker  Safety 

Applicable  regulations  and  implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2  would  ensure 
that  impacts  associated  with  worker  health  and  safety  would  not  occur  as  a result  of  operations 
and  maintenance  of  the  Proposed  Action.  The  other  current  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future 
projects  in  the  region  would  be  subject  to  the  same  regulations,  as  well  as  similar  mitigation 
measures  required  as  a result  of  their  own  independent  environmental  reviews.  Because  the 
Proposed  Action  and  other  projects  are  separated  by  distances  of  a mile  or  more,  worker  safety 
hazards  on  one  site  would  not  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  hazards  from  another  site  to 
result  in  a cumulative  impact. 


Intentionally  Destructive  Acts 

Depending  on  the  severity  of  the  event,  fixed  components  of  a solar  facility  could  be  damaged 
or  destroyed,  resulting  in  economic,  safety,  and  environmental  consequences.  Equipment  used 
during  operations  and  maintenance  of  the  solar  facility  could  also  be  impacted,  potentially 
resulting  in  loss  of  life.  In  general,  the  consequences  of  an  intentionally  destructive  act, 
including  sabotage  or  terrorist  attack  on  a solar  facility  would  be  expected  to  be  similar  to  those 
discussed  under  seismic  hazards  and  hazardous  materials  regarding  accidental  and  natural 
events.  The  potential  consequences  of  such  events  would  be  site-specific  and  unlikely  to  occur. 
As  such,  proposed  facility  impacts  are  not  expected  to  combine  with  similar  impacts  of  past, 
present,  or  reasonably  foreseeable  projects,  and  the  proposed  facility  would  not  contribute  to 
cumulative  impacts. 


Decommissioning 

It  is  expected  that  all  of  the  cumulative  projects  described  above,  as  well  as  additional  projects, 
would  be  in  various  stages  of  construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning  during  the 
decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action.  As  a result,  the  current  and  proposed  developments 
near  the  project  site  would  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  the  decommissioning  of  the 
Proposed  Action  and  contribute  to  cumulative  public  health  and  safety  impacts,  as  outlined 
below. 


Seismic  Hazards 

As  discussed  under  "Construction”,  the  project  site  is  considered  to  have  low  potential  for 
seismic  and  geologic  hazards,  including  liquefaction  and  lateral  spreading.  In  addition,  potential 
decommissioning  impacts  would  be  site  specific  and  would  be  reduced  by  the  implementation 
of  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-1.  Therefore,  proposed  facility  impacts  are  not  expected  to 
combine  with  similar  impacts  of  past,  present,  or  reasonably  foreseeable  projects,  and 
decommissioning  of  the  proposed  facility  would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts. 


Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste  Management 

As  discussed  under  “Construction”,  decommissioning  of  the  proposed  facility  would  result  in  a 
potential  hazard  to  the  public  or  personnel  if  a hazardous  material  spill  or  leak  were  to  occur. 
Implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management 
Plan  (First  Solar  2012b)  as  required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2  would  ensure  that 
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potential  impacts  are  reduced.  This  impact  does  not  have  the  potential  to  combine  with 
contamination  from  spills  from  other  projects  to  result  in  a cumulative  impact  due  to  the  site- 
specific  nature  of  soil  contamination.  Implementation  of  the  Emergency  Response  and 
Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  would  ensure  proper  cleanup  and  disposal  of 
contaminated  soil. 

The  potential  exists  for  hazardous  materials  being  used  during  decommissioning  of  the  project 
to  be  released  into  the  desert  washes  and  ephemeral  streams  that  traverse  the  site;  however, 
mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2  would  require  hazardous  materials  use  and  storage  to  occur  at 
a distance  from  watercourses,  which  would  reduce  the  potential  for  any  spilled  materials  to 
enter  watercourses.  Because  the  Proposed  Action  and  other  projects  are  separated  by 
distances  of  a mile  or  more,  releases  of  hazardous  material  at  one  project  would  not  have  the 
potential  to  combine  with  impacts  from  other  projects  to  result  in  a cumulative  impact. 

The  potential  also  exists  for  motor  vehicle  fuel  to  be  released  from  on-site  storage  tanks  or  for 
transformer  oil  to  be  released  at  the  project  substation  if  a leak  were  to  occur  during 
decommissioning,  potentially  resulting  in  a hazard  to  soil,  water,  wildlife,  or  personnel  at  the 
project  site.  Implementation  of  a SPCC  Plan  as  required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2 
would  reduce  potential  impacts  from  the  use  of  hazardous  materials  at  the  project  site.  Because 
the  Proposed  Action  and  other  projects  are  separated  by  distances  of  a mile  or  more,  a 
hazardous  material  release  from  one  project  would  not  have  the  potential  to  combine  with 
contamination  from  spills  from  other  projects  to  result  in  a cumulative  impact. 


Emergency  Response 

Heavy  traffic  associated  with  decommissioning  could  interfere  with  emergency  response  to  the 
project  site  or  emergency  evacuation  procedures  in  the  event  of  an  emergency  such  as  a 
wildfire  or  a chemical  spill  at  the  project  site.  To  ensure  emergency  access  to  the  project  site 
during  decommissioning,  implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-4  would  require  the 
Applicant  to  appoint  an  Emergency  Response  Liaison  to  coordinate  the  reduction  of 
decommissioning-related  traffic  for  the  duration  of  any  emergency  at  or  nearby  the  project  site, 
and  to  implement  their  construction  Traffic  Control  Plan  that  includes  assurance  of  access  for 
emergency  vehicles  to  the  project  site. 

This  impact  has  the  potential  to  combine  with  other  current  and  future  projects  that  would 
generate  high  volumes  of  traffic  on  area  roadways  and  whose  construction  or  decommissioning 
schedules  overlap  with  that  of  the  proposed  facility  by  creating  a cumulative  traffic  burden  on 
regional  roadways  as  a result  of  an  abundance  of  heavy  equipment  and  worker  vehicles.  Given 
the  rural  nature  of  the  project  area  and  the  fact  that  most  cumulative  projects  in  the  project 
vicinity  would  not  generate  high  volumes  of  traffic,  the  potential  for  a cumulative  impact  on 
emergency  response  is  low.  As  such,  proposed  facility  impacts  are  not  expected  to  combine 
with  similar  impacts  of  past,  present,  or  reasonably  foreseeable  projects,  and  the  proposed 
facility  would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts. 


Worker  Safety 

Applicable  regulations  and  implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2  would  ensure 
that  impacts  associated  with  worker  health  and  safety  would  not  occur  as  a result  of 
decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action.  The  other  current  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future 
projects  in  the  region  would  be  subject  to  the  same  regulations,  as  well  as  similar  mitigation 
measures  required  as  a result  of  their  own  independent  environmental  reviews.  Because  the 
Proposed  Action  and  other  projects  are  separated  by  distances  of  a mile  or  more,  worker  safety 
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hazards  on  one  site  would  not  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  hazards  from  another  site  to 
result  in  a cumulative  impact. 


Intentionally  Destructive  Acts 

Depending  on  the  severity  of  the  event,  fixed  components  of  a solar  facility  could  be  damaged 
or  destroyed,  resulting  in  economic,  safety,  and  environmental  consequences.  Equipment  used 
during  decommissioning  of  the  solar  facility  could  also  be  impacted,  potentially  resulting  in  loss 
of  life.  In  general,  the  consequences  of  an  intentionally  destructive  act,  including  sabotage  or 
terrorist  attack  on  a solar  facility  would  be  expected  to  be  similar  to  those  discussed  under 
seismic  hazards  and  hazardous  materials  regarding  accidental  and  natural  events.  The 
potential  consequences  of  such  events  would  be  site-specific  and  unlikely  to  occur.  As  such, 
proposed  facility  impacts  are  not  expected  to  combine  with  similar  impacts  of  past,  present,  or 
reasonably  foreseeable  projects,  and  the  proposed  facility  would  not  contribute  to  cumulative 
impacts. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  boundary  would  not  result  in  the  use  of  hazardous  materials 
or  generation  of  wastes.  Therefore,  this  action  would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts  to 
public  health  and  safety. 


4.11.10.5  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  related  to  seismic  hazards,  hazardous  materials,  worker  safety, 
and  intentionally  destructive  acts  are  localized  in  nature  and  site  specific.  Potential  impacts  are 
not  expected  to  combine  with  similar  impacts  of  past,  present,  or  reasonably  foreseeable 
projects.  Therefore,  significance  determinations  are  not  provided  below  for  CEQA  Significance 
Criteria  PH&S-1,  PH&S-2,  PH&S-3,  PH&S-4  or  PH&S-5. 


PH&S-6 

Construction  and  decommissioning  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  has  the  potential  for 
impairing  implementation  of  San  Bernardino  County  adopted  emergency  evacuation  and 
emergency  response  plans.  During  construction  and  decommissioning,  activities  could  affect 
traffic  and  emergency  routes,  including  equipment  and  material  delivery.  Project  traffic  during 
construction  and  decommissioning  could  interfere  with  emergency  response  to  the  project  site 
or  emergency  evacuation  procedures  in  the  event  of  an  emergency  such  as  a wildfire  or  a 
chemical  spill  at  the  project  site.  Perimeter  fencing  and  security  gates  could  physically  interfere 
with  emergency  vehicle  access  or  personnel  evacuation  from  the  project  site. 

This  impact  has  the  potential  to  combine  with  other  current  and  future  projects  that  would 
generate  high  volumes  of  traffic  on  area  roadways  and  whose  construction  schedules  overlap 
with  that  of  the  proposed  facility.  Although  the  potential  for  a cumulative  impact  to  emergency 
response  is  unlikely  to  occur  due  to  the  rural  nature  of  the  project  area  and  the  fact  that  most 
cumulative  projects  in  the  project  vicinity  would  not  generate  high  volumes  of  traffic,  with  the 
implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-4  and  a Traffic  Management  Plan,  the 
project’s  contribution  to  cumulative  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 
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PH&S-7 

Construction,  operation,  and  decommissioning  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  would  not 
generate  solid  waste  in  a volume  that  exceeds  the  capacity  of  existing  facilities.  The  California 
Solid  Waste  Reuse  and  Recycling  Access  Act  of  1991,  as  amended,  requires  expanded  or  new 
development  projects  to  incorporate  storage  areas  for  recycling  bins  into  the  project  design. 
The  Applicant  would  implement  a recycling  program  that  would  be  included  in  the  Waste 
Management  Plan.  The  Applicant  would  contract  with  a recycler  or  waste  hauler  to  transport 
waste  to  a regional  offsite  recycling  facility.  Reuse  and  recycling  of  construction  debris  would 
reduce  operating  expenses  and  save  valuable  landfill  space.  Implementation  of  the  Applicant’s 
pre-funded  PV  Module  Recycling  Program  would  ensure  that  most  project  components  are 
eventually  recycled,  and  not  disposed  in  solid  waste  landfills.  Potential  impacts  would  be  less 
than  significant  with  mitigation. 


4.11.10.6  Alternatives 
Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 

The  public  health  and  safety  impacts  associated  with  Alternative  2 would  be  approximately  the 
same  as  those  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts 
associated  with  Alternative  2 would  be  the  same  as  those  described  above  for  the  Proposed 
Action. 


Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 

The  public  health  and  safety  impacts  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be 
approximately  the  same  as  those  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the 
cumulative  impacts  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  the  same  as  those 
described  above  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 

The  public  health  and  safety  impacts  associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be  approximately  the 
same  as  those  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts 
associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  those  described  above  for  the  Proposed 
Action. 


Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 

Alternative  5,  the  No  Action  Alternative,  would  not  contribute  to  public  health  and  safety 
impacts.  Therefore,  this  alternative  would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  public  health  and  safety 
impacts. 


Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 

By  denying  the  solar  energy  application  and  excluding  the  site  from  future  solar  energy 
development,  Alternative  6 would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  public  health  and  safety  impacts. 
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Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 

By  denying  the  solar  energy  application,  Alternative  7 would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  health 
and  safety  impacts.  The  site  could  potentially  be  used  for  solar  or  other  development  in  the 
future.  Public  health  and  safety  impacts  associated  with  future  actions  would  be  considered  in 
a later  project-specific  environmental  analysis. 


4.11.11  Mitigation  Measures 

Project-specific  mitigation  measures  have  been  developed  to  reduce  and/or  avoid  potential 
public  health  and  safety  impacts  associated  with  construction,  operation  and  maintenance,  and 
decommissioning  of  the  proposed  facility.  These  project-specific  mitigation  measures  are 
presented  below: 


MM-PH&S-1:  Prior  to  beginning  construction,  the  Applicant  shall  complete  their  proposed 
geotechnical  study  to  evaluate  soil  conditions  and  geologic  hazards  on  the  project  site  and 
submit  it  for  approval  to  the  BLM.  The  geotechnical  study  must  be  signed  by  a California- 
registered  professional  engineer  and  must  identify  the  following: 

• Presence,  if  any,  of  potentially  detrimental  soil  chemicals,  such  as  chlorides  and 
sulfates; 

• Appropriate  design  measures  for  protection  of  reinforcement,  concrete,  and  metal- 
structural  components  against  corrosion  (such  as  use  of  corrosion-resistant  materials 
and  coatings,  increased  thickness  of  project  components  exposed  to  potentially 
corrosive  conditions,  and  use  of  passive  and/or  active  cathodic  protection  systems); 

• Location  of  fault  traces  and  potential  for  surface  rupture; 

• Potential  for  seismically  induced  ground  shaking,  liquefaction,  landslides,  differential 
settlement,  and  mudflows; 

• Stability  of  existing  cut-and-fill  slopes; 

• Collapsible  or  expansive  soils; 

• Foundation  material  type; 

• Potential  for  wind  erosion,  water  erosion,  sedimentation,  and  flooding; 

• Location  and  description  of  unprotected  drainages  that  could  be  impacted  by  the 
proposed  development;  and 

• Recommendations  for  placement  and  design  of  facilities,  foundations,  and  remediation 
of  unstable  ground. 

Studies  shall  conform  to  industry  standards  of  care  and  American  Society  for  Testing  and 
Materials  (ASTM)  standards  for  field  and  laboratory  testing.  Study  results  and  proposed 
solutions  shall  be  provided  for  review  and  approval  to  the  BLM  at  least  60  days  before  final 
project  design. 

The  Applicant  shall  determine  the  final  siting  of  project  facilities  based  on  the  results  of  the 
geotechnical  study  and  implement  recommended  measures  to  minimize  geologic  hazards.  The 
Applicant  shall  not  locate  project  facilities  on  or  immediately  adjacent  to  a fault  trace.  The  BLM 
will  evaluate  any  final  facility  siting  design  developed  prior  to  the  issuance  of  the  ROW  grant  to 
verify  that  geological  constraints  have  been  avoided. 
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MM-PH&S-2:  The  Applicant  shall  implement  their  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous 
Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b)  and  submit  a SPCC  Plan  to  the  BLM  for 
approval.  After  receiving  comments,  the  Applicant  shall  reflect  all  received  recommendations 
in  the  final  documents.  Copies  of  the  final  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials 
Management  Plan  and  SPCC  Plan  shall  be  provided  to  the  BLM  and  the  Hazardous  Materials 
Division  of  the  County  of  San  Bernardino  Fire  Department.  The  Emergency  Response  and 
Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  shall  include  the  following: 

• “Good  housekeeping”  procedures  shall  be  developed  to  ensure  that  during  operation  the 
site  will  be  kept  clean  of  debris,  garbage,  fugitive  trash  or  waste,  and  graffiti;  to  prohibit 
scrap  heaps  and  dumps;  and  to  minimize  storage  yards. 

• The  plan  shall  identify  all  hazardous  materials  that  would  be  used,  stored,  or  transported 
at  the  site.  It  shall  establish  inspection  procedures,  storage  requirements,  storage 
quantity  limits,  inventory  control,  non-hazardous  product  substitutes,  and  disposition  of 
excess  materials.  The  plan  shall  also  identify  requirements  for  notices  to  federal  and 
local  emergency  response  authorities  and  include  emergency  response  plans. 

• The  Applicant  shall  develop  a spill  prevention  and  response  plan  identifying  where 
hazardous  materials  and  wastes  are  stored  on-site,  spill  prevention  measures  to  be 
implemented,  training  requirements,  appropriate  spill  response  actions  for  each  material 
or  waste,  the  locations  of  spill  response  kits  on-site,  a procedure  for  ensuring  that  the 
spill  response  kits  are  adequately  stocked  at  all  times,  and  procedures  for  making  timely 
notifications  to  authorities. 

• Secondary  containment  shall  be  provided  for  all  on-site  hazardous  materials  and  waste 
storage,  including  fuel.  In  particular,  fuel  storage  (for  construction  vehicles  and 
equipment)  shall  be  a temporary  activity  occurring  only  for  as  long  as  is  needed  to 
support  construction  activities. 

• In  the  event  of  an  accidental  release  to  the  environment,  the  Applicant  shall  document 
the  event,  including  a root  cause  analysis,  appropriate  corrective  actions  taken,  and  a 
characterization  of  the  resulting  environmental  or  health  and  safety  impacts. 
Documentation  of  the  event  shall  be  provided  to  the  BLM  and  other  federal  and  state 
agencies,  as  required. 

The  Applicant  shall  not  use  any  hazardous  materials  not  listed  in  Tables  4.11-1  and  4.11-2,  or 
in  greater  quantities  than  those  identified  by  chemical  name  in  Tables  4.1 1-1  and  4.1 1-2,  unless 
approved  in  advance  by  the  BLM.  The  proposed  soil  stabilizer  identified  as  “EccoTex”  shall  not 
be  used  unless  a MSDS  identifying  its  chemical  content  is  provided,  and  its  use  is  approved  by 
BLM. 

The  Applicant  shall  site  all  fueling,  hazardous  materials  storage  areas,  and  operation  and 
maintenance  activities  involving  hazardous  materials  at  least  100  feet  away  from  blue-line 
drainages  as  identified  on  USGS  topography  maps  and  wetlands. 

The  waste  management  components  of  the  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials 
Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b)  shall  be  implemented.  These  components  shall  contain, 
at  a minimum,  the  following: 

• A description  of  all  construction,  operations  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning 
waste  streams,  including  projections  of  frequency,  amounts  generated,  and  hazard 
classifications; 

• Management  methods  to  be  used  for  each  waste  stream,  including  temporary  on-site 
storage,  housekeeping  and  best  management  practices  to  be  employed, 
containerization  methods,  treatment  methods  and  companies  providing  treatment 
services,  waste  testing  methods  to  assure  correct  classification,  methods  of 
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transportation,  disposal  requirements  and  sites,  and  recycling  and  waste 
minimization/source  reduction  plans; 

• Information  and  summary  records  of  conversations  with  the  local  Certified  Unified 
Proqram  Aqency  and  the  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control  regarding  any  waste 
management  requirements  necessary  for  project  activities.  Copies  of  all  required  waste 
management  permits,  notices,  and/or  authorizations  shall  be  included  in  the  plan  and 

updated  as  necessary; 

. A detailed  description  of  how  facility  wastes  will  be  managed  and  any  contingency  plans 
to  be  employed,  in  the  event  of  an  unplanned  closure  or  planned  temporary  facility 

closure;  and 

. A detailed  description  of  how  facility  wastes  will  be  managed  and  disposed  upon  closure 


of  the  facility. 

Any  wastewater  generated  in  association  with  temporary,  portable  sanitary  facilities  shall  be 
periodically  removed  by  a licensed  hauler  and  either  disposed  in  the  on-site  septic  and  leach 
field  or  introduced  into  an  existing  municipal  sewage  treatment  facility.  Temporary,  portab  e 
sanitary  facilities  provided  for  construction  crews  shall  be  adequate  to  support  expected  on-site 
personnel  and  shall  be  removed  at  completion  of  construction  activities. 

Upon  becoming  aware  of  any  impending  waste  management-related  enforcement  action  by  any 
local  state,  or  federal  authority,  the  Applicant  shall  notify  BLM  of  any  such  action  taken  or 
proposed  to  be  taken  against  the  project  itself,  or  against  any  waste  hauler  or  disposal  facility  or 
treatment  operator  with  which  the  Applicant  contracts. 

The  health  and  safety  components  of  the  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials 
Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b)  shall  be  implemented.  These  components  shall  contain, 

at  a minimum,  the  following: 


• Personal  Protective  Equipment; 


• Exposure  Monitoring; 

• Injury  and  Illness  Prevention; 

• Emergency  Action;  and 


• Fire  Prevention. 

The  health  and  safety  program  shall  be  developed  to  protect  both  workers  and  the  general 
public  during  construction,  operation,  and  decommissioning  of  the  project.  Regarding 
occupational  health  and  safety,  the  program  shall  identify  all  applicable  federa'  ^ s*® 
occupational  safety  standards;  establish  safe  work  practices  for  each  task  (e  g.,  requirements 
for  personal  protective  equipment  and  safety  harnesses;  OSHA  standard  practices  for  safe  use 
of  explosives  and  blasting  agents;  and  measures  for  reducing  occupational  electric  and 
magnetic  fields  exposures);  establish  fire  safety  evacuation  procedures;  and  def  ne  safety 
performance  standards  (e.g.,  electrical  system  standards  and  lightning  protection  standards) 
The  program  shall  include  a training  program  to  identify  hazard  training  requirements 
workers  for  each  task  and  establish  procedures  for  providing  required  training  o all  workers^ 
Documentation  of  training  and  a mechanism  for  reporting  serious  accidents  to  appropriate 
agencies  shall  be  established. 


MM-PH&S-3:  The  Applicant  shall  provide  the  resume  of  an  experienced  and  qualified 
professional  engineer  or  professional  geologist,  who  shall  be  available  for 
site  characterization  (if  needed),  demolition,  excavation,  and  grading  activities,  to  BLM  a 
County.  The  resume  shall  show  experience  in  remedial  investigation  and  feasibilityjstu 
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The  professional  engineer  or  professional  geologist  shall  be  given  authority  by  the  project 
owner  to  oversee  any  earth  moving  activities  that  have  the  potential  to  disturb  contaminated  soil 
and  impact  public  health,  safety  and  the  environment. 

If  potentially  contaminated  soil  is  identified  during  site  characterization,  demolition,  excavation, 
or  grading  at  either  the  proposed  site  or  linear  facilities,  as  evidenced  by  discoloration,  odor, 
detection  by  handheld  instruments,  or  other  signs,  the  professional  engineer  or  professional 
geologist  shall  inspect  the  site,  determine  the  need  for  sampling  to  confirm  the  nature  and 
extent  of  contamination,  and  provide  a written  report  to  the  project  owner,  representatives  of 
Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control  or  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board,  and  the 
BLM  stating  the  recommended  course  of  action. 

Depending  on  the  nature  and  extent  of  contamination,  the  professional  engineer  or  professional 
geologist  shall  have  the  authority  to  temporarily  suspend  construction  activity  at  that  location  for 
the  protection  of  workers  or  the  public.  If,  in  the  opinion  of  the  professional  engineer  or 
professional  geologist,  significant  remediation  may  be  required,  the  project  owner  shall  contact 
the  BLM  and  representatives  of  the  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control  for  or  the 
Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board,  for  guidance  and  possible  oversight. 


MM-PH&S-4:  The  Applicant  shall  implement  their  Traffic  Control  Plan  (First  Solar  201 2e)  for 
the  site  access  roads  to  ensure  that  no  hazards  would  result  from  the  increased  truck  traffic  and 
that  traffic  flow  would  not  be  adversely  impacted.  This  plan  shall  incorporate  measures  such  as 
informational  signs,  flaggers  when  equipment  may  result  in  blocked  throughways,  and  traffic 
cones  to  identify  any  necessary  changes  in  temporary  lane  configuration.  The  Applicant  shall 
consult  with  local  planning  authorities  regarding  increased  traffic  during  the  construction  phase, 
including  an  assessment  of  the  number  of  vehicles  per  day,  their  size,  and  type.  Specific  issues 
of  concern  (e.g.,  location  of  school  bus  routes  and  stops)  shall  be  identified  and  addressed  in 
the  Traffic  Control  Plan.  The  Plan  would  include  designation  of  an  Emergency  Response 
Liaison  to  coordinate  the  reduction  of  traffic  for  the  duration  of  any  emergency. 


MM-PH&S-5:  The  Applicant  shall  implement  their  Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan  (First 
Solar  2013c)  which  identifies  BMPs  that  would  be  implemented  for  the  storage  and  application 
of  herbicides  used  to  control  weeds  beneath  and  around  the  solar  array.  The  plan  shall  be 
developed  to  ensure  that  applications  would  be  conducted  within  the  framework  of  BLM  and 
DOI  policies  and  entail  only  the  use  of  EPA-registered  pesticides.  Pesticide  use  shall  be  limited 
to  non-persistent,  immobile  pesticides  and  shall  only  be  applied  in  accordance  with  label  and 
application  permit  directions  and  stipulations  for  terrestrial  and  aquatic  applications. 


MM-PH&S-6:  A bond  to  provide  performance  and  financial  assurance  guarantees  to  ensure 
completion  of  the  requirements  of  the  approved  Closure,  Decommissioning,  and  Reclamation 
Plan,  acceptable  to  BLM’s  Authorized  Officer,  shall  be  furnished  by  the  Applicant  prior  to  the 
issuance  of  a Notice  to  Proceed  with  construction  or  at  such  earlier  date  as  may  be  specified  by 
BLM’s  Authorized  Officer.  The  amount  of  this  bond  shall  be  determined  by  BLM’s  Authorized 
Officer.  This  bond  must  be  maintained  in  effect  until  removal  of  improvements  and  restoration 
of  the  right-of-way  have  been  accepted  by  BLM’s  Authorized  Officer.  At  least  30  days  prior  to 
the  start  of  construction  and  prior  to  any  Notice  to  Proceed  with  construction  issued  by  BLM’s 
Authorized  Officer,  the  project  owner  shall  provide  BLM’s  Authorized  Officer  with  documentation 
of  the  following: 

A.  BLM's  ROW  Grant  and  final  approved  Plan  of  Development; 

B.  The  bond  satisfactory  to  BLM's  Authorized  Officer; 
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C.  Certification  that  the  project  owner  acknowledges  that  the  Desert  Stateline,  LLC 
development  and  all  related  construction,  operation,  maintenance  and  closure  activities  are 
to  be  conducted  in  conformance  with  the  approved  Plan  of  Development  and  within  the 
approved  ROW  boundaries  for  the  life  of  the  project. 


4.11.12  Residual  Impacts  After  Mitigation 

Although  unlikely,  following  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  provided  in  Section  4.11.11, 
it  is  possible  that  an  accidental  hazardous  material  release  could  occur  and  could  cause  a 
public  health  and  safety  risk  to  the  human  environment.  No  other  residual  impacts  to  public 
health  and  safety  are  expected  to  occur  as  a result  of  construction,  operation  and  maintenance, 
and/or  decommissioning  of  the  proposed  Project  or  an  alternative. 
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4.12  Recreation 

4.1 2.1  Methodology  for  Analysis 

The  following  discussion  identifies  and  analyzes  the  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternatives  on  recreational  resources.  Existing  and  planned  recreational  resources  were 
identified  through  a variety  of  sources.  Recently  published  maps  and  internet  sources  were 
used  to  verify  the  location  of  recreational  areas  and  resources.  Federal,  State,  and  local 
(County)  plans,  such  as  land  management  plans  and  general  plans,  were  consulted  to  describe 
the  project  regions  with  regards  to  recreation.  Internet  searches  of  agency  (Federal,  State,  and 
local)  websites  were  conducted  to  verify  the  location  and  specifics  of  both  existing  and  planned 
recreational  facilities. 


4.12.2  CEQA  Significance  Criteria 

The  indicators  listed  below  were  used  to  determine  if  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  facility 
would  result  in  significant  impacts  to  recreational  resources  under  CEQA.  These  indicators  are 
based  on  the  significance  criteria  for  recreation  listed  in  the  CEQA  Environmental  Checklist, 
Appendix  G of  the  CEQA  Guidelines: 

• Rec-1:  Increase  the  use  of  existing  neighborhood  and  regional  parks  or  other 

recreational  facilities  such  that  the  physical  deterioration  of  the  facility  would  occur  or  be 
accelerated;  or 

• Rec-2:  Include  recreational  facilities  or  require  the  construction  or  expansion  of 

recreational  facilities  which  might  have  an  adverse  physical  effect  on  the  environment. 

For  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  ROW  grant,  the  Rec-2  criterion  was  determined  to  result 
in  no  impacts  under  all  alternatives  since  the  development  of  recreational  facilities  is  not 
included  in  the  as  part  of  that  component  of  the  Proposed  Action.  As  discussed  in  Section  4.13 
(Social  and  Economic  Issues),  construction  of  the  proposed  facility  would  require  a peak  of 
approximately  600  workers.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  majority  of  construction  personnel  would 
stay  in  hotels  and  rental  properties  in  Primm  or  commute  from  Las  Vegas  for  the  duration  of 
construction.  Operation  and  maintenance  of  the  proposed  facility  would  require  a workforce  of 
approximately  10  staff  year-round.  It  is  anticipated  that  few,  if  any,  workers  would  relocate  to 
the  area  permanently.  Consequently,  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  solar 
facility  would  not  substantially  increase  the  population  and  the  project  would  not  require  the 
construction  of  recreational  facilities.  Appendix  G of  the  CEQA  Guidelines  also  includes  a 
criterion  under  Public  Services  for  potential  adverse  physical  impacts  associated  with  the 
provision  of  new  or  physically  altered  government  facilities,  the  construction  of  which  could 
cause  environmental  impacts,  including  parks.  For  the  reasons  stated  under  the  Rec-2 
criterion,  the  issuance  of  the  solar  ROW  grant  as  a component  of  the  Proposed  Action  would 
not  result  in  the  construction  of  new  parks  and  would  not  result  in  the  physical  alteration  of 
parks. 

Because  there  would  be  no  impact  to  recreational  facilities  and  parks  associated  with  the  solar 
project,  and  the  CEQA  criteria  are  not  applicable  to  BLM’s  management  actions,  the  Rec-2  and 
Public  Services  criteria  are  not  discussed  further  in  this  section. 


4.12.3  Alternative  1:  Proposed  Action 
4.12.3.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Impacts  to  recreational  resources  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  could  result  from 
physical  removal  of  the  project  area  from  other  uses,  disruption  of  hydrology  or  wind 
characteristics,  visual  impacts  associated  with  the  facility,  and  impacts  associated  with  facility 
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employment.  Of  these,  all  potential  impacts  other  than  those  associated  with  employment, 
would  result  from  the  removal  of  the  Project  Site  from  recreational  use  and  existence  of 
infrastructure  on  the  project  site.  These  impacts  would  begin  during  construction,  and  remain 
throughout  operations  until  the  infrastructure  is  removed  during  decommissioning.  Therefore, 
these  potential  impacts  are  discussed  outside  of  the  framework  of  construction,  operations,  and 
decommissioning.  Potential  impacts  associated  with  facility  employment  are  discussed  within 
the  framework  of  construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning. 

Recreational  Resources  within  Proposed  Solar  Farm  Boundaries 

Approval  of  the  proposed  solar  farm  would  directly  remove  approximately  2,143  acres 
associated  with  Stateline  Solar  Farm  long-term  disturbance  from  potential  use  for  recreational 
opportunities  such  as  camping,  hiking,  hunting,  and  wildlife  viewing.  This  comprises 
approximately  3 percent  of  the  land  area  available  for  recreation  within  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  but 
is  a small  fraction  of  the  overall  land  area  available  in  the  eastern  Mojave  Desert. 

The  proposed  facility  would  not  have  a direct  impact  on  recreational  resources  within  the 
proposed  right-of-way  grant  boundaries,  because  it  is  unlikely  that  the  proposed  solar  farm  area 
is  substantially  used  for  recreation  except  for  providing  traffic  access  to  other  locations.  Any 
impacts  on  traffic  access  to  these  other  areas  would  be  mitigated  by  the  re-routing  of  roads 
currently  within  the  Project’s  proposed  footprint  around  the  facility.  The  re-direction  of  roads 
around  the  perimeter  of  the  facility  is  addressed  in  the  Applicant’s  Plan  of  Development.  The 
perimeter  routes  would  be  constructed  by  the  Applicant,  and  would  be  designated  by  BLM  as 
open  routes.  The  routes  would  not  be  included  as  a part  of  the  Applicant’s  ROW  grant. 

The  proposed  facility  area  includes  three  routes  of  travel  designated  by  BLM  as  open  routes. 
These  routes  include  route  699226  (1.8  miles  encompassed  by  the  Proposed  Action),  699198 
(2.0  miles),  and  699238  (1.4  miles).  A total  of  5.2  miles  of  existing  open  routes  would  be 
impacted  under  the  Proposed  Action.  The  closed  portions  of  the  three  routes  would  be 
removed  from  the  list  of  open  routes  on  BLM’s  OHV  designation.  The  Applicant  would  construct 
replacement  routes  around  the  perimeter  of  their  facility,  and  these  would  be  designated  by 
BLM  as  open  routes.  The  replacement  routes  would  not  be  part  of  the  ROW  grant  for  the 
project,  and  would  not  be  the  responsibility  of  the  Applicant  to  maintain.  The  redirected  routes 
would  be  designed  and  constructed  to  minimize  damage  to  soil,  watershed,  vegetation,  and  air 
resources,  in  accordance  with  BLM’s  designation  criteria  in  43  CFR  8342. 1.  Recreational  use  of 
the  redirected  trails  would  not  conflict  with  facility  operations,  except  on  the  rare  occasion  that 
repair  equipment  is  mobilized  by  the  Applicant  to  repair  damage  to  security  or  desert  tortoise 
fencing  around  the  solar  project.  Fence  maintenance  could  temporarily  block  the  route  to  other 
users;  however,  this  impact  would  only  occur  on  an  occasional  basis  and  would  be  a minor 
inconvenience. 

Although  the  direct  impacts  to  recreational  users  are  expected  to  be  minor,  the  development  of 
the  power  generation  plant  would  change  the  experience  from  that  of  a primitive  driving 
experience  to  the  experience  of  driving  around  a commercially  developed  urban  area. 

The  Proposed  Action  is  not  expected  to  have  adverse  impacts  on  recreational  resources  within 
the  proposed  boundaries.  This  is  because  there  are  no  substantial  uses  of  the  project  area  for 
recreation,  and  the  rerouting  of  the  affected  routes  of  travel  around  the  proposed  solar  farm 
boundaries  is  expected  to  cause  only  a minor  inconvenience. 


Regional  Recreational  Resources 

The  geographic  scope  of  the  impact  would  not  be  limited  to  the  proposed  land  area  of  the 
project,  but  could  potentially  include  the  entire  Ivanpah  Valley  from  which  the  project  site  is 
visible.  Recreational  visitors  in  Ivanpah  Valley  are  attracted  to  the  combination  of  desert 
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scenery,  close  proximity  to  a major  population  center  (Las  Vegas),  proximity  to  tourist 
destinations  (Primm  casinos  and  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course),  proximity  to  organized  recreational 
events  (the  Los  Angeles,  Barstow-to-Vegas  Dual  Sport  Event  and  land  sailing  events),  proximity 
to  the  Mojave  National  Preserve  and  designated  wilderness  (Clark  Mountain,  Stateline,  and 
Mesquite),  and  easy  access  by  1-15.  The  closest  recreational  facility  would  be  the  Primm  Valley 
Golf  Course,  which  is  located  approximately  0.5  miles  to  the  south  of  the  proposed  facility. 

The  proposed  facility  would  have  an  indirect  impact  on  recreational  users  in  the  region  due  to  its 
diminishing  of  the  quality  of  the  outdoor  setting.  The  project  would  contribute,  along  with  other 
projects,  to  transforming  the  Ivanpah  Valley  area  from  a mostly  natural  setting  to  a more 
developed  setting.  The  sight  of  a large-scale  solar  power  facility  may  attract  some  recreational 
users,  so  the  impact  would  be  beneficial  to  some  users.  However,  recreationists  interested  in 
the  outdoor  experience  of  camping,  hunting,  and  hiking  would  likely  consider  the  proposed 
facility  to  be  detrimental  to  their  experience. 

Recreationists  to  the  region  primarily  come  to  experience  one  of  the  outstanding  recreational 
experiences  in  the  Ivanpah  region  such  as  land  sailing  at  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake,  hiking  and  camping 
in  nearby  BLM  wilderness,  or  rock  climbing  on  Clark  Mountain.  The  project  would  have  adverse 
impacts  to  recreational  resources  outside  of  the  project  boundaries  as  a result  of  diminishing  the 
quality  of  the  outdoor  setting  starting  during  construction,  and  continuing  throughout  operations 
and  decommissioning.  These  adverse  impacts  are  not  considered  intense  enough  to  cause 
visitation  to  decrease  because  the  recreationists  are  generally  focused  on  a particular 
recreational  experience,  e.g.  land  sailing  on  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake,  rock  climbing  on  Clark  Mountain, 
or  hiking  and  camping  in  BLM  wilderness.  These  experiences  will  continue  to  be  provided. 


Potential  Impacts  to  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake 

Recreational  land  sailing  occurs  on  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake.  This  lakebed  is  a regionally  and  globally 
important  land  sailing  site  where  world  speed  records  are  established.  The  world  record  was 
most  recently  established  on  the  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  in  March,  2009,  at  126.2  miles  per  hour 
(mph).  The  proposed  facility  could  have  a direct  impact  on  recreational  use  of  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake 
for  land  sailing  events  if  the  construction  or  operation  of  the  facility  had  any  of  the  following 
effects: 

• Modification  of  water  flow  and  sedimentation  rates  onto  the  Dry  Lake  surface; 

• Introduction  of  foreign  materials  (garbage,  debris,  or  hazardous  materials)  to  the  Dry 
Lake  surface; 

• Modification  of  wind  characteristics;  or 

• If  the  visual  character  of  the  facility  were  to  present  a distraction  that  could  cause  either 
a nuisance  or  a safety  hazard  to  wind  sailors. 


Modified  Sedimentation  Characteristics 

The  Dry  Lake  surface  is  unique  in  not  only  being  very  flat,  but  also  in  having  a hard  surface  that 
can  support  wheeled  vehicles.  The  proposed  facility  is  located  on  the  active  alluvial  fan  between 
the  mountains  to  the  west  which  are  a source  of  stormwater  runoff  and  sediment,  and  the  Dry 
Lake  surface  to  the  east  which  is  the  ultimate  depositional  destination  of  the  stormwater  flow 
and  sediment.  Construction  of  the  2,143-acre  facility  would  potentially  modify  the  existing 
hydrologic  flow  conditions  that  provide  both  water  flow  and  sediment  to  the  Dry  Lake  surface. 
Hydrologic  flow  modification  could  cause  changes  in  the  Dry  Lake  surface  by  a variety  of 
methods,  including  promoting  erosion  of  the  surface,  increasing  or  decreasing  current 
sedimentation  rates  to  the  surface,  or  providing  sediment  of  a different  grain  size  and 


November  2013 


4.12-3 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.12  Recreation 


composition.  To  address  this  possibility,  as  well  as  to  protect  biological  resources  downstream 
of  the  facility,  BLM  has  evaluated  the  effect  of  the  proposed  facility  development  on  stormwater 
runoff  and  sedimentation  in  Section  4.19.  The  analysis  presented  in  that  section  concludes  that 
the  proposed  facility  would  not  modify  stormwater  flow  or  sedimentation  characteristics 
downstream  of  the  proposed  facility.  However,  that  section  also  noted  that  this  conclusion  is 
based  on  computer  modeling  assumptions  that  are  approximate,  and  that  there  is  little 
operational  experience  with  developments  of  this  magnitude  in  the  Mojave  Desert.  To  address 
this  uncertainty,  mitigation  measure  MM-Water-9  would  specify  stormwater  monitoring  and 
response  measures  to  evaluate  the  effect  of  the  proposed  facility  on  downstream  runoff  and 
sedimentation  characteristics. 


Introduction  of  Foreign  Materials 

In  addition  to  modified  stormwater  and  sediment,  the  proposed  facility  could  affect  the  Dry  Lake 
surface  if  garbage,  hazardous  materials,  or  debris  were  to  be  released  from  the  project  area  and 
move  downstream  during  storm  events.  Management  of  garbage  and  hazardous  materials  on 
the  proposed  solar  farm  property  is  addressed  in  Sections  4.11.  That  section  concluded  that 
the  proposed  management  and  disposal  procedures  for  these  materials  would  be  adequate  to 
protect  against  their  release.  The  potential  for  debris  is  related  to  the  potential  for  stormwater 
events  to  cause  flood  damage  to  project  structures  including  PV  modules,  wiring,  fencing, 
buildings,  and  stormwater  management  structures.  The  potential  for  these  items  to  be  damaged 
and  transported  during  storm  events  was  also  evaluated  in  Section  4.19.  Similar  to  the  analysis 
of  sedimentation,  that  analysis  concluded  that  the  proposed  stormwater  management  system, 
including  the  implementation  of  debris  basins  at  the  downgradient  end  of  the  facility,  would  be 
adequate  to  avoid  downstream  transport  of  debris.  In  addition,  mitigation  measure  MM-Water-9 
would  require  the  applicant  to  monitor  the  potential  for  stormwater  damage  to  site  structures, 
and  would  require  a response  should  debris  be  transported  downstream. 


Modification  of  Wind  Characteristics 

Land  sailing  occurs  throughout  the  year,  with  major  racing  events  occurring  in  late  March  and 
other  racing  events  occurring  around  Thanksgiving  and  at  other  times  during  the  year  (Hatch 
2009).  Most  of  the  dry  lake  bed,  on  both  sides  of  the  1-15,  is  used  for  land  sailing.  In  general, 
the  most  desirable  wind  speeds  for  land  sailing  are  between  12  mph  up  to  30  mph;  however, 
land  sailing  can  occur  during  wind  speeds  down  to  6 mph,  and  world  record  runs  will  occur  at 
higher  wind  speeds  over  30  mph  gusting  to  40  mph.  Land  sailing  does  not  occur  when  the  lake 
bed  is  wet,  when  wind  speeds  are  too  low,  and  when  wind  speeds  are  too  high. 

The  Proposed  Action  would  be  comprised  of  low-lying  PV  modules  that  are  no  more  than  six 
feet  above  ground  surface  in  height.  The  facility  would  also  include  12  PV  combining 
switchgear  (PVCS)  units  that  are  approximately  8 feet  in  height,  a substation,  transmission 
lines,  and  an  O&M  Building.  The  specific  components  of  the  project  that  could  impact  local  wind 
patterns  are  as  follows: 

• The  PV  modules  would  to  some  degree  block  wind  flow  through  the  site  at  low  heights. 

• The  larger  central  area  buildings  would  cause  localized  wind  turbulence. 

• The  project  would  cause  a reduction  in  the  natural  heating  of  the  soils  and  reduce 
temperature  convection  from  the  soils  to  the  atmosphere  (thermals). 

• There  would  be  an  increase  in  localized  thermal  effects  at  the  PV  modules. 

In  general,  any  new  structural  components  would  increase  drag  and  turbulence  in  the  area  and 
take  some  energy  out  of  the  winds,  reducing  their  average  velocity.  The  extent  of  this  energy 
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loss  is  unknown;  however,  most  of  the  turbulence,  or  downwash,  from  the  buildings  and  PV 
modules  should  dissipate  within  the  distance  from  the  site  to  the  lake  bed. 

The  potential  for  the  project  to  impact  wind  patterns  at  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  are  expected  to  be 
limited  to  when  winds  cross  the  project  site  towards  the  lake  bed  (when  the  project  is  upwind  of 
the  lake  bed).  The  proposed  facility  location  is  located  within  750  feet  of  the  lake  bed,  and  the 
project  site  is  very  large  so  it  can  be  upwind  of  some  portion  of  the  active  land  sailing  area  of  the 
lake  bed,  using  the  extreme  corners  of  the  site  border  and  lake  bed  border,  when  winds  have 
almost  any  westerly  component  to  them.  Maximum  effects  from  the  facility  would  occur  when 
winds  approach  the  facility  from  the  northwest.  There  is  no  available  wind  rose  data  for  the 
local  area.  However,  wind  data  for  Las  Vegas  indicates  that  predominant  wind  directions  are 
from  the  west  from  October  to  March,  southwest  in  April  and  May,  and  south  from  June  through 
September.  The  proposed  facility  could  potentially  affect  wind  conditions  on  the  Dry  Lake  Bed 
during  the  period  from  October  through  May,  when  the  wind  is  predominantly  from  the  west  and 
southwest.  However,  during  these  periods,  the  facility  would  only  have  the  potential  to  affect 
wind  conditions  in  the  portion  of  the  Dry  Lake  Bed  located  to  the  northwest  of  1-15.  While 
individual  land  sailing  does  occur  in  that  portion  of  the  Dry  Lake  Bed,  the  large-scale  organized 
events  occur  in  the  portion  of  the  Dry  Lake  Bed  to  the  southeast  of  1-15,  where  there  is  a larger 
amount  of  free  space.  The  proposed  facility  could  only  affect  wind  conditions  in  that  location  if 
winds  were  from  the  northwest,  which  is  never  a predominant  wind  direction  in  the  area. 

Overall,  the  project’s  effect  on  ground  level  winds  would  be  to  cause  a slight  overall  average 
decrease  in  ground  level  wind  speeds  and  a slight  increase  in  ground  level  wind  turbulence. 
However,  given  that  the  facility  would  be  situated  in  a location  that  is  never  predominantly 
upwind  from  the  Dry  Lake,  and  that  thermal  effects  would  not  be  expected,  the  facility  would  not 
cause  an  adverse  impact  to  land  sailing  on  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake. 


Visibility  and  Glare  Impacts  to  Land  Sailing 

The  proposed  facility  would  be  visible  to  land  sailors  from  the  Dry  Lake  surface.  Because  of  the 
unique  nature  of  the  wind  resource  on  this  Dry  Lake  Bed,  it  is  unlikely  that  the  visible  presence 
of  a nearby  facility  would  create  a nuisance  such  that  wind  sailors  would  stop  using  this  location 
for  their  activity. 

In  addition  to  this  nuisance  effect,  the  safety  of  land  sailors  could  potentially  be  impacted  if  glare 
from  the  PV  modules  were  to  be  reflected  towards  the  Dry  Lake  Bed.  The  PV  modules 
proposed  for  the  facility  are  black  in  color,  and  absorb  more  than  90  percent  of  the  light  received 
(First  Solar  201 1 ).  As  such,  they  do  not  present  the  potential  for  glare  from  reflected  sunlight. 


Ccnstruction 

The  project  would  result  in  a temporary  increase  in  population  due  to  the  influx  of  construction 
workers.  As  proposed,  the  project  would  require  a peak  construction  workforce  of  up  to 
approximately  600  workers  (First  Solar  2011).  Construction  workers  are  expected  to  travel  to 
the  site  from  various  locations  throughout  southern  California  and  the  Las  Vegas  area.  The 
number  of  construction  workers  expected  to  relocate  to  the  surrounding  area  is  not  expected  to 
be  substantial;  however,  any  workers  that  relocate  to  these  areas  may  use  the  regional 
recreation  areas  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site.  The  Stateline,  Mesquite,  and  Clark  Mountain 
Wilderness  Areas;  the  Mojave  National  Preserve;  and  the  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  Bed  are  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  the  project  site,  which  consist  of  thousands  of  acres  of  land  available  for 
the  same  recreation  activities  as  the  project  site,  including  camping,  hunting,  and  hiking.  OHV 
use  is  not  allowed  at  every  recreation  site;  however,  it  is  allowed  in  the  Jean  Lake/Roach  Lake 
Special  Management  Area  located  in  Nevada,  within  five  miles  of  the  proposed  facility.  Given 
that  there  are  several  large  recreation  areas  in  the  project  vicinity,  the  limited  addition  of  people 

November  2013  4.12-5  Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.12  Recreation 


to  the  area,  and  the  short-term  duration  of  construction,  the  potential  temporary  increase  in  use 
by  project  personnel  at  any  one  recreation  area  is  not  anticipated  to  be  at  such  a level  that 
would  lead  to  the  increased  physical  deterioration  of  the  recreation  resources. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operation  of  the  project  would  require  a long-term  staff  of  up  to  10  individuals.  It  is  expected 
that  some  of  these  individuals  may  already  reside  in  the  area  and  operation  of  the  project  would 
not  result  in  a substantial  influx  of  people  to  the  area.  Therefore,  given  that  there  exists  a wide 
variety  of  recreational  opportunities  in  the  project  vicinity,  and  the  limited  addition  of  project- 
related  operations  and  maintenance  employees  to  the  area,  there  would  not  be  a detectable 
increase  in  use  at  any  one  recreational  facility  or  area  resulting  in  the  physical  deterioration  of 
existing  recreational  resources.  However,  the  Proposed  Action  would  alter  the  existing  character 
of  the  proposed  facility  site  and,  therefore,  may  affect  on-site  and  surrounding  recreational  uses 
of  the  site  as  a result  of  the  altered  viewshed. 


Decommissioning 

The  decommissioning  of  the  project  would  be  similar  to  the  construction  activities  described 
earlier,  and  would  include  demolition  and  removal  of  above-ground  and  subsurface  facilities  and 
site  contouring  and  restoration.  However,  the  duration  of  decommissioning  would  be  shorter 
than  the  duration  of  construction.  These  activities  would  cause  temporary,  indirect  disturbance 
to  users  of  the  recreation  areas  similar  to  those  described  under  “Construction”  above. 
However,  after  the  Proposed  Action  has  been  decommissioned,  users  would  experience  a 
beneficial  impact,  as  the  site  would  return  to  its  undeveloped  state.  Roads  that  would  be  used 
by  the  public  would  not  be  reclaimed  and  would  remain  open  to  vehicular  use.  While 
reclamation  would  result  in  removing  the  attraction  for  those  users  who  enjoyed  the  sight  of  the 
facility,  it  would  restore  the  desert  experience  for  those  users  who  prefer  to  visit  a more  natural 
setting.  Once  the  reclamation  effort  is  complete,  the  lands  would  become  available  for  the  same 
types  of  dispersed  recreational  use  as  were  available  prior  to  construction.  The  viewscape 
would  return  to  a more  natural  setting,  although  recovery  of  the  site  with  native  vegetation  would 
likely  take  many  years. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  have  an  adverse  impact 
on  recreation  resources  in  the  area.  The  DWMA  and  surrounding  area  would  remain  available 
for  their  current  recreational  activities  including  land  sailing,  hiking,  camping,  and  other 
activities.  In  addition,  the  expansion  of  the  boundaries  of  the  DWMA  to  encompass  an 
additional  23,363  acres  would  remove  that  area  from  future  development  for  renewable  energy 
and  other  uses,  ensuring  that  it  would  remain  available  for  its  current  recreational  uses. 
Recreational  activities  within  the  additional  DWMA  acreage  would  be  subject  to  restrictions,  as 
discussed  in  the  NEMO  plan  amendments  (BLM  2002).  This  would  include  restricting  stopping, 
parking,  and  camping  to  disturbed  areas  within  100  feet  of  the  centerline  of  open  routes. 
Overall,  the  modification  of  the  DWMA  boundary  would  constitute  a beneficial  impact  to 
recreational  resources. 
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4.12.3.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 
Rec-1 

Construction 

The  temporary  disruption  to  the  project  site  as  a result  of  construction  could  increase  the  use  of 
regional  recreation  facilities  such  that  the  physical  deterioration  of  the  facilities  may  occur. 
However,  the  physical  deterioration  of  recreational  resources  would  be  less  than  significant 
given  the  limited  addition  of  people  to  the  area,  the  short-term  duration  of  construction,  and  the 
numerous  recreation  opportunities  in  the  project  vicinity. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

During  the  operation  period  of  the  proposed  facility,  the  project  site  would  not  be  available  for 
recreational  uses.  However,  given  the  large  scale  of  recreational  resources  available  in  the 
region,  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant.  In  addition,  operation  of  the  project  would 
require  a long-term  staff  of  up  to  10  individuals.  This  minimal  increase  in  potential  long-term 
recreation  users  would  not  substantially  contribute  to  the  physical  deterioration  of  regional 
recreational  opportunities.  Therefore,  this  impact  would  be  less  than  significant. 


Decommissioning 

The  temporary  disruption  to  the  project  site  as  a result  of  decommissioning  activities  could 
increase  the  use  of  regional  recreation  facilities  such  that  the  physical  deterioration  of  the 
facilities  may  occur.  However,  the  physical  deterioration  of  recreational  resources  would  be  less 
than  significant  given  the  limited  addition  of  people  to  the  area,  the  short-term  duration  of 
decommissioning  activities,  and  the  numerous  recreation  opportunities  in  the  project  vicinity. 


4.12.4  Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 
4.12.4.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  2 is  conceptually  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1 ),  but  would  cover  a 
slightly  different  land  area  comprising  2,385  acres  in  a bifurcated  footprint,  resulting  in  the 
facility  being  situated  differently  with  respect  to  local  recreational  resources.  The  proximity  of 
the  facility  to  the  Dry  Lake  Bed  is  closer  under  Alternative  2 than  the  Proposed  Action.  The 
facility  would  be  directly  adjacent  under  Alternative  2 and  approximately  750  feet  away  under 
the  Proposed  Action.  Being  closer,  it  is  possible  that  impacts  to  recreational  users  of  the  Dry 
Lake  Bed,  including  potential  modification  of  wind  patterns,  could  be  greater  under  Alternative  2 
than  the  Proposed  Action. 

The  onsite  recreational  uses  that  would  be  eliminated  by  the  fencing  and  removal  of  the  facility 
under  Alternative  2 would  be  the  same  as  those  eliminated  under  Alternative  1,  but  in  a different 
area.  Like  the  Proposed  Action,  routes  that  are  currently  designated  as  open  would  be  closed, 
and  re-routed  around  the  facility.  The  Alternative  2 project  area  includes  two  routes  of  travel 
designated  by  BLM  as  open  routes.  These  routes  include  route  699198  (1.6  miles 
encompassed  by  the  Alternative  2 project  area)  699238  (1.3  miles).  A total  of  2.9  miles  of 
existing  open  routes  would  be  impacted  under  Alternative  2.  The  distance  between  the 
Stateline  Wilderness  Area  would  be  greater  under  Alternative  2 (approximately  6,500  feet)  than 
under  the  Proposed  Action  (approximately  3,500  feet),  resulting  in  a reduced  impact  on  persons 
camping  or  hiking  in  the  Wilderness  Area. 

The  primary  difference  between  Alternatives  1 and  2,  with  respect  to  recreational  resources  is 
that  Alternative  2 would  include  project  facilities  on  both  the  north  and  south  sides  of  the  Primm 
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Valley  Golf  Course,  instead  of  only  on  the  north  side  in  the  Proposed  Action.  The  portion  of  the 
proposed  solar  facility  to  the  south  of  the  golf  course  would  directly  about  the  course,  and  would 
also  be  located  adjacent  to  the  primary  entrance  road  to  the  golf  course.  As  a result,  Alternative 
2 could  have  a more  direct  and  adverse  impact  on  the  recreational  experience  for  golfers  using 
the  course. 


Construction 

Employment  associated  with  construction  of  Alternative  2 would  be  the  same  as  under  the 
Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  potential  impacts  to  recreational  resources  would  be  the  same  as 
described  under  “Construction”  for  Alternative  1 . 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Employment  associated  with  operations  of  Alternative  2 would  be  the  same  as  under  the 
Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  potential  impacts  to  recreational  resources  would  be  the  same  as 
described  under  “Operation  and  Maintenance”  for  Alternative  1. 


Decommissioning 

Employment  associated  with  decommissioning  of  Alternative  2 would  be  the  same  as  under  the 
Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  potential  impacts  to  recreational  resources  would  be  the  same  as 
described  under  “Decommissioning”  for  Alternative  1. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  approximately  the  same 
under  Alternative  2 as  Alternative  1.  Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah 
DWMA  would  not  have  an  adverse  impact  on  recreation  resources  in  the  area.  The  DWMA  and 
surrounding  area  would  remain  available  for  their  current  recreational  activities  including  land 
sailing,  hiking,  camping,  and  other  activities.  In  addition,  the  expansion  of  the  boundaries  of  the 
DWMA  to  encompass  an  additional  23, 121  acres  under  Alternative  2 would  remove  that  area 
from  future  development  for  renewable  energy  and  other  uses,  ensuring  that  it  would  remain 
available  for  its  current  recreational  uses.  Recreational  activities  within  the  additional  DWMA 
acreage  would  be  subject  to  restrictions,  as  discussed  in  the  NEMO  plan  amendments  (BLM 
2002).  This  would  include  restricting  stopping,  parking,  and  camping  to  disturbed  areas  within 
100  feet  of  the  centerline  of  open  routes.  Overall,  the  modification  of  the  DWMA  boundary 
would  constitute  a beneficial  impact  to  recreational  resources. 


4.12.4.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

The  CEQA  significance  determinations  of  recreation  impacts  for  Alternative  2 would  be  identical 
to  Alternative  1 . 


4.12.5  Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 
4.12.5.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Revised  Alternative  3 is  conceptually  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1 ),  but  would 
cover  a slightly  different  land  area  comprising  1,685  acres,  resulting  in  the  facility  being  situated 
differently  with  respect  to  local  recreational  resources.  The  proximity  of  the  facility  to  the  Dry 
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Lake  Bed  is  closer  under  Revised  Alternative  3 than  the  Proposed  Action.  The  facility  would  be 
directly  adjacent  under  Revised  Alternative  3 and  approximately  750  feet  away  under  the 
Proposed  Action.  Being  closer,  it  is  possible  that  impacts  to  recreational  users  of  the  Dry  Lake 
Bed,  including  potential  modification  of  wind  patterns,  could  be  greater  under  Revised 
Alternative  3 than  the  Proposed  Action. 

The  onsite  recreational  uses  that  would  be  eliminated  by  the  fencing  and  removal  of  the  facility 
under  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  the  same  as  those  eliminated  under  Alternative  1 , but  in  a 
different  area.  Like  the  Proposed  Action,  routes  that  are  currently  designated  as  open  would  be 
closed,  and  re-routed  around  the  facility.  The  Revised  Alternative  3 project  area  includes  3 
routes  of  travel  designated  by  BLM  as  open  routes.  These  routes  include  route  699226  (1.9 
miles  encompassed  by  Alternative  3),  699198  (2.0  miles),  and  699238  (1 .3  miles).  A total  of  5.2 
miles  of  existing  open  routes  would  be  impacted  under  Revised  Alternative  3.  The  distance 
between  the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area  and  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  would  be  the  same 
under  Revised  Alternative  3 as  under  the  Proposed  Action. 


Construction 

Employment  associated  with  construction  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  the  same  as  under 
the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  potential  impacts  to  recreational  resources  would  be  the  same 
as  described  under  “Construction”  for  Alternative  1. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Employment  associated  with  operations  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  the  same  as  under 
the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  potential  impacts  to  recreational  resources  would  be  the  same 
as  described  under  “Operation  and  Maintenance”  for  Alternative  1 . 


Decommissioning 

Employment  associated  with  decommissioning  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  the  same  as 
under  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  potential  impacts  to  recreational  resources  would  be  the 
same  as  described  under  “Decommissioning”  for  Alternative  1. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  approximately  the  same 
under  Revised  Alternative  3 as  Alternative  1.  Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing 
Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  have  an  adverse  impact  on  recreation  resources  in  the  area.  The 
DWMA  and  surrounding  area  would  remain  available  for  their  current  recreational  activities 
including  land  sailing,  hiking,  camping,  and  other  activities.  In  addition,  the  expansion  of  the 
boundaries  of  the  DWMA  to  encompass  an  additional  23, 821  acres  under  Revised  Alternative  3 
would  remove  that  area  from  future  development  for  renewable  energy  and  other  uses,  ensuring 
that  it  would  remain  available  for  its  current  recreational  uses.  Recreational  activities  within  the 
additional  DWMA  acreage  would  be  subject  to  restrictions,  as  discussed  in  the  NEMO  plan 
amendments  (BLM  2002).  This  would  include  restricting  stopping,  parking,  and  camping  to 
disturbed  areas  within  100  feet  of  the  centerline  of  open  routes.  Overall,  the  modification  of  the 
DWMA  boundary  would  constitute  a beneficial  impact  to  recreational  resources. 
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4.12.5.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

The  CEQA  significance  determinations  of  recreation  impacts  for  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be 
identical  to  Alternative  1 . 


4.12.6  Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 
4.12.6.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  4 is  conceptually  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1 ),  but  would  be  placed 
within  a different  land  area  which  comprises  1,766  acres.  The  land  area  associated  with 
Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  the  northern  portion  of  the  bifurcated  footprint  of  Alternative 
2.  The  proximity  of  the  facility  to  the  Dry  Lake  Bed  is  closer  under  Alternative  4 than  the 
Proposed  Action.  The  facility  would  be  directly  adjacent  under  Alternative  4 and  approximately 
750  feet  away  under  the  Proposed  Action.  Being  closer,  it  is  possible  that  impacts  to 
recreational  users  of  the  Dry  Lake  Bed,  including  potential  modification  of  wind  patterns,  could 
be  greater  under  Alternative  4 than  the  Proposed  Action. 

The  onsite  recreational  uses  that  would  be  eliminated  by  the  fencing  and  removal  of  the  facility 
under  Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  those  eliminated  under  Alternative  1 , but  in  a different 
area.  Like  the  Proposed  Action,  routes  that  are  currently  designated  as  open  would  be  closed, 
and  re-routed  around  the  facility.  The  Alternative  4 project  area  includes  two  routes  of  travel 
designated  by  BLM  as  open  routes.  These  routes  include  route  699198  (1.6  miles 
encompassed  by  the  Alternative  4 project  area)  and  699238  (1.3  miles).  A total  of  2.9  miles  of 
existing  open  routes  would  be  impacted  under  Alternative  4.  The  distance  between  the 
Stateline  Wilderness  Area  would  be  greater  under  Alternative  4 (approximately  6,500  feet)  than 
under  the  Proposed  Action  (approximately  3,500  feet),  resulting  in  a reduced  impact  on  persons 
camping  or  hiking  in  the  Wilderness  Area. 


Construction 

Employment  associated  with  construction  of  Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  under  the 
Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  potential  impacts  to  recreational  resources  would  be  the  same  as 
described  under  “Construction”  for  Alternative  1 . 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Employment  associated  with  operations  of  Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  under  the 
Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  potential  impacts  to  recreational  resources  would  be  the  same  as 
described  under  “Operation  and  Maintenance”  for  Alternative  1 . 


Decommissioning 

Employment  associated  with  decommissioning  of  Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  under  the 
Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  potential  impacts  to  recreational  resources  would  be  the  same  as 
described  under  “Decommissioning”  for  Alternative  1 . 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  approximately  the  same 
under  Alternative  4 as  Alternative  1.  Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah 
DWMA  would  not  have  an  adverse  impact  on  recreation  resources  in  the  area.  The  DWMA  and 
surrounding  area  would  remain  available  for  their  current  recreational  activities  including  land 
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sailing,  hiking,  camping,  and  other  activities.  In  addition,  the  expansion  of  the  boundaries  of  the 
DWMA  to  encompass  an  additional  23, 740  acres  under  Alternative  4 would  remove  that  area 
from  future  development  for  renewable  energy  and  other  uses,  ensuring  that  it  would  remain 
available  for  its  current  recreational  uses.  Recreational  activities  within  the  additional  DWMA 
acreage  would  be  subject  to  restrictions,  as  discussed  in  the  NEMO  plan  amendments  (BLM 
2002).  This  would  include  restricting  stopping,  parking,  and  camping  to  disturbed  areas  within 
100  feet  of  the  centerline  of  open  routes.  Overall,  the  modification  of  the  DWMA  boundary 
would  constitute  a beneficial  impact  to  recreational  resources. 


4.12.6.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

The  CEQA  significance  determinations  of  recreation  impacts  for  Alternative  4 would  be  identical 
to  Alternative  1.  Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  a substantial  lessening  of  any  significant 
environmental  impacts. 


4.12.7  Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 
4.12.7.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Under  this  alternative,  the  BLM  would  not  approve  the  proposed  solar  facility  and  would  not 
amend  the  CDCA  Plan.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be  constructed,  and  the  BLM 
would  continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the  existing  land  use  designation  in  the 
CDCA  Plan.  Because  there  would  be  no  amendment  to  the  CDCA  Plan  and  no  solar  project 
approved  for  the  site  under  this  alternative,  no  new  structures  or  facilities  would  be  constructed 
or  operated  on  the  site  and  no  new  ground  disturbance  would  occur.  As  a result,  none  of  the 
impacts  on  recreational  resources  from  construction  or  operation  of  the  project  would  occur. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  the  No  Action 
Alternative.  Land  uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today, 
but  the  beneficial  impacts  that  would  result  from  these  actions  would  not  occur.  The  No  Action 
Alternative  would  not  have  any  adverse  impact  on  recreational  resources,  but  it  also  would  not 
have  any  of  the  beneficial  impacts  associated  with  limiting  future  land  uses. 


4.12.7.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

There  would  be  no  impacts  to  recreational  resources  under  Alternative  5. 


4.12.8  Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 
4.12.8.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  6 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  not  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  and  no  project  would  be  approved.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be 
constructed  on  the  site,  and  the  BLM  would  continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the 
existing  land  use  designation  in  the  CDCA  Plan.  It  is  expected  that  the  site  would  remain  in  its 
existing  condition  unless  another  use  is  designated  in  this  amendment.  As  a result,  access  to 
the  site  would  not  change  and  recreation  activities  would  continue  without  any  disruptions  from 
construction  of  solar  energy  facilities. 
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Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  approximately  the  same 
under  Alternative  6 as  Alternative  1.  Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah 
DWMA  would  not  have  an  adverse  impact  on  recreation  resources  in  the  area.  The  DWMA  and 
surrounding  area  would  remain  available  for  their  current  recreational  activities  including  land 
sailing , hiking , camping , and  other  activities.  In  addition , the  expansion  of  the  boundaries  of  the 
DWMA  to  encompass  an  additional  25,506  acres  under  Alternative  6 would  remove  that  area 
from  future  development  for  renewable  energy  and  other  uses,  ensuring  that  it  would  remain 
available  for  its  current  recreational  uses.  Recreational  activities  within  the  additional  DWMA 
acreage  would  be  subject  to  restrictions , as  discussed  in  the  NEMO  plan  amendments  (BLM 
2002).  This  would  include  restricting  stopping , parking , and  camping  to  disturbed  areas  within 
100  feet  of  the  centerline  of  open  routes.  Overall , the  modification  of  the  DWMA  boundary 
would  constitute  a beneficial  impact  to  recreational  resources. 


4.12.8.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

There  would  be  no  impacts  to  recreational  resources  under  Alternative  6. 


4.12.9  Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 
4.12.9.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  7 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  although  none  of  the  action  alternatives  would  be  approved.  The  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  Project  would  not  be  constructed  on  the  project  site  and  the  project  site  would  remain 
vacant  in  the  near-term.  It  is  possible  that  another  solar  energy  project  could  be  constructed  on 
the  site.  If  this  were  to  occur,  it  is  likely  that  construction  and  operation  impacts  to  recreational 
resources  would  be  similar  to  the  impacts  described  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  Alternative  7,  so 
the  beneficial  impact  of  that  action  would  not  occur.  Land  uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah 
DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today.  If  a solar  or  other  renewable  energy  facility  is 
proposed  on  the  site  in  the  future,  the  impact  on  recreational  resources  would  be  considered  in 
a project-specific  environmental  analysis  that  would  occur  at  that  time. 


4.12.9.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

There  would  be  no  impacts  to  recreational  resources  under  Alternative  7. 


4.12.10  Cumulative  Impacts 
4.12.10.1  Geographic  Extent/Context 

Construction  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  have  effects  on  the  existing  recreation  activities  on 
the  project  site  and  surrounding  recreation  areas  discussed  in  Section  4.12.3.1.  The 
geographic  extent  of  analysis  are  the  boundaries  of  the  proposed  facility,  as  well  as  locations 
within  adjacent  and  local  recreational  areas  from  which  the  proposed  facility  would  be  visible, 
including  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course;  Primm  Resorts;  the  Stateline,  Mesquite,  and  Clark 
Mountain  Wilderness  Areas;  the  Mojave  National  Preserve;  and  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake.  This 
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analysis  includes  the  renewable  energy  projects  within  the  Ivanpah  Valley  area  which  may  incur 
similar  impacts  to  the  local  recreational  resources  as  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  facility. 


4.12.10.2  Existing  Cumulative  Conditions 

Past  and  present  projects  occurring  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility  include  recreational 
activities;  mining;  solar  development;  utility  corridors  used  for  transmission  of  electric  power, 
natural  gas,  petroleum  products  and  communications;  transportation  infrastructure  (highway  and 
railroad,  both  existing  and  proposed);  and  grazing. 

Regionally,  there  have  been  both  positive  and  negative  impacts  to  recreational  resources  as  a 
result  of  development  projects  within  Ivanpah  Valley.  Improvement  of  highway  access  to  the 
Valley,  through  the  construction  of  1-15,  provided  direct  vehicular  access  to  open  desert  scenery 
for  residents  throughout  southern  California  and  Las  Vegas.  This  increased  access  certainly 
improved  the  recreational  experience  for  some  users  by  making  the  area  more  accessible,  and 
detracted  from  the  recreational  experience  for  other  users  who  preferred  remote  camping, 
hiking,  and  hunting  away  from  populated  areas.  Some  industrial  and  commercial  development 
projects,  including  the  Proposed  Action,  would  remove  some  lands  from  potential  recreational 
use,  and  would  provide  an  impact  on  the  viewscape  that  would  diminish  the  recreational 
experience  to  some  degree.  Other  development  projects,  including  the  Primm  casinos  and 
Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  have  been  successful  in  drawing  people  to  the  area  for  different 
recreational  activities. 

Overall,  the  impact  to  recreationists  from  these  projects  is  subjective,  because  some  may  be 
drawn  to  the  development,  while  others  would  seek  to  avoid  it.  Recreational  use  of  the  Primm 
Casinos  and  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  is  likely  to  be  unaffected,  or  possibly  increase,  due  to 
increased  ease  of  access  and  development  of  other  similar  attractions.  Conversely,  visitors 
looking  to  enjoy  quality  hiking,  camping,  and  other  outdoor  activities  in  the  surrounding  area  will 
be  impacted  by  the  diminished  natural  setting  during  their  drive  to  those  locations,  but  will  be 
able  to  continue  to  enjoy  those  opportunities  recognizing  a degraded  visual  background  in  some 
settings. 


4.12.10.3  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Projects 

Table  4.1-1  provides  a list  of  current  and  reasonably  foreseeable  projects,  including  other 
proposed  or  approved  renewable  energy  projects,  various  BLM  authorized  actions/activities, 
proposed  or  approved  projects  within  the  County’s  jurisdiction,  and  other  actions/activities  that 
the  agencies  consider  reasonably  foreseeable.  Table  4.1-2  summarizes  the  cumulative  projects 
that  would  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  the  Proposed  Action  and  result  in  cumulative 
impacts  to  recreational  resources.  Most  of  these  projects  have  either  undergone  independent 
environmental  review  pursuant  to  NEPA  and/or  CEQA,  or  will  do  so  prior  to  approval.  Even  if 
environmental  review  has  not  been  completed  for  the  cumulative  projects  described  in  Table 
4.1-2,  their  effects  were  considered  in  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis  in  the  PA  and  EIS/EIR. 

Projects  currently  under  construction  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility  include  the  Ivanpah 
SEGS  solar  facility  (3,471  acres).  Proposed  projects  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility  that 
would  have  potentially  adverse  impacts  to  recreation  include  the  Southern  Nevada 
Supplemental  Airport,  Desert  Xpress  high  speed  passenger  rail  line,  Silver  State  Phase  2 solar 
facility,  and  the  Calnev  Pipeline  Expansion  Project. 
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4.12.10.4  Cumulative  Impacts  Associated  with  Proposed  Action 
Construction 

The  proposed  developments  near  the  project  site  that  would  have  the  potential  to  induce 
cumulative  impacts  to  recreational  resources  include  thousands  of  acres  of  renewable  energy 
generation  projects  that  would  have  remove  lands  from  their  current  availability  for  recreation. 

Recreational  use  of  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  for  land  sailing  and  related  events  may  be  impacted  if  the 
unique  character  of  the  Dry  Lake  surface  is  modified  through  a change  in  sedimentation  and 
erosion,  through  introduction  of  foreign  materials,  or  through  a cumulative  modification  of  wind 
characteristics.  With  respect  to  changes  in  sedimentation  and  erosion  and  introduction  of 
foreign  materials,  the  projects  that  could  contribute  to  create  a cumulative  impact  are  those 
located  upgradient  of  the  Dry  Lake,  including  the  proposed  facility  and  the  Ivanpah  SEGS 
facility.  As  discussed  for  both  potential  impacts  for  the  Proposed  Action,  mitigation  measures 
developed  for  water  resources  would  ensure  that  no  impacts  occur  as  a result  of  the  Proposed 
Action.  Similar  mitigation  measures  were  required,  and  have  been  implemented,  for  the 
Ivanpah  SEGS  facility.  Therefore,  neither  facility  would  contribute  sediment  or  foreign  materials 
to  the  Dry  Lake  Bed,  and  cumulative  impacts  would  not  occur. 

The  combined  projects  in  Table  4.1-2  would  eliminate  recreation  within  25,632  to  26,141  acres 
in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  area.  If  Clark  County  were  to  restrict  access  to  the  17,000-acre  Noise 
Compatibility  Area,  cumulative  recreation  lands  affected  would  total  approximately  43,000 
acres.  The  cumulative  loss  of  recreation  opportunities  likely  would  place  pressure  on  other 
Mojave  Desert  lands  that  are  not  subject  to  development.  Displaced  recreational  users  likely 
would  turn  to  lands  that  currently  are  not  used  for  recreation  purposes.  As  currently  unused 
lands  become  used  more,  they  would  degrade  accordingly.  Linder  such  circumstances,  direct 
and  indirect  adverse  cumulative  impacts  to  recreation  would  occur. 

Cumulative  impacts  associated  with  existing  and  proposed  energy  plant  and  transmission 
infrastructure  construction,  operation  and  maintenance  traffic  in  the  west  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  area 
is  expected  to  result  in  recreating  public  confusion,  frustration  and  potentially  unsafe  conditions 
associated  with  construction  activities.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Rec-2  describes  mitigation 
measures  that  would  be  required  to  address  these  conditions  and  alleviate  the  cumulative  traffic 
concerns. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

It  is  expected  that  all  of  the  cumulative  projects  described  above  would  be  operational  at  the 
same  time  as  the  Proposed  Action.  As  a result,  there  may  be  long-term  impacts  during 
operation  of  those  cumulative  projects  related  to  recreational  resources. 

The  Proposed  Action  would  contribute  to  these  possible  long-term  operational  cumulative 
impacts  since  more  than  25,000  acres  of  land  are  proposed  for  solar  energy  and  other 
developments  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  area.  The  conversion  of  these  lands  would  preclude 
numerous  existing  land  uses  for  the  long-term  including  recreation,  wilderness,  rangeland,  and 
open  space.  Because  the  Proposed  Action  would  preclude  recreational  land  use  on  the  2,143 
acre  project  footprint,  operation  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  contribute,  incrementally,  to  this 
reduction  in  land  available  for  recreation. 


Decommissioning 

The  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action  is  expected  to  result  in  adverse  impacts  similar  to 
those  identified  for  construction.  Disruptions  from  the  decommissioning  activities  associated 
with  other  renewable  energy  and  other  projects  would  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  those 
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of  the  Proposed  Action,  which  could  result  in  an  adverse  cumulative  impact  to  recreational 
resources.  However,  the  Proposed  Action’s  contribution  to  cumulative  impacts  to  recreation 
during  decommissioning  would  be  temporary.  Following  decommissioning,  the  land  area 
associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  would  become  available  for  recreation,  and  adverse 
impacts  would  cease. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  have  an  effect  on  future  land 
uses  that  are  authorized  within  the  newly  added  portion  of  the  DWMA.  The  land  use  restrictions 
that  are  currently  applied  to  the  37,280  acre  Ivanpah  DWMA,  which  are  discussed  as  part  of  the 
evaluation  of  the  Proposed  Action,  would  be  extended  to  cover  an  additional  23,363  acres 
within  the  Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  Unit.  These  land  use  restrictions  include  some  restrictions 
on  recreational  uses,  including  use  of  washes  as  routes  and  approved  locations  for  stopping, 
parking,  and  camping.  Given  that  recreational  uses  have  also  been  restricted  in  the  area  by 
other  similar  management  actions  and  development  of  solar  facilities,  these  actions  could 
potentially  contribute  to  an  adverse  cumulative  effect  to  some  recreational  users.  However, 
extending  the  DWMA  to  cover  an  additional  23,363  acres  would  place  limitations  on  future 
development  that  would  generate  surface  disturbance  in  that  area,  thus  allowing  the  area  to 
remain  open  to  recreational  uses.  In  this  manner,  the  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the 
DWMA  would  contribute  beneficially  to  the  preservation  of  open  space  for  recreational  use  in 
the  area. 


4.12.10.5  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 
Rec-1 

The  Proposed  Action  is  not  expected  to  increase  the  use  of  regional  recreation  facilities  such 
that  the  physical  deterioration  of  the  facilities  may  occur.  The  physical  deterioration  of 
recreational  resources  would  be  less  than  significant  given  the  limited  addition  of  people  to  the 
area  during  construction,  operations  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning,  and  the 
numerous  recreational  opportunities  in  the  project  vicinity.  Therefore,  the  Proposed  Action 
would  not  contribute  incrementally  to  a cumulative  impact  to  recreational  resources. 


4.12.10.6  Alternatives 
Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 

The  impacts  to  recreational  resources  associated  with  Alternative  2 would  be  approximately  the 
same  as  those  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts 
associated  with  Alternative  2 would  be  the  same  as  those  described  above  for  the  Proposed 
Action. 


Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 

The  impacts  to  recreational  resources  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be 
approximately  the  same  as  those  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the 
cumulative  impacts  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  the  same  as  those 
described  above  for  the  Proposed  Action. 
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Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 

The  impacts  to  recreational  resources  associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be  approximately  the 
same  as  those  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts 
associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  those  described  above  for  the  Proposed 
Action. 


Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 

Alternative  5,  the  No  Action  Alternative,  would  not  contribute  to  any  of  the  potentially  adverse 
impacts  to  recreational  resources  as  the  action  alternatives.  However,  it  would  also  not  result  in 
the  beneficial  impacts  to  recreation  that  would  be  associated  with  the  modification  of  the 
boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA.  The  No  Action  Alternative  would  allow  recreational  activities 
to  occur  on  the  project  site,  and  in  the  general  area,  as  they  do  today.  In  addition,  it  would 
continue  the  current  situation  of  allowing  BLM  to  consider  other  land  uses,  including  land  uses 
that  could  preclude  recreation  (such  as  additional  development  of  solar  power  facilities),  on  the 
project  site  and  in  the  Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  Unit. 


Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 

By  denying  the  solar  energy  application,  Alternative  6 would  allow  existing  recreational  land 
uses  to  continue  on  the  project  site  as  they  are  today.  Therefore,  this  alternative  would  not 
contribute  to  impacts  associated  with  the  removal  of  the  2,143  acre  Proposed  Action  footprint 
from  recreational  land  use.  In  addition,  by  excluding  the  proposed  facility  area  from  future  solar 
development,  which  would  preclude  recreational  use,  Alternative  6 would  provide  a beneficial 
contribution  to  the  amount  of  land  area  available  for  recreational  use. 


Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 

By  denying  the  solar  energy  application,  Alternative  7 would  allow  existing  recreational  land 
uses  to  continue  on  the  project  site  as  they  are  today.  In  addition,  Alternative  7 would  not 
include  any  management  actions  that  restrict  future  recreational  use  of  the  site.  Although  this 
would  be  beneficial  in  not  restricting  recreational  uses,  it  could  allow  land  uses,  such  as 
renewable  energy  development,  that  would  preclude  recreational  use  in  the  future. 


4.12.11  Mitigation  Measures 

Impacts  to  recreational  resources  would  be  reduced  by  implementation  of  the  following 
mitigation  measures. 


MM-Rec-1:  Maintenance  of  Access  to  Open  Routes.  The  applicant  shall  allow  and  be 
required  to  afford  public  access  to  the  routes  for  which  BLM  grants  a right  of  way,  as  noted 
above.  By  allowing  public  access  to  the  routes  that  are  redirected  around  the  project  perimeter, 
the  current  level  of  public  access  to  recreational  areas  would  be  maintained. 


MM-Rec-2:  Interpretive  Features.  The  Applicant  shall  develop  and  install  interpretive  features 
to  be  located  at  the  western  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  Recreation  Area  northern  access  points.  The 
interpretive  features  shall  include: 
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Arrowhead  Auto  Trail  Signs 

Dark  brown  four  inch  square  steel  tubing  posts  with  caps  and  vertical  strip  decals  shall  be 
installed  along  the  Historic  Arrowhead  Trail  (NS238)  from  Whiskey  Pete’s  Hotel/Casino  to 
Colosseum  Road  and  intersections  in  between  to  guide  visitors  to  recreation  facilities  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  west  dry  lake.  Replacement  vertical  strip  decals  shall  be  provided  to  the  BLM  for 
maintenance  purposes. 


BLM  Administrative  Portal  Sign 

A large  format  BLM  truncated  Portal  Sign  (48”  height  x 96”  width  with  image  banner ) identifying 
the  recreation  area  shall  be  installed  off  of  Arrowhead  Highway  ( NN238 ),  on  the  California  side 
of  the  California-Nevada  state  line.  The  Portal  Sign  shall  consist  of  a three-tier  dark  brown  BLM 
truncated  sign  including  agency  identification , a Recreation  Area  landsailing  yacht  image 
banner,  and  Recreation  Area  identification  with  ledoestone  masonry  base  and  concrete  lentil. 


Interpretive  Site 

An  interpretive  site  shall  be  located  at  the  intersection  of  designated  open  routes  NN135  and 
NN238,  northwest  of  Whiskey  Pete’s  Hotel/Casino  rear  parking  area.  The  site  shall  consist  of: 

• Post  and  cable  site  delineation,  consistent  in  design  with  the  lake  bed  protective  barrier 
in  the  same  vicinity,  including  the  parking  area  and  interpretive  area  with  pedestrian 
walk  through. 

• Parking  area  accommodating  6 automobiles  and  2 pull-through  spaces  for  vehicles  with 
trailers. 

• Information  Kiosk,  with  dark  brown  sguare  tube  steel  construction  and  light  brown  roof 
with  rib/standlng  seam  panel  roofing  design. 

• Interpretation  Panels,  including  First  Solar  project  interpretation;  Ivanpah  Valiev  natural 
landmarks  and  ecological  interpretation;  Arrowhead  Auto  Trail  history  with  Arrowhead 
Trails  Association  historic  map:  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  Recreation  Area  interpretation 
including  sport  types,  rules  (BLM  provided),  history  and  technology  ( landsailing , kite 
buggying,  long  distance  archery,  national  and  international  regattas,  Greenbird  wind 
powered  land  speed  record):  BLM  public  land  management  interpretation  (BLM 
provided);  map  of  western  Ivanpah  Valiev  open  routes  and  dry  lake  access/staging 
areas;  and  replacement  panels  and  digital  graphics  provided  to  BLM  for  maintenance 
purposes. 


BLM  Recreation  Site  Location  Signs 

Two  BLM  truncated  recreation  identification  signs  (18”  height  x 54”  width  with  landsailing  yacht 
image)  identifying  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  Staging  Areas  shall  be  mounted  on  4”  X 4”  posts  and 
installed  at  the  intersection  of  Arrowhead  Highway  ( NS238 ) and  the  northwest  staging  area 
access  road,  and  at  the  intersection  of  Arrowhead  Highway  (NS238)  and  the  Eldorado  Ivanpah 
Transmission  Line  road  on  the  southwest  staging  area  access  road. 


At  least  90  days  prior  to  commercial  operation  of  the  solar  plant,  the  Applicant  shall  submit 
plans  to  BLM’s  Authorized  Officer  for  review  and  approval  for  the  interpretive  site  and  other 
recreation  enhancements.  BLM  will  review  and  advise  the  Applicant  within  60  days  on  the 
completeness  of  the  plans.  The  owner  shall  address  BLM’s  comments  on  the  plans  and 
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resubmit  for  final  approval  prior  to  commercial  operation.  Once  final  approval  of  the  plans  has 
been  received,  construction  of  the  Solar/Ecolooical  Interpretive  Site  and  other  recreational 
facilities  can  begin , and  shall  be  completed  within  6 months. 


4.12.12  Residual  Impacts  After  Mitigation 

With  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM-Rec-1  and  MM-Rec-2 , the  Proposed  Action 
would  have  no  unavoidable  adverse  impacts  related  to  recreational  resources. 
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4.13  Social  and  Economic  Issues 

4.1 3.1  Methodology  for  Analysis 

Based  on  the  scope  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives,  and  the  affected  environment 
where  the  proposed  project  would  be  located,  the  following  potential  impacts  on  social  and 
economic  issues  have  been  identified  for  evaluation: 


• Change  to  the  current  and  projected  population  level  of  the  study  area  or  function  as  an 
inducement  to  population  growth; 

• Change  in  expenditures  for  goods  and  services  and  infrastructure  spending  within  the 
study  area; 

• Short-term  or  long-term  impacts  on  employment  by  increasing  or  decreasing  the 
employment  and  income  levels  within  the  study  area; 

• Displacement  of  residences  within  the  community  or  placing  increased  demands  on 
long-term  and  temporary  housing  resources  that  could  not  be  absorbed  by  the  existing 
housing  stock  (i.e.,  create  excess  demand  conditions); 

• Strain  on  existing  local  government  public  service  capacities  such  that  the  level  of 
service  standards  are  not  met;  or 

• Long-term  impacts  on  local  tax  revenues  and  sources  of  funding. 


4.13.2  CEQA  Significance  Criteria 

The  following  criteria  were  used  to  determine  the  significance  of  impacts  under  CEQA: 

• Soc-1:  Induce  substantial  population  growth  in  an  area,  either  directly  (for  example,  by 
proposing  new  homes  and  businesses)  or  indirectly  (for  example,  through  extension  of 
roads  or  other  infrastructure); 

• Soc-2:  Displace  substantial  numbers  of  existing  housing,  or  necessitate  the  construction 
of  replacement  housing  elsewhere;  or 

• Soc-3:  Displace  substantial  numbers  of  people,  necessitating  the  construction  of 
replacement  housing  elsewhere. 


For  the  Proposed  Project  and  alternatives,  the  criteria  numbered  Soc-2  and  Soc-3  were 
determine  to  not  be  applicable,  as  there  are  no  established  communities  on  or  adjacent  to  the 
project  site,  and  the  Proposed  Project  and  alternatives  would  not  displace  existing  housing  or 
people.  Therefore,  these  criteria  are  not  addressed  further  in  the  impact  analysis  presented  in 
this  section. 

It  should  be  noted  that  under  CEQA  social  and  economic  effects  in  and  of  themselves  are  not 
considered  significant  effects  on  the  environment. 


4.13.3  Alternative  1:  Proposed  Action 
4.13.3.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

This  section  addresses  potential  direct  and  indirect  impacts  to  population,  income,  employment, 
and  housing  resulting  from  the  proposed  project’s  construction,  operations  and  maintenance, 
and  decommissioning  associated  with  Alternative  1:  Proposed  Action. 
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Construction 

Construction  of  the  proposed  project  would  occur  in  two  phases:  1)  construction  mobilization, 
and  2)  construction  and  installation  of  the  project  components  (solar  modules,  electrical,  and 
gen-tie  line).  The  construction  process  would  take  approximately  2 to  4 years  with  an  average 
on-site  workforce  of  approximately  400  employees;  the  construction  employment  would  peak  at 
about  600  employees. 


Changes  to  Local  Employment  or  Labor  Force 

The  majority  of  the  workforce  would  commute  to  the  worksite  from  nearby  population  centers 
within  San  Bernardino  County,  California  and  Clark  County,  Nevada.  Research  shows  that 
construction  workers  would  commute  as  much  as  two  hours  each  direction  from  their 
communities  rather  than  relocate  (EPRI  1982).  The  proposed  project  is  located  near  the  1-15 
which  provides  good  access  from  communities  in  San  Bernardino,  California  and  Las  Vegas, 
Nevada,  approximately  50  miles  from  the  project  site.  Since  the  project  site  is  located  in  a 
relatively  rural  area  and  within  a one-hour  drive  from  population  centers,  it  is  not  anticipated  that 
workers  would  relocate  to  the  project  vicinity. 

Table  3.13.4  indicates  a total  of  approximately  117,000  construction  workers  available  in  the 
combined  San  Bernardino  County,  California  and  Clark  County,  Nevada  workforce.  The 
proposed  project  would  require  600  construction  workers  at  construction  peak,  which  represents 
less  than  1 percent  of  the  total  construction  workforce.  Since  less  than  1 percent  of  the  total 
construction  workforce  would  be  required  and  minimal  in-migration  is  expected,  impacts  to  the 
local  employment  or  labor  force  are  not  anticipated. 


Changes  in  Revenue 

Local  businesses  in  nearby  communities  such  as  Baker,  California  and  Primm,  Nevada  would 
benefit  from  construction  worker  employment  through  increased  sales  tax  revenues.  Workers 
spending  their  wages  on  services  such  as  gas,  food,  and  beverages  would  provide  an  economic 
benefit  to  the  local  economy.  A few  employees  would  require  temporary  lodging;  therefore, 
local  hotels  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  project  site  would  realize  a benefit  in  increased 
revenues,  which  in  turn  would  also  increase  sales  tax  revenue.  Additionally,  the  proposed 
project  would  increase  sales  taxes  locally  and  regionally  through  the  purchase  of  goods  and 
services  related  to  project  construction.  A beneficial  impact  to  local  revenues  in  nearby 
communities  is  expected  during  construction  of  the  proposed  project. 

There  are  no  existing  businesses  located  within  the  proposed  project  site;  therefore,  no 
business  would  have  to  be  removed  or  relocated.  No  impacts  are  expected  resulting  from 
displacement  of  existing  business  and  loss  of  local  business  revenue. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

During  operations  and  maintenance,  seven  to  ten  fulltime  workers  (management,  engineering, 
skilled  works,  administrative  staff)  are  expected  to  be  employed  at  the  project  site.  The 
following  discusses  the  potential  impacts  to  social  and  economic  issues  resulting  from  the 
proposed  project  operations. 


Changes  to  Local  Employment  or  Labor  Force 

Research  shows  that  operational  workers  would  commute  as  much  as  one  hour  to  the  project 
site  rather  than  relocate  (EPRI  1982).  Since  population  centers  (e.g.  Las  Vegas,  Nevada  and 
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surrounding  rural  communities  in  San  Bernardino  County)  are  located  within  a one-hour  drive 
from  the  proposed  project  site,  permanent  in-migration  is  not  expected.  No  impacts  to  local 
employment  or  labor  force  are  expected  during  operations  of  the  Proposed  Action. 


Changes  in  Revenue 

Over  the  30-year  operational  life  of  the  proposed  project,  it  is  estimated  that  approximately  $80 
million  dollars  in  sales  tax  and  approximately  $20  million  in  property  taxes  are  expected  to 
benefit  local  and  country-wide  tax  revenues.  Sales  tax  revenue  would  provide  economic  benefit 
for  the  two  key  taxing  agencies  within  the  project  area,  San  Bernardino  County,  California  and 
Clark  County,  Nevada.  The  actual  amount  of  property  tax  revenues  in  any  particular  year  would 
depend  on  annual  valuation  assessments  by  applicable  authorizes  and  their  respective  revenue 
requirement  and  resulting  tax  levies. 


Decommissioning 

As  discussed  in  Section  2. 1.3.4  Decommissioning,  the  proposed  project  would  be 
decommissioned  and  project  facilities  would  be  removed  following  a 30-year  project  lifetime. 
The  project  area  would  be  reclaimed  and  restored  according  to  applicable  regulations  and  the 
applicant-prepared  Decommissioning  Plan.  Beneficial  economic  operational  benefits  including 
worker  payroll  and  project  expenditures  would  no  longer  be  generated  in  the  local  economy. 

Personnel  would  be  required  for  decommissioning  activities  and  would  likely  commute  from  San 
Bernardino  County,  California  and  Clark  County,  Nevada.  Temporary  beneficial  impacts  from 
purchase  of  goods  and  services  (e.g.  food,  fuel,  and  lodging  accommodations)  would  be 
expected  during  decommissioning. 

Tax  receipts  in  the  county  would  be  reduced  over  the  life  of  the  project  because  of  facility 
depreciation  and  project  decommissioning  would  result  in  a decrease  of  the  tax  base  in  San 
Bernardino  County.  This  change  would  represent  an  adverse  impact  to  tax  revenues  during 
project  decommissioning. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modifying  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  affect  social  and  economic 
issues.  Changes  to  employment  and  revenue  are  not  anticipated  to  occur. 


4.13.3.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Significance  conclusions  for  the  impacts  identified  for  each  phase  of  the  project  (Construction, 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  Decommissioning)  are  presented  below  based  on  the  CEQA 
Significance  Criteria.  Significance  criterion  Soc-1  was  determined  to  be  relevant  to  the  project 
and  is  addressed  below: 


Soc-1 

Construction 

The  proposed  project  is  located  in  a rural  area  and  construction  workers  would  commute  from 
population  centers  located  in  San  Bernardino  County.  Construction  workers  required  for  the 
project  represent  less  that  1 percent  of  the  San  Bernardino  County  construction  workforce; 
therefore,  it  is  not  expected  that  the  proposed  project  would  induce  population  growth  in  the 
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project  area.  Consequently,  construction  of  the  proposed  Stateline  facility  would  not 
substantially  increase  the  population,  and  any  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operational  labor  would  commute  to  the  proposed  project  from  population  centers  in  San 
Bernardino  County.  Operational  labor  accounts  for  only  7 to  10  workers;  therefore,  changes  to 
population  are  not  anticipated  and  induced  population  growth  is  not  expected.  Consequently, 
operations  of  the  proposed  Stateline  facility  would  not  substantially  increase  the  population,  and 
any  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 


Decommissioning 

The  workforce  requirements  for  decommissioning  would  be  similar  to  project  construction  and 
most  workers  would  commute  to  the  project  site  from  population  centers  in  San  Bernardino 
County.  Impacts  to  labor  and  employment  would  be  the  same  as  identified  during  the 
construction  phase.  Induced  population  growth  in  the  project  area  resulting  from 
decommissioning  would  not  occur.  Consequently,  decommissioning  of  the  proposed  Stateline 
facility  would  not  substantially  increase  the  population,  and  any  impacts  would  be  less  than 
significant. 


4.13.4  Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 
4.13.4.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

This  section  addresses  potential  direct  and  indirect  impacts  to  population,  income,  employment, 
and  housing  resulting  from  the  proposed  project’s  construction,  operations  and  maintenance, 
and  decommissioning  associated  with  Alternative  2. 


Construction 

Alternative  2 would  require  the  same  number  of  construction  workforce,  equipment,  and 
schedule  as  previously  described  in  the  Proposed  Action.  Impacts  to  employment  during 
construction  would  be  the  same  for  Alternative  2 as  described  in  the  Proposed  Action. 
Economic  benefits  associated  with  increased  sales  tax  to  local  communities  and  additional 
property  tax  revenues  in  San  Bernardino  County  would  be  the  same  for  Alternative  2 as 
described  for  the  Proposal  Action. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Alternative  2 would  require  the  same  number  of  operations  personnel  as  identified  in  Alternative 
1,  the  Proposed  Action.  Impacts  to  employment  during  project  operations  would  be  the  same 
for  Alternative  2 as  described  for  Alternative  1 . Economic  benefits  associated  with  property  tax 
revenues  in  San  Bernardino  County  would  be  the  same  for  Alternative  2 as  described  for  the 
Proposed  Action. 


Decommissioning 

Alternative  2 would  require  the  same  number  of  decommissioning  personnel  as  identified  for  the 
Proposed  Action.  Impacts  to  employment  during  decommission  would  be  the  same  for 
Alternative  2 as  described  for  the  Proposed  Action. 
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Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modifying  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  affect  social  and  economic 
issues  under  Alternative  2.  Changes  to  employment  and  revenue  are  not  anticipated  to  occur. 


4.13.4.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Significance  conclusions  for  the  impacts  identified  for  each  phase  of  the  project  (Construction, 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  Decommissioning)  are  presented  below  based  on  the  CEQA 
Significance  Criteria.  Only  those  significance  criteria  which  were  determined  to  be  relevant  to 
the  project  are  addressed  below: 


Soc-1 

The  workforce  requirements  for  construction,  operation,  and  decommissioning  would  be  the 
same  for  Alternative  2 as  for  Alternative  1.  Most  workers  would  commute  to  the  project  site 
from  population  centers  in  San  Bernardino  County,  and  induced  population  growth  in  the  project 
area  resulting  from  construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning  is  not  expected.  Any 
impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 


4.13.5  Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 
4.13.5.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

This  section  addresses  potential  direct  and  indirect  impacts  to  population,  income,  employment, 
and  housing  resulting  from  the  proposed  project’s  construction,  operations  and  maintenance, 
and  decommissioning  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  acre  Alternative. 


Construction 

Revised  Alternative  3 would  require  the  same  number  of  construction  workforce,  equipment, 
and  schedule  as  identified  for  the  Proposed  Action.  Impacts  to  employment  during  project 
construction  would  be  the  same  under  Revised  Alternative  3 as  described  for  the  Proposed 
Action.  Economic  benefits  associated  with  increased  sales  tax  to  local  communities  from  the 
purchase  of  goods  and  services  and  additional  property  tax  revenues  in  San  Bernardino  County 
would  be  the  same  for  Revised  Alternative  3 as  previously  described  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Social  and  economic  impacts  during  operation  and  maintenance  activities  under  Revised 
Alternative  3 would  be  the  same  as  previously  described  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Decommissioning 

Revised  Alternative  3 would  require  the  same  number  of  decommissioning  personnel  as 
identified  for  Proposed  Action  as  previously  described.  Impacts  to  social  and  economic  issues 
during  decommissioning  would  be  the  same  for  Revised  Alternative  3 as  described  for  the 
Proposed  Action. 
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Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modifying  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  affect  social  and  economic 
issues  under  Revised  Alternative  3.  Changes  to  employment  and  revenue  are  not  anticipated  to 
occur. 


4.13.5.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Significance  conclusions  for  the  impacts  identified  for  each  phase  of  the  project  (Construction, 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  Decommissioning)  are  presented  below  based  on  the  CEQA 
Significance  Criteria.  Only  those  significance  criteria  which  were  determined  to  be  relevant  to 
the  project  are  addressed  below: 


Soc-1 

The  workforce  requirements  for  construction,  operation,  and  decommissioning  would  be  the 
same  for  Revised  Alternative  3 as  for  Alternative  1 . Most  workers  would  commute  to  the  project 
site  from  population  centers  in  San  Bernardino  County,  and  induced  population  growth  in  the 
project  area  resulting  from  construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning  is  not  expected.  Any 
impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 


4.13.6  Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 
4.13.6.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

This  section  addresses  the  potential  direct  and  indirect  impacts  to  population,  income, 
employment,  and  housing  resulting  from  the  proposed  project’s  construction,  operations  and 
maintenance,  and  decommissioning  associated  with  Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage 

Alternative.  Alternative  4 is  conceptually  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1),  but 
would  be  placed  within  a different  land  area  which  comprises  1,766  acres.  The  land  area 
associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  the  northern  portion  of  the  bifurcated 
footprint  of  Alternative  2. 


Construction 

Alternative  4 would  require  the  same  number  of  construction  workforce,  equipment,  and 
schedule  as  previously  described  for  the  Proposed  Action.  While  the  alternative  reduces  the 
total  footprint  of  the  project,  the  same  level  of  effort  would  be  required  during  construction, 
although  construction  would  last  for  a shorter  duration.  Impacts  to  social  and  economic  issues 
during  construction  would  be  the  same  as  described  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Alternative  4 would  require  the  same  number  of  operations  personnel  as  identified  previously 
described  for  the  Proposed  Action.  Impacts  to  social  and  economic  issues  during  operations 
would  be  the  same  for  Alternative  4 as  previously  described  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Decommissioning 

Alternative  4 would  require  the  same  number  of  decommissioning  personnel  as  identified  for  the 
Proposed  Action.  Like  construction,  the  number  of  workers  would  be  approximately  the  same 
as  those  for  the  Proposed  Action,  but  the  decommissioning  period  would  last  for  a shorter 
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duration.  Impacts  to  social  and  economic  issues  during  decommissioning  would  be  the  same 
for  Alternative  4 as  previously  described. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modifying  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  affect  social  and  economic 
issues  under  Alternative  4.  Changes  to  employment  and  revenue  are  not  anticipated  to  occur. 


4.13.6.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Significance  conclusions  for  the  impacts  identified  for  each  phase  of  the  project  (Construction, 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  Decommissioning)  are  presented  below  based  on  the  CEQA 
Significance  Criteria.  Only  those  significance  criteria  which  were  determined  to  be  relevant  to 
the  project  are  addressed  below: 


Soc-1 

The  workforce  requirements  for  construction,  operation,  and  decommissioning  would  be  the 
same  for  Alternative  4 as  for  Alternative  1 . Most  workers  would  commute  to  the  project  site 
from  population  centers  in  San  Bernardino  County,  and  induced  population  growth  in  the  project 
area  resulting  from  construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning  is  not  expected.  Any 
impacts  would  be  less  than  significant.  In  addition,  Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  a substantial 
lessening  of  any  significant  environmental  impacts  as  compared  to  the  other  alternatives. 


4.13.7  Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 
4.13.7.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Under  Alternative  5,  the  proposed  project  would  not  be  approved  by  the  BLM  and  the  agency 
would  not  amend  the  CDCA  Plan.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be  constructed  on 
the  Project  Study  Area.  The  BLM  would  continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the  existing 
land  use  designation  in  the  CDCA  Land  Use  Plan  of  1980,  as  amended. 

Because  there  would  be  no  amendment  to  the  CDCA  Plan  and  no  solar  project  approved  for  the 
site  under  this  alternative,  it  is  expected  that  the  site  would  continue  to  remain  in  its  existing 
condition,  with  no  new  structures  or  facilities  constructed  or  operated  on  the  site.  As  a result, 
the  socioeconomic  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  the  public  benefits  that  could  occur  as  a 
result  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  happen. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  the  No  Action 
Alternative.  Land  uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today. 
The  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  have  any  adverse  impact  on  social  and  economic 
conditions. 


4.13.7.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Alternative  5 would  not  result  in  impacts  to  social  and  economic  issues. 
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4.13.8  Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 

4.13.8.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  6 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  not  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  and  no  project  would  be  approved.  The  BLM  would  continue  to  manage  the  site 
consistent  with  the  existing  land  use  designation  in  the  CDCA  Plan.  Because  there  would  be  no 
amendment  to  the  CDCA  Plan  and  no  solar  project  approved  for  the  site  under  this  alternative , it 
is  expected  that  the  site  would  continue  to  remain  in  its  existing  condition , with  no  new 
structures  or  facilities  constructed  or  operated  on  the  site.  As  a result,  the  socioeconomic 
impacts  of  the  Project  and  the  public  benefits  that  could  occur  as  a result  of  the  Project  would 
not  happen. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modifying  the  boundary  of  the  existing  I van  pah  DWMA  would  not  affect  social  and  economic 
issues  under  Alternative  6.  Changes  to  employment  and  revenue  are  not  anticipated  to  occur. 


4.13.8.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Alternative  6 would  not  result  in  impacts  to  social  and  economic  issues. 


4.13.9  Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 
4.13.9.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  7 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  although  none  of  the  action  alternatives  would  be  approved.  The  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  Project  would  not  be  constructed  on  the  project  site  and  the  project  site  would  remain 
vacant  in  the  near-term.  Because  no  solar  project  would  approved  under  this  alternative , it  is 
expected  that  the  site  would  continue  to  remain  in  its  existing  condition , with  no  new  structures 
or  facilities  constructed  or  operated  on  the  site.  As  a result , the  socioeconomic  impacts  of  the 
Project  and  the  public  benefits  that  could  occur  as  a result  of  the  Project  would  not  happen. 

Linder  this  alternative,  other  solar  development  could  occur  at  the  site  that  could  produce  similar 
social  and  economic  effects.  However,  the  impacts  would  not  occur  as  a result  of  development 
of  the  proposed  site  at  this  time. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  Alternative  7.  Land 
uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today.  No  social  or 
economic  impacts  would  occur. 


4.13.9.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Alternative  7 would  not  result  in  impacts  to  social  and  economic  issues. 


4.13.10  Cumulative  Impacts 

Cumulative  socioeconomic  impacts  analysis  would  include  past,  present,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable  future  actions  that  have  or  are  expected  to  impact  the  area  where  the  proposed 
project  would  be  located.  While  the  Proposed  Action  alone  may  not  result  in  significant  changes 
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to  the  environment,  when  combined  with  other  actions,  cumulative  impacts  over  time  could 
accumulate  and  result  in  an  increased  beneficial  impact  or  adverse  impacts  to  social  and 
economic  conditions. 


4.13.10.1  Geographic  Extent/Context 

The  geographic  extent  for  analyzing  the  cumulative  effects  for  socioeconomics  is  defined  as 
San  Bernardino  County,  California  (primarily  the  eastern  portion  of  the  county)  and  Clark 
County,  Nevada  (specifically  southern  Clark  County).  The  cumulative  socioeconomic  analysis 
will  evaluate  impacts  based  on  the  proposed  project’s  lifespan  and  will  include  those  actions 
that  would  occur  during  the  same  time  as  construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning. 


4.13.10.2  Existing  Cumulative  Conditions 

Past  development  and  population  growth  in  the  region  have  affected  the  population  size  and 
composition,  settlement  patterns,  housing  demand,  business  revenues  and  conflicts,  as  well  as 
property  values  throughout  the  local  area  and  region.  Population  increases  have  both  an 
indirect  and  direct  influence  on  development  as  housing  demand  increases  and  the  workforce 
expands.  In  addition,  continued  development  creates  more  infrastructure  affecting  business 
operations,  revenues,  and  property  values.  Section  3.13  (Social  and  Economic  Setting) 
describes  existing  socioeconomic  conditions  within  the  project  area,  including  demographics, 
housing  characteristics,  and  labor  characteristics,  which  have  developed  as  a result  of  the  past 
and  present  projects  that  comprise  existing  cumulative  conditions. 

The  existing  projects  within  the  region  which  have  affected  social  and  economic  conditions 
include  urban  development  in  Las  Vegas  and  southern  Clark  County.  Projects  in  the  area  of  the 
Proposed  Action  which  have  affected  these  conditions  include  1-15,  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad, 
Ivanpah  SEGS,  Silver  State  Phase  I solar  project,  AT&T  and  Sprint  fiber  optic  lines,  the  Kern 
River  Gas  Transmission  Line,  Calnev  Petroleum  Products  Pipeline,  the  Walter  Higgins  Bighorn 
Generation  Station,  Molycorp  Minerals  facility,  the  LADWP  and  SCE  transmission  lines,  the 
Primm  Resort  facility,  and  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club.  Socioeconomic  impacts  from  the  proposed 
project,  in  addition  to  these  past  and  existing  projects  would  combine  with  reasonably, 
foreseeable  future  projects  to  determine  the  cumulative  effects  on  socioeconomics. 


4.13.10.3  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Projects 

Table  4.1-1  lists  the  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  within  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project. 
Projects  currently  under  construction  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility  include  the  Ivanpah 
SEGS  solar  facility  (3,471  acres).  Proposed  projects  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility  that 
would  have  potentially  adverse  impacts  to  social  and  economic  conditions  include  the  Southern 
Nevada  Supplemental  Airport,  Desert  Xpress  high  speed  passenger  rail  line,  Silver  State  Phase 
2 solar  facility,  and  the  Calnev  Pipeline  Expansion  Project. 


4.13.10.4  Cumulative  Impacts  Associated  with  Proposed  Action 
Construction 

During  construction  of  the  proposed  project,  there  could  be  an  overlap  of  construction  periods 
associated  with  the  BrightSource  Ivanpah  SEGS  project  and  other  projects  currently  or 
proposed  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project.  These  projects  would  draw  on  the  same 
construction  labor  force  as  the  proposed  project.  Additional  employment  would  increase  local 
purchase  of  materials,  food,  and  services  resulting  in  a cumulative  economic  benefit  to  the  local 
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communities  with  sales  tax  revenues.  Additional  new  projects  would  contribute  to  additional  ad 
valorem  tax  revenues  for  San  Bernardino  County,  California. 


Changes  to  Local  Employment  or  Labor  Force 

The  proposed  Stateline  facility  would  draw  on  the  same  labor  force  as  many  of  the  other 
projects  listed  in  Table  4.1-1,  specifically  Ivanpah  SEGS,  Molycorp  Phoenix,  Kern  River  Lateral, 
Calnev  Expansion,  and  Silver  State  solar,  and  construction  would  likely  occur  at  the  same  time 
as  one  or  more  of  the  other  projects.  The  combined  construction  and  operation  demands  of 
each  of  these  projects,  along  with  the  proposed  Stateline  facility,  are  shown  in  Table  4.13-1. 


Table  4.13-1.  Cumulative  Project  Employment  Levels 


Project 

Projected  Peak 
Construction  Employment 

Projected  Operations 
Employment 

Stateline  Solar  Proposed  Action 

600 

10 

Ivanpah  SEGS 

959 

90 

Molycorp 

NA1  (1,000) 

300 

Calnev  Pipeline 

660 

0 

Kern  River  Lateral 

NA2 

0 

JPOE 

NA2 

NA1 

EITP 

190 

0 

Silver  State  Solar  Phase  1 

0 

Less  than  10 

Silver  State  Phase  2 

5833 

11 

Total 

3,992 

421 

1 - Not  Available,  but  estimated  based  on  verbal  communications  with  Molycorp  staff 

2 - Not  Available,  but  estimated  to  be  minimal 

3 - Estimated  based  on  comparison  of  the  350  MW  facility  with  the  300  MW  Stateline  project 


As  shown  in  Table  4.13-1,  the  Proposed  Action,  in  combination  with  the  other  projects  that  are 
likely  to  be  under  construction  at  the  same  time,  would  require  a maximum  of  approximately 
4,000  workers  if  the  peak  construction  periods  for  each  project  coincided.  The  contribution  of 
the  Proposed  Action  to  this  requirement  is  600  workers,  or  approximately  15  percent.  However, 
due  to  the  large  construction  labor  force  available  in  San  Bernardino  and  Clark  Counties 
(117,000  persons),  it  is  anticipated  that  the  regional  labor  force  would  be  sufficient  to 
accommodate  the  planned  projects,  which  would  represent  approximately  3.4  percent  of  the 
San  Bernardino  and  Clark  County  construction  labor  force. 

The  cumulative  influx  in  construction  labor  to  the  area  could  create  demand  for  temporary 
housing  that  is  greater  than  the  existing  supply  of  temporary  lodging.  There  are  expected  to  be 
some  suitable  and  available  temporary  lodging  at  the  Primm  casinos,  and  a very  large  inventory 
of  hotel  accommodations  are  available  in  Las  Vegas  approximately  30  miles  away.  This  would 
be  more  than  sufficient  temporary  housing  for  construction  workers  seeking  temporary  housing 
under  a peak  construction  work  force  scenario.  Therefore,  no  adverse  cumulative  impacts  would 
be  expected  to  result  related  to  employment,  labor,  and  housing. 
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Changes  in  Revenue 

The  local  businesses  in  nearby  communities  such  as  Baker,  California  and  Primm,  Nevada  that 
would  benefit  from  Stateline  construction  worker  employment  through  increased  sales  tax 
revenues  would  similarly  benefit  from  construction  workers  associated  with  the  other  cumulative 
projects.  Workers  spending  their  wages  on  services  such  as  gas,  food,  and  beverages  would 
provide  an  economic  benefit  to  the  local  economy,  and  the  magnitude  of  this  benefit  would  be 
increased  by  the  cumulative  projects  occurring  at  the  same  time.  Each  of  the  projects  could 
require  a few  employees  to  obtain  temporary  lodging;  therefore,  local  hotels  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  the  project  site  would  realize  a benefit  in  increased  revenues,  which  in  turn  would  also 
increase  sales  tax  revenue.  Additionally,  the  proposed  project,  in  combination  with  the 
cumulative  projects,  would  increase  sales  taxes  locally  and  regionally  through  the  purchase  of 
goods  and  services  related  to  project  construction.  A beneficial  impact  to  local  revenues  in 
nearby  communities  is  expected  during  construction  of  the  proposed  project,  and  the  existence 
of  multiple  projects  occurring  concurrently  would  increase  this  benefit. 

There  are  no  existing  businesses  located  within  the  sites  of  any  of  the  cumulative  projects; 
therefore,  no  businesses  would  have  to  be  removed  or  relocated.  No  impacts  are  expected 
resulting  from  displacement  of  existing  business  and  loss  of  local  business  revenue. 


Operations  and  Maintenance 

As  shown  in  Table  4.13-1,  the  Proposed  Action,  in  combination  with  the  other  projects  that  are 
likely  to  be  operating  at  the  same  time  would  require  a maximum  of  approximately  421  workers. 
Given  the  proximity  of  the  projects  to  major  metropolitan  areas  with  a combined  population  of 
almost  4 million  persons  in  San  Bernardino  and  Clark  Counties,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  regional 
labor  force  would  be  sufficient  to  accommodate  the  planned  projects.  The  proposed  project 
would  contribute  to  the  beneficial  cumulative  social  and  economic  impacts  of  other  past, 
present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects.  These  beneficial  cumulative  impacts 
would  be  realized  through  increased  property  taxes  in  San  Bernardino  County  and  a negligible 
impact  to  sales  tax  revenues  from  the  purchase  of  goods  and  services. 


Decommissioning 

During  decommissioning  of  the  proposed  project,  there  could  be  an  overlap  of  decommissioning 
activities  from  other  projects  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project.  Impacts  to  housing, 
employment,  and  tax  revenues  would  be  expected  to  be  the  same,  or  somewhat  lower  than, 
those  associated  with  construction. 

Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modifying  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  affect  social  and  economic 
issues.  Cumulative  changes  to  employment  and  revenue  are  not  anticipated  to  occur. 


4.1 3.1 0.5  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Significance  conclusions  for  the  impacts  identified  for  each  phase  of  the  project  (Construction, 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  Decommissioning)  are  presented  below  based  on  the  CEQA 
Significance  Criteria  presented  in  Section  4.13.2.  Only  those  significance  criteria  which  were 
determined  in  Section  4.13.2  to  be  relevant  to  the  project  are  addressed  below. 
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Soc-1 

Construction 

Construction  labor  would  be  drawn  from  San  Bernardino  and  Clark  Counties  and  few  workers 
from  outside  the  region  would  be  necessary  for  the  project.  Consequently,  the  proposed 
facility’s  contribution  to  any  cumulative  impacts  on  local  employment  or  labor  force  would  not  be 
considerable.  Any  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operational  labor  would  be  drawn  from  San  Bernardino  and  Clark  Counties  and  few  workers 
from  outside  the  region  would  be  necessary  for  the  project.  Consequently,  the  proposed 
facility’s  contribution  to  any  cumulative  impacts  on  local  employment  or  labor  force  would  not  be 
considerable.  Any  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 


Decommissioning 

Decommissioning  labor  would  be  drawn  from  San  Bernardino  and  Clark  Counties  and  is 
anticipated  to  require  a minute  proportion  of  the  combined  construction  labor  force.  Any 
contribution  to  cumulative  impacts  on  labor  and  employment  would  not  be  considerable  and 
would  be  less  than  significant. 


4.13.10.6  Alternatives 
Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 

The  social  and  economic  impacts  associated  with  Alternative  2 would  be  approximately  the 
same  as  those  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts 
associated  with  Alternative  2 would  be  the  same  as  those  described  above  for  the  Proposed 
Action. 


Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 

The  social  and  economic  impacts  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  approximately 
the  same  as  those  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts 
associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  the  same  as  those  described  above  for  the 
Proposed  Action. 


Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 

The  social  and  economic  impacts  associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  those 
associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  Cumulative  impacts  associated  with  Alternative  4 would 
be  same  as  those  described  above  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  the  local  communities  and  counties  would  not  realize  the  social 
and  economic  benefits  of  the  proposed  project;  therefore  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  not 
contribute  to  cumulative  effects  to  social  and  economic  condition. 
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Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 

Under  Alternative  6,  the  proposed  project  would  not  be  approved  at  the  current  site,  and  the  site 
would  be  unavailable  for  future  solar  development;  therefore  the  beneficial  social  and  economic 
benefits  to  the  local  communities  and  counties  would  not  be  realized.  This  alternative  would  not 
contribute  to  the  cumulative  social  and  economic  effects. 


Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 

Under  Alternative  7,  the  project  would  be  denied,  but  future  solar  projects  or  other  development 
could  occur  at  the  site.  This  alternative  would  not  contribute  to  the  cumulative  social  and 
economic  effects. 


4.13.11  Mitigation  Measures 

No  adverse  impacts  to  the  social  and  economic  condition  were  identified  for  the  Proposed 
Action  and  alternatives;  therefore,  no  mitigation  is  required. 


4.13.12  Residual  Impacts  After  Mitigation 

There  are  no  adverse  impacts  to  the  social  and  economic  condition  resulting  from  construction, 
operation,  or  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action. 


November  2013 


4.13-13 


Final  EIS/EIR 


- 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.14  Soil  Resources 


4.14  Soil  Resources 
4.14.1  Methodology  for  Analysis 

The  following  discussion  addresses  potential  geology  and  soils-related  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  implementation  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives.  It 
also  recommends  measures  to  reduce  or  avoid  adverse  impacts  anticipated  from  construction, 
operation,  and  decommissioning  of  the  project.  A discussion  of  cumulative  impacts  related  to 
geology  and  soil  resources  is  also  included. 

Baseline  conditions  (see  Section  3.14)  were  evaluated  based  on  their  potential  to  be  affected  by 
construction  activities,  operation  and  maintenance  activities,  and  decommissioning  of  the 
Proposed  Action  or  alternatives.  Impacts  to  the  geology  and  soil  resources  were  identified 
based  on  the  predicted  interaction  between  construction,  operation,  and  decommissioning  with 
the  baseline  conditions. 

The  analysis  in  this  section  evaluates  whether  or  not  the  proposed  project  would  either  directly 
or  indirectly  destroy  a unique  geological  feature  and  whether  or  not  the  project  would  expose 
persons  or  structures  to  geologic  hazards. 

The  California  Building  Code  (2007)  provides  geotechnical  and  geological  investigation  and 
design  guidelines  which  engineers  must  follow  when  designing  a facility.  As  a result,  the  criteria 
used  to  assess  the  significance  of  a geologic  hazard  include  evaluating  each  hazard’s  potential 
impact  on  the  design  and  construction  of  the  proposed  facility.  Geologic  hazards  include 
faulting  and  seismicity,  liquefaction,  dynamic  compaction,  hydrocompaction,  subsidence, 
expansive  soils,  and  landslides. 


4.14.2  CEQA  Significance  Criteria 

The  following  indicators  were  used  to  describe  the  impacts  to  soils  resources  pursuant  to 
CEQA.  These  indicators  are  the  same  as  the  significance  criteria  for  geology  and  soils  listed  in 
the  CEQA  Environmental  Checklist,  Appendix  G of  the  CEQA  Guidelines. 

• SR-1 : Expose  people  or  structures  to  potential  substantial  adverse  effects,  including  the 
risk  of  loss,  injury,  or  death  involving  landslides; 

• SR-2:  Result  in  substantial  soil  erosion  or  loss  of  topsoil; 

• SR-3:  Be  located  on  a geologic  unit  or  soil  that  is  unstable,  or  that  would  become 
unstable  as  a result  of  the  project,  and  potentially  result  in  on-  or  off-site  landslide,  lateral 
spreading,  subsidence,  liquefaction,  or  collapse; 

• SR-4:  Be  located  on  expansive  soil,  as  defined  in  Table  18-1-B  of  the  Uniform  Building 
Code,  creating  substantial  risks  to  life  or  property;  or 

• SR-5:  Have  soils  incapable  of  adequately  supporting  the  use  of  septic  tanks  or 
alternative  waste  water  disposal  systems  where  sewers  are  not  available  for  the  disposal 
of  waste  water. 


The  following  CEQA  Guidelines  criterion  related  to  seismic  hazards  is  addressed  in  Section 
4.11  (Public  Health  and  Safety)  of  this  EIS/EIR. 

• PH&S-1:  Expose  people  or  structures  to  potential  substantial  adverse  effects,  including 

the  risk  of  loss,  injury,  or  death  involving: 

Rupture  of  a known  earthquake  fault,  as  delineated  on  the  most  recent  Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake  Fault  Zoning  Map  or  based  on  other  substantial  evidence  of  a known 
fault; 
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Strong  seismic  ground  shaking;  or 
Seismic-related  ground  failure,  including  liquefaction. 


4.14.3  Alternative  1:  Proposed  Action 
4.14.3.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

A Phase  I Geotechnical  Reconnaissance  Report  was  conducted  in  July  2008  to  describe  soil 
and  geological  suitability  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  This  study  is  included  as 
Appendix  E of  the  Applicant’s  Plan  of  Development  (First  Solar  201 1 ). 


Construction 

Construction  activities  that  would  affect  soil  resources  include  excavation,  grading,  and  soil 
compaction  to  prepare  the  site  for  installation  of  project  components.  The  impacts  on  soil  and 
geological  resources  associated  with  construction  of  the  Proposed  Action  are  described  below. 

Mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-1  would  provide  standard  engineering  design  recommendations 
for  mitigation  of  potential  geologic  hazards  that  include  strong  ground  shaking;  liquefaction; 
settlement  due  to  compressible  soils,  subsidence  associated  with  shrinkage  of  clay  soils, 
hydrocompaction,  or  dynamic  compaction;  and  the  presence  of  expansive  clay  soils. 


Soil  Erosion  and  Loss  of  Topsoil 

Several  factors  affect  the  potential  for  soil  to  be  eroded  by  water  or  wind  including  soil  texture, 
the  length  and  percent  of  slope,  vegetative  cover,  and  intensity  of  rainfall  or  wind.  In  general, 
the  surface  of  an  alluvial  fan  (such  as  the  setting  for  the  proposed  Stateline  facility)  is  an  active 
erosional  and  depositional  surface.  In  this  environment,  processes  such  as  downstream 
movement  of  soils,  cutting  of  erosional  channels,  sedimentation  into  low-lying  areas,  and  flash- 
flooding are  natural,  and  may  affect  the  entire  area  of  the  alluvial  fan. 

Although  these  processes  occur  naturally,  project  construction  activities  have  the  potential  to 
modify  the  locations  or  rates  of  soil  erosion  and  deposition.  These  modifications  can  result  in 
damage  to  both  onsite  and  offsite  man-made  features  (such  as  flood  damage  to  site  structures), 
degradation  of  water  quality,  or  modification  of  vegetation  and  wildlife  habitat.  Modification  of 
erosion-potential  characteristics  may  occur  from  a variety  of  sources,  including: 

• Removal  of  soil-stabilizing  vegetation  or  cryptobiotic  crusts  due  to  site  grading  and 
vehicle  movement;  and 

• Increase  in  stormwater  flow  velocity  through  a reduction  in  infiltration  rate  or  modification 
of  flow  paths. 

As  discussed  in  Section  2. 1.3. 2. 2,  site  preparation  during  construction  would  include  removal  of 
all  vegetation  within  the  project  area,  and  then  clearing  and  grading  of  the  area.  In  addition, 
trenched  excavations  would  be  made  to  allow  for  installation  of  structure  foundations,  water 
pipelines,  and  power  transmission  lines.  Clearing  and  grading  within  the  solar  array  field  would 
be  accomplished  using  tractors  with  disking  equipment.  This  method  would  preserve  the 
underground  root  structure  of  disturbed  plants,  top  soil  nutrients,  and  seed  base.  Vibratory 
rollers  would  also  be  used  in  the  solar  array  field  to  compact  the  soil  and  even  out  the  surface 
after  the  disking  is  complete.  There  would  be  no  excess  excavated  material  from  project 
construction.  Soil  excavation  and  fill  requirements  would  be  balanced.  In  each  solar  array  field 
area,  slopes  would  have  a consistent  grade  limited  to  within  3.0  percent. 
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Although  the  grading  method  would  be  designed  to  incorporate  the  existing  root  structure, 
cryptobiotic  soils,  soil  nutrients,  and  seed  base  into  the  soil  surface,  it  would  also  remove  the 
existing  vegetation  and  soil  crusts  that  currently  serve  to  stabilize  the  soil  surface.  As  a result, 
the  soils  remaining  on  the  surface  during  and  following  construction  would  have  an  increased 
susceptibility  to  both  wind  and  water  erosion,  as  compared  to  current  conditions.  In  addition, 
soil  compaction  could  affect  infiltration  rates,  and  placement  of  structures  could  modify  flow 
paths,  both  potentially  resulting  in  increased  stormwater  velocity,  and  therefore  increased 
erosional  force. 

To  minimize  the  effects  of  construction  to  the  soil,  the  Applicant  has  proposed  a variety  of 
construction  methods  and  other  features  to  protect  site  soils  from  erosion  and  downstream 
deposition.  Section  2. 1.3.1  outlines  several  proposed  construction  activities  specifically 
designed  to  manage  stormwater  and  reduce  the  potential  for  erosion  and  sedimentation 
impacts.  These  include  avoidance  of  drainage  channels,  implementation  of  upstream  debris 
basins  to  reduce  stormwater  flow  velocities  across  the  site,  site  grading  to  promote  sheet  flow, 
implementation  of  downstream  sediment  basins  to  capture  increased  sediment  loads,  and  use 
of  silt  fence  and  fiber  rolls  for  erosion  protection. 

The  Applicant  would  construct  and  manage  the  debris  and  sediment  basins  in  accordance  with 
specifications  in  their  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012k).  The  use  of  the 
basins,  as  well  as  the  silt  fence  and  fiber  rolls,  would  be  governed  by  the  Applicant’s 
Construction  Stormwater  Pollution  Prevention  Plan  (SWPPP),  which  they  would  be  required  to 
obtain  under  the  Clean  Water  Act.  In  addition,  a variety  of  mitigation  measures  (MM-Water-7, 
MM-Water-8,  MM-Veg-5,  and  MM-Air-1)  would  require  the  implementation  of  flood  protection, 
soil  stabilization,  and  revegetation  efforts,  each  of  which  would  further  protect  site  soils  during 
construction.  Therefore,  impacts  due  to  soil  erosion  and  loss  of  topsoil  would  be  avoided  or 
substantially  reduced  and  adverse  impacts  would  not  result  due  to  the  Proposed  Action. 


Unstable  Geologic  Units 

Impacts  due  to  unstable  geologic  units  could  potentially  occur  if  the  proposed  Stateline  facility 
were  to  be  placed  directly  on  unstable  soils,  or  if  it  were  to  be  placed  close  enough  to  unstable 
soils  that  could  be  transported  to  the  project  site  through  a debris  flow  or  landslide.  As 
discussed  in  Section  3.14,  the  preliminary  geotechnical  analysis  indicated  that  the  proposed 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  site  is  not  located  close  enough  to  any  of  the  surrounding  hillside 
mountains  to  be  affected  by  either  a debris  flow  or  a landslide. 

Impacts  due  to  placement  of  the  facility  directly  on  unstable  soils  could  occur  due  to  liquefaction, 
lateral  spreading,  dynamic  compaction  or  hydrocompaction,  subsidence,  or  expansive  soils. 
Potential  adverse  impacts  associated  with  these  processes  may  include  destabilization  of 
project  infrastructure,  resulting  in  stability  hazards  to  infrastructure  in  the  immediate  vicinity. 
The  manner  in  which  these  processes  can  affect  structures  is  as  follows: 

• Liquefaction  is  a loss  of  strength  in  soil  when  a stress  such  as  that  caused  by  an 
earthquake,  is  applied  to  susceptible  soils  such  as  loose  saturated  sands  and  silts.  If 
liquefaction  were  to  occur,  project  infrastructure  could  be  destabilized,  resulting  in 
stability  hazards  to  infrastructure  in  the  immediate  vicinity. 

• Lateral  spreading  of  the  ground  surface  can  occur  within  liquefiable  beds  during  seismic 
events.  Factors  such  as  distance  from  the  earthquake  epicenter,  the  magnitude  of  the 
seismic  event,  and  the  thickness  and  depth  of  the  liquefiable  layers  affect  the  amount  of 
lateral  spreading  that  may  occur. 

• Dynamic  compaction  can  result  from  a decrease  in  soil  volume  and  a corresponding 
increase  in  soil  density  during  ground-shaking.  The  decrease  in  volume  can  result  in 
settlement  of  overlying  structures.  Hydrocompaction  can  result  from  soils  deposited 
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rapidly  in  a saturated  state,  then  drying  quickly  leaving  an  unconsolidated  low  density 
deposit  with  a high  percentage  of  voids. 

• Subsidence  is  a settlement  or  lowering  of  the  ground  surface  elevation  due  to  factors 
such  as  tectonic  movement,  seismic  compaction,  hydrocompaction,  consolidation 
induced  by  groundwater  withdrawal,  and  consolidation  under  applied  loads.  Regional 
ground  subsidence  is  typically  caused  by  petroleum  or  groundwater  withdrawal  that 
increases  the  effective  unit  weight  of  the  soil  profile,  increasing  stress  on  deeper  soils 
and  resulting  in  consolidation  or  settlement  of  underlying  soils. 

• Soil  expansion  occurs  when  clay-rich  soils  with  an  affinity  for  water  exist  in-place  at  a 
moisture  content  below  their  plastic  limit.  The  addition  of  moisture  from  irrigation, 
capillary  tension,  water  line  breaks,  etc.  causes  the  clay  soils  to  collect  water  molecules 
in  their  structure,  which  in  turn  causes  an  increase  in  the  overall  volume  of  the  soil.  This 
increase  in  volume  can  correspond  to  movement  of  overlying  structural  improvements. 

The  limited  laboratory  testing  conducted  as  part  of  the  geotechnical  analysis  indicates  that  the 
near  surface  soils  at  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  site  may  be  sensitive  to  liquefaction  when 
saturated  with  water  (Geosphere  Consultants  2008).  As  a result,  the  soils  could  also  be  subject 
to  lateral  spreading.  However,  to  be  subject  to  liquefaction,  soils  would  have  to  be  saturated.  In 
general,  the  large  depth  to  groundwater  at  the  project  location  (more  than  200  feet  deep)  implies 
that  there  is  a low  potential  for  liquefaction  and  lateral  spreading  at  the  project  site.  The 
proximity  of  the  proposed  facility  in  Alternative  1 to  the  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  (750  feet)  could  have 
an  effect  on  the  potential  for  soil  saturation.  During  certain  times  of  the  year,  following  heavy 
rainfall,  the  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  does  capture  standing  water  that  can  take  weeks  or  months  to 
evaporate  or  infiltrate.  Although  the  proposed  facility  would  be  located  outside  of  the  100-year 
floodplain  for  the  Dry  Lake,  and  would  therefore  not  be  subjected  to  standing  water,  it  would  be 
located  within  several  hundred  feet  (laterally)  and  a few  feet  (vertically)  of  the  saturated  soils  on 
the  Dry  Lake  bed.  Therefore,  facility  structures  could  be  subjected  to  liquefaction  or  lateral 
spreading. 

The  Applicant’s  geotechnical  report  (Geosphere  Consultants  2008)  did  not  evaluate  the 
potential  for  site  soils  to  be  susceptible  to  dynamic  compaction  or  hydrocompaction.  Based  on 
the  hydrologic  setting  of  the  site  soils,  they  could  potentially  have  been  deposited  rapidly  in  a 
saturated  state  and  then  dried  quickly,  potentially  leaving  voids. 

Local  subsidence  in  the  form  of  sinkholes  has  been  observed  along  the  northern  edge  of 
Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  near  the  solar  farm  project  site.  While  its  potential  cause  can  sometimes  be 
attributed  to  groundwater  withdrawal  as  well  as  other  causes,  in  this  case,  the  cause  is  believed 
to  be  from  dehydration  of  clays  between  the  soil  surface  and  the  water  table  that  can  result  in  a 
major  loss  of  volume,  and  thus  the  collapse  of  overlying  soils  (Broadbent  2009).  The  potential 
for  such  shrinkage  to  affect  structural  components  would  need  to  be  mitigated  through  facility 
design. 

The  Applicant’s  geotechnical  report  (Geosphere  Consultants  2008)  concluded  that  the  soils  on 
the  Dry  Lake  bed  have  a moderate  to  high  expansion  potential,  but  that  the  soils  outside  of  the 
Dry  Lake  bed  have  a low  expansion  potential.  The  report  recommended  that  any  structures 
placed  on  the  lake  bed  be  designed  and  constructed  to  account  for  the  potential  for  soil 
expansion. 

During  preparation  of  the  geotechnical  report,  Geosphere  Consultants  conducted  a number  of 
soil  characteristics  analyses  to  determine  the  potential  for  subsurface  hazards  at  the  Stateline 
Solar  Farm  project  site.  As  reported  in  the  geotechnical  report,  Geosphere  Consultants  found 
the  ground  surface  across  most  of  the  project  site  was  composed  of  very  “loose  and  dry”  soils 
and  sediments.  As  a result,  Geosphere  Consultants  recommended  that  “a  relatively  light 
bearing  pressure  be  used  in  the  design  of  the  block  foundations  [for  the  photovoltaic  panels] 
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and  that  the  overall  panel  design  include  enough  flexibility  to  absorb  three  to  four  inches  of 
differential  settlement  across  individual  panel  assemblies”  (Geosphere  Consultants  2008). 

In  the  geotechnical  report,  Geosphere  Consultants  recommended  that  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm 
site’s  susceptibility  to  liquefaction  and  seismically  induced  settlement  should  be  further 
evaluated  in  conjunction  with  a more  comprehensive  subsurface  exploration  and  geotechnical 
evaluation  given  the  general  seismicity  of  the  area  and  the  potential  for  groundwater  to  be 
present  at  the  site  (Geosphere  Consultants  2008).  Mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-1  would 
address  potential  impacts  related  to  liquefaction,  dynamic  compaction,  subsidence,  and 
expansive  soils.  Mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-1  requires  that  design-level  geotechnical 
studies  to  be  performed  by  the  Applicant  shall  include  detailed  characterization  of  subsurface 
conditions,  including: 

• Identification  of  any  potentially  detrimental  chemicals  or  soil  features; 

• Excavation  of  potentially  expansive  of  collapsible  soils  during  construction  and 
replacement  with  engineered  backfill; 

• Ground-treatment  processes;  and 

• Redirection  of  surface  water  and  drainage  away  from  expansive  soils. 

Overall,  although  the  site’s  geologic  setting  and  soil  characteristics  could  result  in  the  presence 
of  unstable  units,  any  potential  impacts  resulting  from  unstable  units  would  be  minimal. 
Occupied  structures  on  the  facility  would  be  limited  to  a few  construction  trailers  and,  ultimately, 
a small  O&M  Building  that  would  be  occupied  by  fewer  than  10  workers.  The  proposed  facility 
would  not  include  any  tall  structures  that  could  catastrophically  fall  due  to  soil  instability.  There 
are  no  nearby  residents  or  other  occupied  structures  that  could  be  affected  if  a structure  within 
the  project  boundary  should  fail.  Therefore,  the  impacts  associated  with  any  potential  instability 
would  be  minimal. 


Soil  Chemistry 

Because  of  the  high  concentration  of  water-soluble  sulfates  in  the  lakebed  soils,  Geosphere 
Consultants  recommended  the  concrete  used  in  these  areas  be  protected  in  accordance  with 
ACI  publication  318  (Geosphere  Consultants  2008). 

To  prevent  corrosion  of  ferrous  metals  from  impacting  soils  in  the  project  area,  Geosphere 
Consultants  recommended  that  a corrosion  engineer  be  consulted  to  develop  corrosion 
mitigation  measures  for  the  project  and  that  the  corrosion  potential  of  the  soils  be  verified  during 
project  construction.  Potential  mitigation  measures  may  include: 

• At  least  three  inches  of  concrete  cover  where  steel  and  wire  concrete  reinforcement  is 
cast  against  soil  or  bedrock,  unformed. 

• Conduits  for  below  ground  utility  lines  should  be  non-metallic  or  be  encased  in  non- 
metallic  materials. 

• A high-quality  protective  coating  (such  as  18-millimeter  plastic  tape,  extruded 
polyethylene,  coal-tar  enamel,  or  Portland  cement  mortar)  should  be  placed  on  below- 
grade  ferrous  metals. 

• Dielectric  fittings  in  ferrous  utilities  and/or  exposed  metal  structures  should  be  used  to 
electrically  insulate  (isolate)  below-grade  from  above-grade  metals. 

Implementation  of  such  design  measures  described  above  should  minimize  the  potential  for 
subsurface  hazards  associated  with  soil  chemistry  at  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  site. 
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Operation  and  Maintenance 

All  of  the  potential  impacts  discussed  above  for  construction  would  also  apply  to  operation  and 
maintenance  of  the  proposed  Stateline  facility.  Except  for  minor  grading  and  gravel  application 
to  maintain  access  roads,  no  additional  project  activities  would  occur  that  could  potentially  result 
in  soil  erosion,  damage  due  to  unstable  soils,  or  damage  due  to  soil  chemistry.  Re-grading  and 
re-graveling  of  access  roads  for  routine  maintenance  would  not  alter  the  drainage  patterns  on- 
site, and  would  not  lead  to  a substantial  increase  in  erosion  or  loss  of  topsoil.  It  is  anticipated 
that  any  increase  in  surface  water  runoff  resulting  from  long-term  project  features  would  be 
location-specific,  and  that  such  effects  would  not  influence  surface  runoff  in  a manner  which 
would  result  in  erosion  or  loss  of  topsoil. 

However,  the  infrastructure  existing  on  the  project  site  would  continue  to  be  potentially  affected 
by  stormwater  erosion  and  sedimentation,  soil  instability,  or  soil  chemistry  throughout  the 
operational  period  of  the  project.  Therefore,  continuing  use  of  Best  Management  Practices  and 
inspection  and  monitoring  programs  would  be  required  throughout  the  operational  period  to 
verify  that  constructed  features,  including  stormwater  management  systems,  compacted  soil 
surface,  roads,  and  vegetated  areas  continue  to  function  as  specified  in  the  Applicant’s 
management  plans,  permits,  and  BLM-specified  mitigation  measures.  Mitigation  measure  MM- 
Water-9  would  require  that  the  stormwater  management  systems  be  operated,  maintained,  and 
monitored  in  accordance  with  the  Applicant’s  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  (First  Solar 
2012k),  and  that  response  actions  be  taken  to  address  any  identified  erosion,  sedimentation,  or 
stormwater  damage  issues. 


Decommissioning 

Decommissioning  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  site  would  be  done  in  accordance  with  the 
Applicant’s  preliminary  Closure,  Decommissioning,  and  Reclamation  Plan  (First  Solar  2012d), 
required  as  part  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Lands-2.  This  Plan  summarizes  the  activities  that 
would  take  place  during  the  decommissioning  process.  In  general,  potential  impacts  associated 
with  decommissioning  are  expected  to  include  potential  soil  erosion  and  sedimentation  issues, 
similar  to  those  for  construction.  This  is  because  many  of  the  decommissioning  activities, 
including  the  removal  of  site  structures,  use  of  heavy  equipment,  and  site  grading  would  be 
similar  to  the  construction  activities.  These  activities  could  potentially  increase  the  risk  of  soil 
erosion  due  to  removal  of  stabilizing  features  such  as  structures,  vegetation,  soil  crusts,  and 
roads.  Although  protective  measures  such  as  stormwater  management  systems  and  BMPs  (silt 
fences  and  fiber  rolls)  would  protect  site  soils  from  erosion  during  construction,  these  features 
would  be  removed  during  decommissioning,  and  would  not  be  present  to  protect  site  soils 
during  most  of  the  decommissioning  period.  Instead,  protection  of  site  soils  during 
decommissioning  would  be  dependent  on  re-establishment  of  original  site  drainage,  vegetation, 
and  soil  crusts.  In  desert  environments,  these  processes  can  take  substantial  lengths  of  time, 
so  impacts  could  occur  for  the  long-term  during  decommissioning. 

Because  site  structures  would  be  removed  and  the  site  would  no  longer  be  occupied,  geologic 
hazards  and  soil  chemistry  would  no  longer  have  any  potential  to  impact  the  facility. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  as  part  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  not 
have  any  effect  on  soil  resources.  By  placing  limitations  on  future  land  uses  that  cause  surface 
disturbance  within  the  newly  added  23,363  acre  area,  this  action  would  provide  a beneficial 
impact  in  reducing  the  potential  for  the  disturbance  of  existing  soil  resources. 
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4.14.3.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Significance  conclusions  for  the  impacts  identified  for  each  phase  of  the  project  (Construction, 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  Decommissioning)  are  presented  below  based  on  the  CEQA 
Significance  Criteria.  Only  those  significance  criteria  which  were  determined  to  be  relevant  to 
the  project  are  addressed  below: 


SR-1 

Construction,  Operations  and  Maintenance,  and  Decommissioning 

The  Stateline  Solar  Farm  project  site  is  not  located  close  enough  to  any  of  the  surrounding 
hillside  mountains  to  be  affected  by  either  a debris  flow  or  a landslide.  The  project  would  not 
expose  people  or  structures  to  potential  substantial  adverse  effect,  including  the  risk  of  loss, 
injury,  or  death  involving  landslides.  No  impact  would  occur  under  project  construction, 
operations  and  maintenance,  or  decommissioning. 


SR-2 

Construction 

As  discussed  above,  modification  of  erosion-potential  characteristics  during  construction  could 
occur  from  a variety  of  sources,  including: 

• Removal  of  soil-stabilizing  vegetation  or  cryptobiotic  crusts  due  to  site  grading  and 
vehicle  movement;  and 

• Increase  in  stormwater  flow  velocity  through  a reduction  in  infiltration  rate  or  modification 
of  flow  paths. 

Removal  of  stabilizing  materials  and  modification  of  flow  paths  would  likely  lead  to  an  increase 
in  soil  erosion  off  of  the  site,  and  an  increase  in  sedimentation  in  downstream  areas.  In  the 
absence  of  protective  measures,  project  infrastructure  would  be  subject  to  potential  damage 
from  flash  flooding  on  the  alluvial  fan.  Without  implementation  of  mitigation  measures,  potential 
soil  erosion  impacts  would  be  significant. 

The  Applicant  has  proposed  a variety  of  measures  in  their  Plan  of  Development  (First  Solar 
2011)  and  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012k)  to  reduce  the  potential  for  soil 
erosion.  These  measures  would  also  be  required  and  regulated  under  a Construction  SWPPP, 
which  the  Applicant  would  be  required  to  obtain  under  the  Clean  Water  Act.  In  addition,  a 
variety  of  mitigation  measures  (MM-Water-7,  MM-Water-8,  MM-Veg-5,  and  MM-Air-1)  would 
require  the  implementation  of  flood  protection,  soil  stabilization,  and  revegetation  efforts,  each  of 
which  would  further  protect  site  soils  during  construction.  The  potential  for  the  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  project  to  cause  erosion  or  loss  of  topsoil  would  be  minimized  by  these  BMPs,  regulatory 
requirements,  and  mitigation  measures.  Potential  impacts  under  significance  criterion  SR-2 
would  be  less  than  significant  after  implementation  of  mitigation  measures. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Like  construction,  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  could  result  in 
increased  soil  erosion  if  stormwater  management  systems  are  not  maintained  and  operated  as 
specified  in  the  Applicant’s  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  and  the  mitigation  measures. 
Without  implementation  of  mitigation  measures,  potential  soil  erosion  impacts  would  be 
significant.  Therefore,  mitigation  measures  MM-Water-7,  MM-Water-9,  and  MM-Veg-5  would 
require  the  implementation  of  flood  protection,  stormwater  management,  soil  stabilization,  and 
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revegetation  efforts,  each  of  which  would  further  protect  site  soils  during  operations.  Potential 
impacts  under  significance  criterion  SR-2  would  be  less  than  significant  after  implementation  of 
mitigation  measures. 


Decommissioning 

Earth-disturbing  activities  during  decommissioning  would  be  similar  to  those  required  during 
construction,  including  excavation  and  grading.  These  activities  could  potentially  increase  the 
risk  of  soil  erosion  due  to  removal  of  stabilizing  features  such  as  structures,  vegetation,  soil 
crusts,  and  roads.  Although  protective  measures  such  as  stormwater  management  systems 
and  BMPs  (silt  fences  and  fiber  rolls)  would  protect  site  soils  from  erosion  during  construction, 
these  features  would  be  removed  during  decommissioning,  and  would  not  be  present  to  protect 
site  soils  during  most  of  the  decommissioning  period.  Instead,  protection  of  site  soils  during 
decommissioning  would  be  dependent  on  re-establishment  of  original  site  drainage,  vegetation, 
and  soil  crusts.  In  desert  environments,  these  processes  can  take  substantial  lengths  of  time, 
so  impacts  could  occur  for  the  long-term  during  decommissioning.  Without  implementation  of 
mitigation  measures,  potential  soil  erosion  impacts  would  be  significant. 

Implementation  of  decommissioning  in  accordance  with  the  Applicant’s  preliminary  Closure, 
Decommissioning,  and  Reclamation  Plan  (First  Solar  201 2d),  as  required  by  mitigation  measure 
MM-Lands-2,  would  facilitate  site  revegetation  as  rapidly  as  possible.  Potential  impacts  under 
criterion  SR-2  would  be  less  than  significant  with  the  implementation  of  this  mitigation  measure. 


SR-3 

Construction,  Operations  and  Maintenance,  and  Decommissioning 

Impacts  due  to  placement  of  the  facility  directly  on  unstable  soils  could  occur  due  to  liquefaction, 
lateral  spreading,  dynamic  compaction  or  hydrocompaction,  or  subsidence.  The  Applicant’s 
geotechnical  report  (Geosphere  Consultants  2008)  concluded  that  site  soils  could  be  sensitive 
to  liquefaction  if  saturated,  and  that  subsidence  is  known  to  be  present  on  the  edge  of  the 
Ivanpah  Dry  Lake.  The  report  did  not  evaluate  the  potential  for  dynamic  compaction  or 
hydrocompaction,  so  the  potential  for  these  processes  is  unknown.  Potential  adverse  impacts 
associated  with  these  processes  could  include  destabilization  of  project  infrastructure,  resulting 
in  stability  hazards  to  infrastructure  in  the  immediate  vicinity.  The  potential  for  these  impacts, 
and  the  consequences  of  the  impact,  would  be  the  same  for  project  construction,  operations 
and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning. 

Although  the  site’s  geologic  setting  and  soil  characteristics  could  result  in  the  presence  of 
unstable  units,  any  potential  impacts  resulting  from  these  unstable  units  would  be  minimal. 
Occupied  structures  on  the  facility  would  be  limited  to  a few  construction  trailers  and,  ultimately, 
a small  O&M  Building  that  would  be  occupied  by  fewer  than  10  workers.  The  proposed  facility 
would  not  include  any  tall  structures  that  could  catastrophically  fall  due  to  soil  instability.  There 
are  no  nearby  residents  or  other  occupied  structures  that  could  be  affected  if  a structure  within 
the  project  boundary  should  fail.  Therefore,  the  impacts  associated  with  any  potential  instability 
would  be  less  than  significant.  Further  geotechnical  studies  and  implementation  of  appropriate 
project  design,  as  required  by  mitigation  measures  MM-PH&S-1,  would  further  reduce  the 
potential  for  impacts  under  significance  criterion  SR-3  to  a less-than-significant  level. 
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SR-4 

Construction,  Operations  and  Maintenance,  and  Decommissioning 

Impacts  due  to  placement  of  the  facility  directly  on  unstable  soils  could  occur  due  to  expansive 
soils.  The  Applicant’s  geotechnical  report  (Geosphere  Consultants  2008)  concluded  that  soils 
on  and  near  the  Dry  Lake  could  be  expansive.  However,  no  facility  structures  would  be  located 
on  these  soils  under  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  impacts  associated  with  expansive  soils 
would  be  less  than  significant.  Further  geotechnical  studies  and  implementation  of  appropriate 
project  design,  as  required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-1,  would  further  reduce  the 
potential  for  impacts  under  significance  criterion  SR-4  to  a less-than-significant  level. 


SR-5 

Construction 

A temporary  septic  system  and  leach  field  with  a capacity  of  no  more  than  3,000  gallons  per  day 
would  be  installed  near  the  temporary  construction  trailers,  in  order  to  support  construction 
workers.  The  septic  system  would  be  permitted  through  San  Bernardino  County  and  would 
include  features  to  avoid  any  impacts  to  the  South  Ivanpah  Groundwater  Basin.  These  features 
may  include  locating  the  system  away  from  surface  water  drainage  features,  scour  protection 
over  the  absorption  field,  monitoring  wells  to  inspect  against  clogging  in  the  absorption  field, 
large  absorption  area  to  maximize  the  area  of  biological  treatment,  and/or  regular  maintenance 
by  a licensed  waste  management  contractor.  Impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

A septic  and  leach  field  system  with  a capacity  of  no  more  than  a few  hundred  gallons  per  day 
would  be  installed  at  the  O&M  building  to  support  operations  workers.  The  septic  system  would 
be  permitted  through  San  Bernardino  County  and  would  include  features  to  avoid  any  impacts 
to  the  South  Ivanpah  Groundwater  Basin.  These  features  may  include  locating  the  system 
away  from  surface  water  drainage  features,  scour  protection  over  the  absorption  field, 
monitoring  wells  to  inspect  against  clogging  in  the  absorption  field,  large  absorption  area  to 
maximize  the  area  of  biological  treatment,  and/or  regular  maintenance  by  a licensed  waste 
management  contractor.  Impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 


Decommissioning 

It  is  expected  that  the  O&M  Building,  with  its  septic  and  leach  field  system,  would  remain 
operational  until  near  the  end  of  the  decommissioning  period.  Following  removal  of  that  system, 
the  Applicant  would  likely  contract  temporary  sanitary  facilities  for  the  remainder  of  the  period. 
Impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 


4.14.4  Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 
4.14.4.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  2 would  include  implementation  of  a portion  of  the  solar  farm  in  a separate  area  to 
the  south  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course.  Based  on  a review  of  the  soils  and  geologic  setting 
of  this  additional  area,  the  type  of  soil  resource  impacts  there  is  expected  to  be  the  same  as  that 
for  the  area  of  the  Proposed  Action.  However,  a substantial  difference  between  Alternative  2 
and  the  Proposed  Action  with  respect  to  soil  resources  is  the  proximity  of  Alternative  2 to  the 
Ivanpah  Dry  Lake.  As  shown  in  Figure  3.14-1,  the  facility  would  be  directly  adjacent  to  the  Dry 
Lake  under  Alternative  2 and  approximately  750  feet  away  under  the  Proposed  Action.  This 
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difference  in  location  could  result  in  a difference  in  soil  resource  impacts  if  the  characteristics  of 
the  soil  adjacent  to  the  Dry  Lake  bed  are  substantially  different  than  the  characteristics  of  the 
soil  on  the  alluvial  fan.  The  potential  impacts  associated  with  these  differences  are  evaluated  in 
the  discussion  below. 


Construction 

Construction  activities  that  would  affect  soil  resources  include  excavation,  grading,  and  soil 
compaction  to  prepare  the  site  for  installation  of  project  components.  These  activities  would  be 
the  same  under  Alternative  2 as  under  the  Proposed  Action,  except  they  would  occur  over  an 
area  of  2,385  acres,  and  would  therefore  impact  a larger  area  than  the  Proposed  Action. 


Soil  Erosion  and  Loss  of  Topsoil 

The  project  activities  that  could  create  the  potential  for  erosion,  including  removal  of  soil 
stabilizing  vegetation  and  modification  of  stormwater  velocity,  would  be  the  same  for  Alternative 
2 as  for  the  Proposed  Action.  However,  due  to  the  closer  proximity  to  the  Dry  Lake,  the 
potential  for  soil  erosion  associated  with  Alternative  2 may  be  different  than  the  Proposed 
Action.  The  Dry  Lake  bed  soils  are  much  finer  in  grain  size  than  the  alluvial  fan  soils,  and 
therefore  could  be  expected  to  be  more  susceptible  to  water  and  wind  erosion.  However,  with 
respect  to  water  erosion,  the  Dry  Lake  bed  is  also  of  a flatter  grade  than  the  alluvial  fan.  As  a 
result,  stormwater  flow  velocities  would  be  lower  in  this  area,  balancing  out  the  finer  grain  size. 
Also,  as  discussed  above,  even  with  their  larger  grain  size,  the  alluvial  fan  soils  are  still 
expected  to  be  highly  susceptible  to  water  erosion  if  soil  stabilizing  features  such  as  vegetation 
and  soil  crusts  are  removed.  Therefore,  the  differences  in  soil  type  between  Alternative  2 and 
the  Proposed  Action  are  not  expected  to  create  a difference  in  soil  erosion  impacts. 

The  Applicant-proposed  minimization  measures,  regulatory  requirements,  and  mitigation 
measures  that  apply  to  the  Proposed  Action  would  also  apply  to  Alternative  2.  Alternative  2 
would  include  avoidance  of  drainage  channels,  implementation  of  upstream  debris  basins  to 
reduce  stormwater  flow  velocities  across  the  site,  site  grading  to  promote  sheet  flow, 
implementation  of  downstream  sediment  basins  to  capture  increased  sediment  loads,  and  use 
of  silt  fence  and  fiber  rolls  for  erosion  protection.  The  Applicant  would  construct  and  manage 
the  basins  in  accordance  with  specifications  in  their  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  (First  Solar 
2012k).  The  use  of  the  basins,  as  well  as  the  silt  fence  and  fiber  rolls,  would  be  governed  by 
the  Applicants  Construction  SWPPP,  which  they  would  be  required  to  obtain  under  the  Clean 
Water  Act.  In  addition,  a variety  of  mitigation  measures  (MM-Water-7,  MM-Water-8,  MM-Veg-5, 
and  MM-Air-1)  would  require  the  implementation  of  flood  protection,  soil  stabilization,  and 
revegetation  efforts,  each  of  which  would  further  protect  site  soils  during  construction. 
Therefore,  impacts  due  to  soil  erosion  and  loss  of  topsoil  would  be  avoided  or  substantially 
reduced  and  adverse  impacts  would  not  result  due  to  Alternative  2. 


Unstable  Geologic  Units 

The  Applicant’s  geotechnical  report  (Geosphere  Consultants  2008)  identified  differences 
between  the  alluvial  fan  soils  and  Dry  Lake  soils  that  may  affect  structural  stability  of  the  facility 
under  Alternative  2. 

The  limited  laboratory  testing  conducted  as  part  of  the  geotechnical  analysis  indicates  that  the 
near  surface  soils  at  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  site  may  be  sensitive  to  liquefaction  when 
saturated  with  water  (Geosphere  Consultants  2008).  However,  as  discussed  for  the  Proposed 
Action,  the  soils  would  have  to  be  saturated  to  be  subjected  to  liquefaction.  In  general,  the  large 
depth  to  groundwater  at  both  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternative  2 project  locations  (more  than 
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200  feet  deep)  implies  that  there  is  a low  potential  for  liquefaction  and  lateral  spreading  at  either 
location.  However,  the  proximity  of  the  proposed  facility  in  Alternative  2 to  the  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake 
(directly  adjacent)  could  have  an  effect  on  the  potential  for  soil  saturation.  During  certain  times 
of  the  year,  following  heavy  rainfall,  the  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  does  capture  standing  water  that  can 
take  weeks  or  months  to  evaporate  or  infiltrate.  Although  the  facility  in  Alternative  2 would  be 
located  outside  of  the  100-year  floodplain  for  the  Dry  Lake,  and  would  therefore  not  be 
subjected  to  standing  water,  it  would  be  located  within  less  than  50  feet  (laterally)  and  at  almost 
the  exact  same  elevation  as  the  saturated  soils  on  the  Dry  Lake  bed.  By  being  located  very 
close  to  the  Dry  Lake  bed  soils,  facility  structures  under  Alternative  2 could  be  subjected  to 
liquefaction  or  lateral  spreading. 

The  Applicant’s  geotechnical  report  also  reported  that  local  subsidence,  in  the  form  of  sinkholes, 
has  been  observed  along  the  northern  edge  of  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  near  the  solar  farm  project 
site.  Again,  the  closer  proximity  of  the  Alternative  2 site  configuration  to  the  Dry  Lake  bed 
implies  that  Alternative  2 would  have  a higher  risk  of  encountering  these  subsidence  features 
than  the  Proposed  Action. 

The  Applicant’s  geotechnical  report  also  concluded  that  the  soils  on  the  Dry  Lake  bed  have  a 
moderate  to  high  expansion  potential,  but  that  the  soils  outside  of  the  Dry  Lake  bed  have  a low 
expansion  potential.  The  report  recommended  that  any  structures  placed  on  the  lake  bed  be 
designed  and  constructed  to  account  for  the  potential  for  soil  expansion.  Again,  this 
recommendation  may  be  more  applicable  to  the  facility  under  Alternative  2 than  the  Proposed 
Action. 

Like  the  Proposed  Action,  occupied  structures  under  Alternative  2 would  be  limited  to  a few 
construction  trailers  and  a small  O&M  Building  that  would  be  occupied  by  fewer  than  10 
workers.  Alternative  2 would  not  include  any  tall  structures  that  could  catastrophically  fall  due  to 
soil  instability.  There  are  no  nearby  residents  or  other  occupied  structures  that  could  be 
affected  if  a structure  within  the  project  boundary  should  fail.  Therefore,  the  impacts  associated 
with  any  potential  instability  under  Alternative  2 would  be  minimal. 

As  for  the  Proposed  Action,  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-1  would  address  potential  impacts 
related  to  liquefaction,  dynamic  compaction,  subsidence,  and  expansive  soils.  Mitigation 
measure  MM-PH&S-1  requires  that  design-level  geotechnical  studies  to  be  performed  by  the 
Applicant  shall  include  detailed  characterization  of  subsurface  conditions,  including: 

• Identification  of  any  potentially  detrimental  chemicals  or  soil  features; 

• Excavation  of  potentially  expansive  of  collapsible  soils  during  construction  and 
replacement  with  engineered  backfill; 

• Ground-treatment  processes;  and 

• Redirection  of  surface  water  and  drainage  away  from  expansive  soils. 

If  the  design-level  studies  were  to  verify  the  presence  of  the  potentially  higher  instability  hazards 
at  the  Alternative  2 site  location,  detailed  facility  design  of  the  facilities  under  Alternative  2 would 
avoid  or  minimize  any  potential  impacts. 


Soil  Chemistry 

Similar  to  the  discussion  above  regarding  the  difference  in  soil  characteristics  between  the 
Proposed  Action  and  Alternative  2 site  location,  there  are  also  differences  in  soil  chemistry  that 
may  result  in  adverse  impacts  under  Alternative  2.  The  Applicant’s  geotechnical  report 
recommended  that,  because  of  the  high  concentration  of  water-soluble  sulfates  in  the  lakebed 
soils,  concrete  used  in  these  areas  be  protected  in  accordance  with  ACI  publication  318 
(Geosphere  Consultants  2008).  Again,  if  the  design-level  studies  were  to  verify  the  presence  of 
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the  potentially  higher  soil  chemistry  hazards  at  the  Alternative  2 site  location,  detailed  design  of 
the  facilities  under  Alternative  2 would  avoid  or  minimize  any  potential  impacts. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

All  of  the  potential  impacts  discussed  above  for  construction  of  Alternative  2 would  also  apply  to 
operation  and  maintenance  of  Alternative  2.  Except  for  minor  grading  and  gravel  application  to 
maintain  access  roads,  no  additional  project  activities  would  occur  that  could  potentially  result  in 
soil  erosion,  damage  due  to  unstable  soils,  or  damage  due  to  soil  chemistry.  Re-grading  and 
re-graveling  of  access  roads  for  routine  maintenance  would  not  alter  the  drainage  patterns  on- 
site, and  would  not  lead  to  a substantial  increase  in  erosion  or  loss  of  topsoil.  It  is  anticipated 
that  any  increase  in  surface  water  runoff  resulting  from  long-term  project  features  would  be 
location-specific,  and  that  such  effects  would  not  influence  surface  runoff  in  a manner  which 
would  result  in  erosion  or  loss  of  topsoil. 

Like  the  Proposed  Action,  the  infrastructure  existing  on  the  project  site  would  continue  to  be 
potentially  affected  by  stormwater  erosion  and  sedimentation,  soil  instability,  or  soil  chemistry 
throughout  the  operational  period  of  Alternative  2.  As  discussed  for  construction  above,  these 
hazards  may  be  greater  under  Alternative  2 than  under  the  Proposed  Action  due  to  the  different 
soil  characteristics  near  the  Dry  Lake  bed.  Therefore,  continuing  use  of  Best  Management 
Practices  and  inspection  and  monitoring  programs  would  be  required  throughout  the  operational 
period  to  verify  that  constructed  features,  including  stormwater  management  systems, 
compacted  soil  surface,  roads,  and  vegetated  areas  continue  to  function  as  specified  in  the 
Applicant’s  management  plans,  permits,  and  BLM-specified  mitigation  measures.  Mitigation 
measure  MM-Water-9  would  require  that  the  stormwater  management  systems  be  operated, 
maintained,  and  monitored  in  accordance  with  the  Applicant’s  Storm  Water  Management  Plan 
(First  Solar  2012k),  and  that  response  actions  be  taken  to  address  any  identified  erosion, 
sedimentation,  or  stormwater  damage  issues. 


Decommissioning 

Decommissioning  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  site  under  Alternative  2 would  be  done  in 
accordance  with  the  Applicant’s  preliminary  Closure,  Decommissioning,  and  Reclamation  Plan 
(First  Solar  201 2d),  required  as  part  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Lands-2.  The  activities  that 
would  take  place  during  the  decommissioning  process,  including  removal  of  site  structures, 
grading,  and  revegetation,  would  be  the  same  under  Alternative  2 as  with  the  Proposed  Action, 
and  therefore  the  potential  impacts  would  be  the  same. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  as  part  of  Alternative  2 would  not  have  any 
effect  on  soil  resources.  By  placing  limitations  on  future  land  uses  that  cause  surface 
disturbance  within  the  newly  added  23, 121  acre  area,  this  action  would  provide  a beneficial 
impact  in  reducing  the  potential  for  the  disturbance  of  existing  soil  resources. 


4.14.4.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Significance  conclusions  for  the  impacts  identified  for  each  phase  of  the  project  (Construction, 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  Decommissioning)  are  presented  below  based  on  the  CEQA 
Significance  Criteria.  Only  those  significance  criteria  which  were  determined  to  be  relevant  to 
the  project  are  addressed  below: 
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SR-1 

Construction,  Operations  and  Maintenance,  and  Decommissioning 

The  project  site  under  Alternative  2 is  not  located  close  enough  to  any  of  the  surrounding 
hillside  mountains  to  be  affected  by  either  a debris  flow  or  a landslide.  No  impact  would  occur 
under  project  construction,  operations  and  maintenance,  or  decommissioning. 


SR-2 

Construction 

Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  modification  of  erosion-potential  characteristics  during 
construction  of  Alternative  2 could  occur  from  removal  of  soil-stabilizing  vegetation,  or  from  an 
increase  in  stormwater  flow  velocity  through  a reduction  in  infiltration  rate  or  modification  of  flow 
paths.  Removal  of  stabilizing  materials  and  modification  of  flow  paths  would  likely  lead  to  an 
increase  in  soil  erosion  off  of  the  site,  and  an  increase  in  sedimentation  in  downstream  areas. 
In  the  absence  of  protective  measures,  project  infrastructure  would  be  subject  to  potential 
damage  from  flash  flooding  on  the  alluvial  fan.  Without  implementation  of  mitigation  measures, 
potential  soil  erosion  impacts  would  be  significant. 

The  measures  proposed  by  the  Applicant  in  their  Plan  of  Development  (First  Solar  2011)  and 
Storm  Water  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012k)  would  be  implemented  under  Alternative  2. 
These  measures  would  also  be  required  and  regulated  under  a Construction  SWPPP,  which  the 
Applicant  would  be  required  to  obtain  under  the  Clean  Water  Act.  In  addition,  a variety  of 
mitigation  measures  (MM-Water-7,  MM-Water-8,  MM-Veg-5,  and  MM-Air-1)  would  require  the 
implementation  of  flood  protection,  soil  stabilization,  and  revegetation  efforts,  each  of  which 
would  further  protect  site  soils  during  construction  of  Alternative  2.  The  potential  for 
construction  of  Alternative  2 to  cause  erosion  or  loss  of  topsoil  would  be  minimized  by  these 
BMPs,  regulatory  requirements,  and  mitigation  measures.  Potential  impacts  under  significance 
criterion  SR-2  would  be  less  than  significant  after  implementation  of  mitigation  measures. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Like  construction,  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  Alternative  2 could  result  in  increased  soil 
erosion  if  stormwater  management  systems  are  not  maintained  and  operated  as  specified  in  the 
Applicant’s  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  and  the  mitigation  measures.  Without 
implementation  of  mitigation  measures,  potential  soil  erosion  impacts  would  be  significant. 
Therefore,  mitigation  measures  MM-Water-7,  MM-Water-9,  and  MM-Veg-5  would  require  the 
implementation  of  flood  protection,  stormwater  management,  soil  stabilization,  and  revegetation 
efforts,  each  of  which  would  further  protect  site  soils  during  operation  of  Alternative  2.  Potential 
impacts  under  significance  criterion  SR-2  would  be  less  than  significant  after  implementation  of 
mitigation  measures. 


Decommissioning 

Earth-disturbing  activities  during  decommissioning  of  Alternative  2 would  be  similar  to  those 
required  during  construction,  including  excavation  and  grading.  These  activities  could 
potentially  increase  the  risk  of  soil  erosion  due  to  removal  of  stabilizing  features  such  as 
structures,  vegetation,  soil  crusts,  and  roads.  Although  protective  measures  such  as 
stormwater  management  systems  and  BMPs  (silt  fences  and  fiber  rolls)  would  protect  site  soils 
from  erosion  during  construction,  these  features  would  be  removed  during  decommissioning, 
and  would  not  be  present  to  protect  site  soils  during  most  of  the  decommissioning  period. 
Instead,  protection  of  site  soils  during  decommissioning  would  be  dependent  on  re- 
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establishment  of  original  site  drainage,  vegetation,  and  soil  crusts.  In  desert  environments, 
these  processes  can  take  substantial  lengths  of  time,  so  impacts  could  occur  for  the  long-term 
during  decommissioning.  Without  implementation  of  mitigation  measures,  potential  soil  erosion 
impacts  under  Alternative  2 would  be  significant. 

Alternative  2 would  include  implementation  of  decommissioning  in  accordance  with  the 
Applicant’s  preliminary  Closure,  Decommissioning,  and  Reclamation  Plan  (First  Solar  2012d), 
as  required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-Lands-2.  This  mitigation  measure  would  facilitate  site 
revegetation  as  rapidly  as  possible.  Potential  impacts  under  criterion  SR-2  would  be  less  than 
significant  with  the  implementation  of  this  mitigation  measure. 


SR-3 

Construction,  Operations  and  Maintenance,  and  Decommissioning 

Impacts  due  to  placement  of  the  facility  directly  on  unstable  soils  under  Alternative  2 could  occur 
due  to  liquefaction,  lateral  spreading,  dynamic  compaction  or  hydrocompaction,  or  subsidence. 
As  discussed  for  construction,  the  potential  for  these  impacts  may  be  greater  under  Alternative 
2 than  under  the  Proposed  Action  due  to  the  different  soil  characteristics  near  the  Dry  Lake  bed. 
Potential  adverse  impacts  associated  with  these  processes  could  include  destabilization  of 
project  infrastructure,  resulting  in  stability  hazards  to  infrastructure  in  the  immediate  vicinity. 
The  potential  for  these  impacts,  and  the  consequences  of  the  impact,  would  be  the  same  for 
project  construction,  operations  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning. 

Although  the  site’s  geologic  setting  and  soil  characteristics  could  result  in  the  presence  of 
unstable  units,  any  potential  impacts  resulting  from  these  unstable  units  would  be  minimal. 
Occupied  structures  on  the  facility  would  be  limited  to  a few  construction  trailers  and,  ultimately, 
a small  O&M  Building  that  would  be  occupied  by  fewer  than  10  workers.  The  proposed  facility 
under  Alternative  2 would  not  include  any  tall  structures  that  could  catastrophically  fall  due  to 
soil  instability.  There  are  no  nearby  residents  or  other  occupied  structures  that  could  be 
affected  if  a structure  within  the  project  boundary  should  fail.  Therefore,  the  impacts  associated 
with  any  potential  instability  would  be  less  than  significant.  Further  geotechnical  studies  and 
implementation  of  appropriate  project  design,  as  required  by  mitigation  measures  MM-PH&S-1, 
would  further  reduce  the  potential  for  impacts  under  significance  criterion  SR-3  to  a less-than- 
significant  level. 


SR-4 

Construction,  Operations  and  Maintenance,  and  Decommissioning 

Impacts  due  to  placement  of  the  facility  directly  on  unstable  soils  under  Alternative  2 could  occur 
due  to  expansive  soils.  The  Applicant’s  geotechnical  report  (Geosphere  Consultants  2008) 
concluded  that  soils  on  and  near  the  Dry  Lake  could  be  expansive.  Further  geotechnical 
studies  and  implementation  of  appropriate  project  design,  as  required  by  mitigation  measure 
MM-PH&S-1,  would  further  reduce  the  potential  for  impacts  under  significance  criterion  SR-4  to 
a less-than-significant  level. 


SR-5 

Construction 

Under  Alternative  2,  a temporary  septic  system  and  leach  field  with  a capacity  of  no  more  than 
3,000  gallons  per  day  would  be  installed  near  the  temporary  construction  trailers,  in  order  to 
support  construction  workers.  The  septic  system  would  be  permitted  through  San  Bernardino 
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County  and  would  include  features  to  avoid  any  impacts  to  the  South  Ivanpah  Groundwater 
Basin.  These  features  may  include  locating  the  system  away  from  surface  water  drainage 
features,  scour  protection  over  the  absorption  field,  monitoring  wells  to  inspect  against  clogging 
in  the  absorption  field,  large  absorption  area  to  maximize  the  area  of  biological  treatment,  and/or 
regular  maintenance  by  a licensed  waste  management  contractor.  Impacts  would  be  less  than 
significant. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Under  Alternative  2,  a long-term  septic  and  leach  field  system  with  a capacity  of  no  more  than  a 
few  hundred  gallons  per  day  would  be  installed  at  the  O&M  building  to  support  operations 
workers.  The  septic  system  would  be  permitted  through  San  Bernardino  County  and  would 
include  features  to  avoid  any  impacts  to  the  South  Ivanpah  Groundwater  Basin.  These  features 
may  include  locating  the  system  away  from  surface  water  drainage  features,  scour  protection 
over  the  absorption  field,  monitoring  wells  to  inspect  against  clogging  in  the  absorption  field, 
large  absorption  area  to  maximize  the  area  of  biological  treatment,  and/or  regular  maintenance 
by  a licensed  waste  management  contractor.  Impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 


Decommissioning 

It  is  expected  that  the  O&M  Building,  with  its  septic  and  leach  field  system,  would  remain 
operational  until  near  the  end  of  the  decommissioning  period  of  Alternative  2.  Following 
removal  of  that  system,  the  Applicant  would  likely  contract  temporary  sanitary  facilities  for  the 
remainder  of  the  period.  Impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 


4.14.5  Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 
4.14.5.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Revised  Alternative  3 is  conceptually  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1 ),  but  would 
be  placed  within  a different  land  area  which  comprises  1,685  acres.  The  land  area  associated 
with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  partially  overlap  with  the  land  area  associated  with  the 
Proposed  Action,  but  would  be  shifted  towards  the  south  and  east. 

Similar  to  Alternative  2,  a substantial  difference  between  Revised  Alternative  3 and  the 
Proposed  Action  with  respect  to  soil  resources  is  the  proximity  of  Revised  Alternative  3 to  the 
Ivanpah  Dry  Lake.  As  shown  in  Figure  3.14-1,  the  facility  would  be  directly  adjacent  to  the  Dry 
Lake  under  Revised  Alternative  3 and  approximately  750  feet  away  under  the  Proposed  Action. 
The  relationship  of  the  facility  to  the  Dry  Lake  under  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  similar  to 
that  of  Alternative  2.  Therefore,  the  construction,  operations  and  maintenance,  and 
decommissioning  impacts  discussed  for  this  area  for  Alternative  2,  including  impacts  associated 
with  soil  erosion  and  loss  of  topsoil,  unstable  geologic  units,  and  soil  chemistry,  would  also 
apply  to  Revised  Alternative  3. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  as  part  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  not 
have  any  effect  on  soil  resources.  By  placing  limitations  on  future  land  uses  that  cause  surface 
disturbance  within  the  newly  added  23,821  acre  area,  this  action  would  provide  a beneficial 
impact  in  reducing  the  potential  for  the  disturbance  of  existing  soil  resources. 
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4.14.5.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Significance  conclusions  for  the  impacts  identified  for  each  phase  of  the  project  (Construction, 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  Decommissioning)  are  presented  below  based  on  the  CEQA 
Significance  Criteria.  Only  those  significance  criteria  which  were  determined  to  be  relevant  to 
the  project  are  addressed  below: 


SR-1 

Construction,  Operations  and  Maintenance,  and  Decommissioning 

The  project  site  under  Revised  Alternative  3 is  not  located  close  enough  to  any  of  the 
surrounding  hillside  mountains  to  be  affected  by  either  a debris  flow  or  a landslide.  No  impact 
would  occur  under  project  construction,  operations  and  maintenance,  or  decommissioning. 


SR-2 

Construction 

Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  modification  of  erosion-potential  characteristics  during 
construction  of  Revised  Alternative  3 could  occur  from  removal  of  soil-stabilizing  vegetation,  or 
from  an  increase  in  stormwater  flow  velocity  through  a reduction  in  infiltration  rate  or 
modification  of  flow  paths.  Removal  of  stabilizing  materials  and  modification  of  flow  paths  would 
likely  lead  to  an  increase  in  soil  erosion  off  of  the  site,  and  an  increase  in  sedimentation  in 
downstream  areas.  In  the  absence  of  protective  measures,  project  infrastructure  would  be 
subject  to  potential  damage  from  flash  flooding  on  the  alluvial  fan.  Without  implementation  of 
mitigation  measures,  potential  soil  erosion  impacts  would  be  significant. 

The  measures  proposed  by  the  Applicant  in  their  Plan  of  Development  (First  Solar  2011)  and 
Storm  Water  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012k)  would  be  implemented  under  Revised 
Alternative  3.  These  measures  would  also  be  required  and  regulated  under  a Construction 
SWPPP,  which  the  Applicant  would  be  required  to  obtain  under  the  Clean  Water  Act.  In 
addition,  a variety  of  mitigation  measures  (MM-Water-7,  MM-Water-8,  MM-Veg-5,  and  MM-Air- 
1)  would  require  the  implementation  of  flood  protection,  soil  stabilization,  and  revegetation 
efforts,  each  of  which  would  further  protect  site  soils  during  construction  of  Revised  Alternative 
3.  The  potential  for  construction  of  Revised  Alternative  3 to  cause  erosion  or  loss  of  topsoil 
would  be  minimized  by  these  BMPs,  regulatory  requirements,  and  mitigation  measures. 
Potential  impacts  under  significance  criterion  SR-2  would  be  less  than  significant  after 
implementation  of  mitigation  measures. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Like  construction,  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  Revised  Alternative  3 could  result  in 
increased  soil  erosion  if  stormwater  management  systems  are  not  maintained  and  operated  as 
specified  in  the  Applicant’s  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  and  the  mitigation  measures. 
Without  implementation  of  mitigation  measures,  potential  soil  erosion  impacts  would  be 
significant.  Therefore,  mitigation  measures  MM-Water-7,  MM-Water-9,  and  MM-Veg-5  would 
require  the  implementation  of  flood  protection,  stormwater  management,  soil  stabilization,  and 
revegetation  efforts,  each  of  which  would  further  protect  site  soils  during  operation  of  Revised 
Alternative  3.  Potential  impacts  under  significance  criterion  SR-2  would  be  less  than  significant 
after  implementation  of  mitigation  measures. 
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Decommissioning 

Earth-disturbing  activities  during  decommissioning  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  similar  to 
those  required  during  construction,  including  excavation  and  grading.  These  activities  could 
potentially  increase  the  risk  of  soil  erosion  due  to  removal  of  stabilizing  features  such  as 
structures,  vegetation,  soil  crusts,  and  roads.  Although  protective  measures  such  as 
stormwater  management  systems  and  BMPs  (silt  fences  and  fiber  rolls)  would  protect  site  soils 
from  erosion  during  construction,  these  features  would  be  removed  during  decommissioning, 
and  would  not  be  present  to  protect  site  soils  during  most  of  the  decommissioning  period. 
Instead,  protection  of  site  soils  during  decommissioning  would  be  dependent  on  re- 
establishment of  original  site  drainage,  vegetation,  and  soil  crusts.  In  desert  environments, 
these  processes  can  take  substantial  lengths  of  time,  so  impacts  could  occur  for  the  long-term 
during  decommissioning.  Without  implementation  of  mitigation  measures,  potential  soil  erosion 
impacts  under  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  significant. 

Revised  Alternative  3 would  include  implementation  of  decommissioning  in  accordance  with  the 
Applicant’s  preliminary  Closure,  Decommissioning,  and  Reclamation  Plan  (First  Solar  201 2d), 
as  required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-Lands-2.  This  mitigation  measure  would  facilitate  site 
revegetation  as  rapidly  as  possible.  Potential  impacts  under  criterion  SR-2  would  be  less  than 
significant  with  the  implementation  of  this  mitigation  measure. 


SR-3 

Construction,  Operations  and  Maintenance,  and  Decommissioning 

Impacts  due  to  placement  of  the  facility  directly  on  unstable  soils  under  Revised  Alternative  3 
could  occur  due  to  liquefaction,  lateral  spreading,  dynamic  compaction  or  hydrocompaction,  or 
subsidence.  As  discussed  for  construction,  the  potential  for  these  impacts  may  be  greater 
under  Revised  Alternative  3 than  under  the  Proposed  Action  due  to  the  different  soil 
characteristics  near  the  Dry  Lake  bed.  Potential  adverse  impacts  associated  with  these 
processes  could  include  destabilization  of  project  infrastructure,  resulting  in  stability  hazards  to 
infrastructure  in  the  immediate  vicinity.  The  potential  for  these  impacts,  and  the  consequences 
of  the  impact,  would  be  the  same  for  project  construction,  operations  and  maintenance,  and 
decommissioning. 

Although  the  site’s  geologic  setting  and  soil  characteristics  could  result  in  the  presence  of 
unstable  units,  any  potential  impacts  resulting  from  these  unstable  units  would  be  minimal. 
Occupied  structures  on  the  facility  would  be  limited  to  a few  construction  trailers  and,  ultimately, 
a small  O&M  Building  that  would  be  occupied  by  fewer  than  10  workers.  The  proposed  facility 
under  Revised  Alternative  3 would  not  include  any  tall  structures  that  could  catastrophically  fall 
due  to  soil  instability.  There  are  no  nearby  residents  or  other  occupied  structures  that  could  be 
affected  if  a structure  within  the  project  boundary  should  fail.  Therefore,  the  impacts  associated 
with  any  potential  instability  would  be  less  than  significant.  Further  geotechnical  studies  and 
implementation  of  appropriate  project  design,  as  required  by  mitigation  measures  MM-PH&S-1, 
would  further  reduce  the  potential  for  impacts  under  significance  criterion  SR-3  to  a less-than- 
significant  level. 


SR-4 

Construction,  Operations  and  Maintenance,  and  Decommissioning 

Impacts  due  to  placement  of  the  facility  directly  on  unstable  soils  under  Revised  Alternative  3 
could  occur  due  to  expansive  soils.  The  Applicant’s  geotechnical  report  (Geosphere 
Consultants  2008)  concluded  that  soils  on  and  near  the  Dry  Lake  could  be  expansive.  Further 
geotechnical  studies  and  implementation  of  appropriate  project  design,  as  required  by  mitigation 
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measure  MM-PH&S-1,  would  further  reduce  the  potential  for  impacts  under  significance  criterion 
SR-4  to  a less-than-significant  level. 


SR-5 

Construction 

Under  Revised  Alternative  3,  a temporary  septic  system  and  leach  field  with  a capacity  of  no 
more  than  3,000  gallons  per  day  would  be  installed  near  the  temporary  construction  trailers,  in 
order  to  support  construction  workers.  The  septic  system  would  be  permitted  through  San 
Bernardino  County  and  would  include  features  to  avoid  any  impacts  to  the  South  Ivanpah 
Groundwater  Basin.  These  features  may  include  locating  the  system  away  from  surface  water 
drainage  features,  scour  protection  over  the  absorption  field,  monitoring  wells  to  inspect  against 
clogging  in  the  absorption  field,  large  absorption  area  to  maximize  the  area  of  biological 
treatment,  and/or  regular  maintenance  by  a licensed  waste  management  contractor.  Impacts 
would  be  less  than  significant. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Under  Revised  Alternative  3,  a long-term  septic  and  leach  field  system  with  a capacity  of  no 
more  than  a few  hundred  gallons  per  day  would  be  installed  at  the  O&M  building  to  support 
operations  workers.  The  septic  system  would  be  permitted  through  San  Bernardino  County  and 
would  include  features  to  avoid  any  impacts  to  the  South  Ivanpah  Groundwater  Basin.  These 
features  may  include  locating  the  system  away  from  surface  water  drainage  features,  scour 
protection  over  the  absorption  field,  monitoring  wells  to  inspect  against  clogging  in  the 
absorption  field,  large  absorption  area  to  maximize  the  area  of  biological  treatment,  and/or 
regular  maintenance  by  a licensed  waste  management  contractor.  Impacts  would  be  less  than 
significant. 


Decommissioning 

It  is  expected  that  the  O&M  Building,  with  its  septic  and  leach  field  system,  would  remain 
operational  until  near  the  end  of  the  decommissioning  period  of  Revised  Alternative  3. 
Following  removal  of  that  system,  the  Applicant  would  likely  contract  temporary  sanitary  facilities 
for  the  remainder  of  the  period.  Impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 


4.14.6  Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 
4.14.6.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  4 is  conceptually  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1 ),  but  would  be  placed 
within  a different  land  area  which  comprises  1,766  acres.  The  land  area  associated  with 
Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  the  northern  portion  of  the  bifurcated  footprint  of  Alternative 
2.  This  northern  portion  is  the  part  of  the  Alternative  2 layout  that  is  located  adjacent  to  the 
Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  bed.  The  facility  under  Alternative  4 would  be  directly  adjacent  to  the  Dry 
Lake,  as  opposed  to  being  approximately  750  feet  away  under  the  Proposed  Action.  The 
relationship  of  the  facility  to  the  Dry  Lake  under  Alternative  4 would  be  similar  to  that  of 
Alternative  2.  Therefore,  the  construction,  operations  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning 
impacts  discussed  for  this  area  for  Alternative  2,  including  impacts  associated  with  soil  erosion 
and  loss  of  topsoil,  unstable  geologic  units,  and  soil  chemistry,  would  also  apply  to  Alternative  4. 
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Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  as  part  of  Alternative  4 would  not  have  any 
effect  on  soil  resources.  By  placing  limitations  on  future  land  uses  that  cause  surface 
disturbance  within  the  newly  added  23, 740  acre  area,  this  action  would  provide  a beneficial 
impact  in  reducing  the  potential  for  the  disturbance  of  existing  soil  resources. 


4.14.6.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Significance  conclusions  for  the  impacts  identified  for  each  phase  of  the  project  (Construction, 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  Decommissioning)  are  presented  below  based  on  the  CEQA 
Significance  Criteria.  Only  those  significance  criteria  which  were  determined  to  be  relevant  to 
the  project  are  addressed  below: 


SR-1 

Construction,  Operations  and  Maintenance,  and  Decommissioning 

The  project  site  under  Alternative  4 is  not  located  close  enough  to  any  of  the  surrounding 
hillside  mountains  to  be  affected  by  either  a debris  flow  or  a landslide.  No  impact  would  occur 
under  project  construction,  operations  and  maintenance,  or  decommissioning.  In  addition, 
Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  a substantial  lessening  of  any  significant  environmental  impacts 
as  compared  to  the  other  alternatives. 


SR-2 

Construction 

Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  modification  of  erosion-potential  characteristics  during 
construction  of  Alternative  4 could  occur  from  removal  of  soil-stabilizing  vegetation,  or  from  an 
increase  in  stormwater  flow  velocity  through  a reduction  in  infiltration  rate  or  modification  of  flow 
paths.  Removal  of  stabilizing  materials  and  modification  of  flow  paths  would  likely  lead  to  an 
increase  in  soil  erosion  off  of  the  site,  and  an  increase  in  sedimentation  in  downstream  areas. 
In  the  absence  of  protective  measures,  project  infrastructure  would  be  subject  to  potential 
damage  from  flash  flooding  on  the  alluvial  fan.  Without  implementation  of  mitigation  measures, 
potential  soil  erosion  impacts  would  be  significant. 

The  measures  proposed  by  the  Applicant  in  their  Plan  of  Development  (First  Solar  2011)  and 
Storm  Water  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012k)  would  be  implemented  under  Alternative  4. 
These  measures  would  also  be  required  and  regulated  under  a Construction  SWPPP,  which  the 
Applicant  would  be  required  to  obtain  under  the  Clean  Water  Act.  In  addition,  a variety  of 
mitigation  measures  (MM-Water-7,  MM-Water-8,  MM-Veg-5,  and  MM-Air-1)  would  require  the 
implementation  of  flood  protection,  soil  stabilization,  and  revegetation  efforts,  each  of  which 
would  further  protect  site  soils  during  construction  of  Alternative  4.  The  potential  for 
construction  of  Alternative  4 to  cause  erosion  or  loss  of  topsoil  would  be  minimized  by  these 
BMPs,  regulatory  requirements,  and  mitigation  measures.  Potential  impacts  under  significance 
criterion  SR-2  would  be  less  than  significant  after  implementation  of  mitigation  measures.  In 
addition,  Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  a substantial  lessening  of  any  significant 
environmental  impacts  as  compared  to  the  other  alternatives. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Like  construction,  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  Alternative  4 could  result  in  increased  soil 
erosion  if  stormwater  management  systems  are  not  maintained  and  operated  as  specified  in  the 
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Applicant’s  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  and  the  mitigation  measures.  Without 
implementation  of  mitigation  measures,  potential  soil  erosion  impacts  would  be  significant. 
Therefore,  mitigation  measures  MM-Water-7,  MM-Water-9,  and  MM-Veg-5  would  require  the 
implementation  of  flood  protection,  stormwater  management,  soil  stabilization,  and  revegetation 
efforts,  each  of  which  would  further  protect  site  soils  during  operation  of  Alternative  4.  Potential 
impacts  under  significance  criterion  SR-2  would  be  less  than  significant  after  implementation  of 
mitigation  measures.  In  addition,  Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  a substantial  lessening  of  any 
significant  environmental  impacts  as  compared  to  the  other  alternatives. 


Decommissioning 

Earth-disturbing  activities  during  decommissioning  of  Alternative  4 would  be  similar  to  those 
required  during  construction,  including  excavation  and  grading.  These  activities  could 
potentially  increase  the  risk  of  soil  erosion  due  to  removal  of  stabilizing  features  such  as 
structures,  vegetation,  soil  crusts,  and  roads.  Although  protective  measures  such  as 
stormwater  management  systems  and  BMPs  (silt  fences  and  fiber  rolls)  would  protect  site  soils 
from  erosion  during  construction,  these  features  would  be  removed  during  decommissioning, 
and  would  not  be  present  to  protect  site  soils  during  most  of  the  decommissioning  period. 
Instead,  protection  of  site  soils  during  decommissioning  would  be  dependent  on  re- 
establishment of  original  site  drainage,  vegetation,  and  soil  crusts.  In  desert  environments, 
these  processes  can  take  substantial  lengths  of  time,  so  impacts  could  occur  for  the  long-term 
during  decommissioning.  Without  implementation  of  mitigation  measures,  potential  soil  erosion 
impacts  under  Alternative  4 would  be  significant. 

Alternative  4 would  include  implementation  of  decommissioning  in  accordance  with  the 
Applicant’s  preliminary  Closure,  Decommissioning,  and  Reclamation  Plan  (First  Solar  201 2d), 
as  required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-Lands-2.  This  mitigation  measure  would  facilitate  site 
revegetation  as  rapidly  as  possible.  Potential  impacts  under  criterion  SR-2  would  be  less  than 
significant  with  the  implementation  of  this  mitigation  measure.  In  addition,  Alternative  4 would 
not  result  in  a substantial  lessening  of  any  significant  environmental  impacts  as  compared  to  the 
other  alternatives. 


SR-3 

Construction,  Operations  and  Maintenance,  and  Decommissioning 

Impacts  due  to  placement  of  the  facility  directly  on  unstable  soils  under  Alternative  4 could  occur 
due  to  liquefaction,  lateral  spreading,  dynamic  compaction  or  hydrocompaction,  or  subsidence. 
As  discussed  for  construction,  the  potential  for  these  impacts  may  be  greater  under  Alternative 
4 than  under  the  Proposed  Action  due  to  the  different  soil  characteristics  near  the  Dry  Lake  bed. 
Potential  adverse  impacts  associated  with  these  processes  could  include  destabilization  of 
project  infrastructure,  resulting  in  stability  hazards  to  infrastructure  in  the  immediate  vicinity. 
The  potential  for  these  impacts,  and  the  consequences  of  the  impact,  would  be  the  same  for 
project  construction,  operations  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning. 

Although  the  site’s  geologic  setting  and  soil  characteristics  could  result  in  the  presence  of 
unstable  units,  any  potential  impacts  resulting  from  these  unstable  units  would  be  minimal. 
Occupied  structures  on  the  facility  would  be  limited  to  a few  construction  trailers  and,  ultimately, 
a small  O&M  Building  that  would  be  occupied  by  fewer  than  10  workers.  The  proposed  facility 
under  Alternative  4 would  not  include  any  tall  structures  that  could  catastrophically  fall  due  to 
soil  instability.  There  are  no  nearby  residents  or  other  occupied  structures  that  could  be 
affected  if  a structure  within  the  project  boundary  should  fail.  Therefore,  the  impacts  associated 
with  any  potential  instability  would  be  less  than  significant.  Further  geotechnical  studies  and 
implementation  of  appropriate  project  design,  as  required  by  mitigation  measures  MM-PH&S-1, 
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would  further  reduce  the  potential  for  impacts  under  significance  criterion  SR-3  to  a less-than- 
significant  level.  In  addition,  Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  a substantial  lessening  of  any 
significant  environmental  impacts  as  compared  to  the  other  alternatives. 


SR-4 

Construction,  Operations  and  Maintenance,  and  Decommissioning 

Impacts  due  to  placement  of  the  facility  directly  on  unstable  soils  under  Alternative  4 could  occur 
due  to  expansive  soils.  The  Applicant’s  geotechnical  report  (Geosphere  Consultants  2008) 
concluded  that  soils  on  and  near  the  Dry  Lake  could  be  expansive.  Further  geotechnical 
studies  and  implementation  of  appropriate  project  design,  as  required  by  mitigation  measure 
MM-PH&S-1 , would  further  reduce  the  potential  for  impacts  under  significance  criterion  SR-4  to 
a less-than-significant  level.  In  addition,  Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  a substantial  lessening 
of  any  significant  environmental  impacts  as  compared  to  the  other  alternatives. 


SR-5 

Construction 

Under  Alternative  4,  a temporary  septic  system  and  leach  field  with  a capacity  of  no  more  than 
3,000  gallons  per  day  would  be  installed  near  the  temporary  construction  trailers,  in  order  to 
support  construction  workers.  The  septic  system  would  be  permitted  through  San  Bernardino 
County  and  would  include  features  to  avoid  any  impacts  to  the  South  Ivanpah  Groundwater 
Basin.  These  features  may  include  locating  the  system  away  from  surface  water  drainage 
features,  scour  protection  over  the  absorption  field,  monitoring  wells  to  inspect  against  clogging 
in  the  absorption  field,  large  absorption  area  to  maximize  the  area  of  biological  treatment,  and/or 
regular  maintenance  by  a licensed  waste  management  contractor.  Impacts  would  be  less  than 
significant.  In  addition,  Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  a substantial  lessening  of  any  significant 
environmental  impacts  as  compared  to  the  other  alternatives. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Under  Alternative  4,  a long-term  septic  and  leach  field  system  with  a capacity  of  no  more  than  a 
few  hundred  gallons  per  day  would  be  installed  at  the  O&M  building  to  support  operations 
workers.  The  septic  system  would  be  permitted  through  San  Bernardino  County  and  would 
include  features  to  avoid  any  impacts  to  the  South  Ivanpah  Groundwater  Basin.  These  features 
may  include  locating  the  system  away  from  surface  water  drainage  features,  scour  protection 
over  the  absorption  field,  monitoring  wells  to  inspect  against  clogging  in  the  absorption  field, 
large  absorption  area  to  maximize  the  area  of  biological  treatment,  and/or  regular  maintenance 
by  a licensed  waste  management  contractor.  Impacts  would  be  less  than  significant.  In 
addition,  Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  a substantial  lessening  of  any  significant 
environmental  impacts  as  compared  to  the  other  alternatives. 


Decommissioning 

It  is  expected  that  the  O&M  Building,  with  its  septic  and  leach  field  system,  would  remain 
operational  until  near  the  end  of  the  decommissioning  period  of  Alternative  4.  Following 
removal  of  that  system,  the  Applicant  would  likely  contract  temporary  sanitary  facilities  for  the 
remainder  of  the  period.  Impacts  would  be  less  than  significant.  In  addition,  Alternative  4 would 
not  result  in  a substantial  lessening  of  any  significant  environmental  impacts  as  compared  to  the 
other  alternatives. 
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4.14.7  Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 

4.14.7.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Under  Alternative  5,  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  be  approved  and  BLM  would  not  amend  the 
CDCA  Plan.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be  constructed  on  the  project  site  and 
BLM  would  continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the  existing  land  use  designation  in  the 
CDCA  Plan.  Therefore,  the  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  occur.  However,  the  land 
on  which  the  project  is  proposed  would  become  available  to  other  uses  that  are  consistent  with 
BLM’s  CDCA  plan,  including  another  renewable  energy  project. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  Alternative  5.  Land 
uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today.  Because  the 
boundary  of  the  DWMA  would  not  be  modified,  the  associated  land  area  of  more  than  23,000 
acres  would  be  available  to  other  land  uses,  as  are  acceptable  in  the  CDCA  Plan.  Therefore, 
the  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  have  the  potential  beneficial  impact  to  soil  resources 
associated  with  limiting  future  land  uses  in  that  area  associated  with  the  amendments  to  the 
boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA. 

Overall,  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  have  any  adverse  impact  on  soil  resources,  but  it 
also  would  not  have  any  of  the  beneficial  impacts  associated  with  limiting  future  land  uses. 


4.14.7.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

No  impacts  would  occur  to  soil  resources  under  Alternative  5. 


4.14.8  Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 
4.14.8.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  6 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  not  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  and  no  project  would  be  approved.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be 
constructed  on  the  site,  and  the  BLM  would  continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the 
existing  land  use  designation  in  the  CDCA  Plan.  It  is  expected  that  the  site  would  remain  in  its 
existing  condition  unless  another  use  is  designated  in  this  amendment.  As  a result,  no  ground 
disturbing  activities  would  occur,  and  there  would  therefore  be  no  potential  for  impacts  to  soil 
resources. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  as  part  of  Alternative  6 would  not  have  any 
effect  on  soil  resources.  By  placing  limitations  on  future  land  uses  that  cause  surface 
disturbance  within  the  newly  added  25,506  acre  area,  this  action  would  provide  a beneficial 
impact  in  reducing  the  potential  for  the  disturbance  of  existing  soil  resources. 


4.14.8.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

No  impacts  would  occur  to  soil  resources  under  Alternative  6. 
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4.14.9  Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 

4.14.9.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  7 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  although  none  of  the  action  alternatives  would  be  approved.  The  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  Project  would  not  be  constructed  on  the  project  site  and  the  project  site  would  remain 
vacant  in  the  near-term.  Under  this  alternative,  the  BLM  would  not  approve  the  proposed 
facility,  but  would  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  to  allow  for  other  solar  projects  on  the  site.  As  a 
result,  it  is  possible  that  another  solar  energy  project  could  be  constructed  on  the  site. 

If  this  were  to  occur,  it  is  likely  that  construction,  operation,  and  decommissioning  impacts  to  soil 
resources  would  be  similar  to  the  impacts  described  for  Alternative  1 . Specific  impacts  could 
depend  on  the  siting  of  the  future  facility  with  respect  to  the  Dry  Lake  bed,  and  would  need  to  be 
assessed  in  a project-specific  environmental  evaluation. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  Alternative  7.  Land 
uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today.  If  a solar  or  other 
renewable  energy  facility  is  proposed  on  the  site  in  the  future,  the  impact  on  soil  resources 
would  be  considered  in  a project-specific  environmental  analysis  that  would  occur  at  that  time. 


4.14.9.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

There  would  be  no  impacts  to  soil  resources  under  Alternative  7. 


4.14.10  Cumulative  Impacts 
4.14.10.1  Geographic  Extent/Context 

The  geographic  extent  for  analysis  of  cumulative  impacts  related  to  soil  resources  is  the  project 
site  itself.  Any  potential  impacts  to  soil  resources  related  to  construction,  operation  and 
maintenance,  and  decommissioning  of  the  proposed  Stateline  facility  would  be  site-specific  and 
would  only  occur  within  the  proposed  project  boundary;  off-site  soil  resources  would  not  be 
affected. 


4.14.10.2  Existing  Cumulative  Conditions 

Past  and  current  activities  that  have  affected  soil  resources  within  the  Project  Study  Area 
include  dirt  roads  (BLM-designated  open  routes),  the  Primm  Resorts  groundwater  production 
wells  and  pipeline,  transmission  lines,  and  grazing. 


4.14.10.3  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Projects 

Table  4.1-1  provides  a list  of  current  and  reasonably  foreseeable  projects,  including  other 
proposed  or  approved  renewable  energy  projects,  various  BLM  authorized  actions/activities, 
proposed  or  approved  projects  within  the  County’s  jurisdiction,  and  other  actions/activities  that 
the  agencies  consider  reasonably  foreseeable.  Table  4.1-2  summarizes  the  cumulative  projects 
that  would  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  the  Proposed  Action  and  result  in  cumulative 
impacts  to  geological  resources.  Most  of  these  projects  have  either  undergone  independent 
environmental  review  pursuant  to  NEPA  and/or  CEQA,  or  will  do  so  prior  to  approval.  Even  if 
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environmental  review  has  not  been  completed  for  the  cumulative  projects  described  in  Table 
4.1-2,  their  effects  were  considered  in  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis  in  the  PA  and  EIS/EIR. 

The  only  reasonably  foreseeable  project  within  the  Project  Study  Area  is  the  EITP. 


4.14.10.4  Cumulative  Impacts  Associated  with  Proposed  Action 
Construction 

The  past  and  current  activities  in  the  Project  Study  Area  have  resulted  in  compaction  of  soil, 
modification  of  drainage  pathways,  and  removal  of  vegetation  and  soil  crusts.  Compaction  of 
soil  and  modification  of  drainage  pathways  has  likely  modified  soil  infiltration  rates  in  limited 
areas  (on  and  near  dirt  roads),  leading  to  localized  erosion.  Erosion  rates  may  also  have 
increased  in  limited  areas  due  to  removal  of  vegetation  and  soil  crusts. 

Construction  of  the  proposed  Stateline  facility  would  eliminate  any  past  or  current  soil  impacts 
associated  with  the  past  and  current  projects.  Project  construction  would  include  vegetation 
removal,  grading,  and  excavation  throughout  the  2,143  acre  Proposed  Action  area.  These 
activities  would  erase  any  trace  of  previous  soil  compaction,  drainage  modification,  or  removal 
of  vegetation.  Although  adverse  soil  impacts  could  occur  and  would  be  mitigated,  as  discussed 
in  Section  4.14.3.1,  these  impacts  would  not  combine  with  the  impacts  from  the  past  and  current 
projects.  Instead,  any  impacts  from  the  past  and  current  projects  would  cease  to  exist,  and  the 
soil  resources  within  the  project  area  would  be  entirely  modified  by  the  new  project. 

Construction  of  EITP  was  recently  completed , and  is  expected  to  have  had  a similar  impact  in  a 
limited  area  within  the  Project  Study  Area,  but  not  within  the  proposed  facility  itself.  The  width  of 
the  construction  zone  for  EITP  was  approximately  130  feet,  and  the  ROW  passes  through  the 
Stateline  Project  Study  Area  for  a distance  of  2 miles,  resulting  in  31  acres  of  soil  disturbance 
within  the  Project  Study  Area.  Although  this  disturbance  would  be  in  close  proximity  to  the 
proposed  Stateline  facilities,  the  two  projects  would  not  overlap,  except  for  the  need  to  construct 
the  Stateline  facility  access  road  across  the  EITP  ROW. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Once  construction  has  been  completed,  any  soil  compaction,  modification  of  drainages,  or 
affects  from  removal  of  vegetation  or  soil  crusts  from  previous  projects  would  cease  to  exist. 
Also,  the  only  future  project  in  the  area,  EITP,  would  not  occur  within  the  footprint  of  the 
proposed  Stateline  facility.  Therefore,  any  impacts  associated  with  soil  resources  in  the 
geographic  area  of  interest  would  be  those  associated  with  the  Stateline  project  itself.  No  other 
projects  would  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts  to  soil  resources  within  the  project  area. 


Decommissioning 

Similar  to  operations,  no  other  projects  would  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts  to  soil  resources 
within  the  project  area  during  the  lifetime  of  the  project. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  as  part  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  be 
anticipated  to  have  adverse  impacts  on  soil  resources.  Past  and  current  projects  within  the 
newly  added  23,363  acre  area,  including  transmission  lines,  pipelines,  grazing,  and  dirt  roads, 
have  likely  resulted  in  localized  soil  compaction,  modification  of  drainages,  and  removal  of 
vegetation.  The  soil  resource  impacts  associated  with  these  activities  would  continue. 
However,  because  future  land  uses  would  be  limited  in  the  DWMA,  no  additional  projects  that 
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could  impact  soil  resources  on  a large  scale  would  be  implemented.  By  placing  limitations  on 
future  land  uses  that  cause  surface  disturbance  within  the  newly  added  23,363  acre  area,  this 
action  would  contribute  to  a cumulative  beneficial  impact  in  reducing  the  potential  for  the 
disturbance  of  existing  soil  resources  by  other  projects  in  the  future.  As  a result,  this  action 
would  have  a beneficial  impact  on  soil  resources  within  the  newly  protected  area. 


4.14.10.5  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

As  discussed  above,  construction,  operation,  and  decommissioning  of  the  proposed  facility 
would  not  combine  with  the  effects  of  any  other  past,  present,  or  reasonably  foreseeable 
projects.  Impacts  of  the  project  itself  could  be  significant,  and  would  be  reduced  through 
mitigation  to  less-than-significant  levels.  However,  the  project  would  not  combine  with  other 
projects  to  result  in  a cumulative  impact.  No  cumulative  impact  would  occur. 


4.14.10.6  Alternatives 
Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 

Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  Alternative  2 would  not  combine  with  any  past,  present,  or 
reasonably  foreseeable  projects  to  create  cumulative  soil  resources  impacts.  Impacts 
associated  with  Alternative  2 itself  could  occur,  and  these  would  be  addressed  by 
implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  Storm  Water  Management  Plan,  regulatory  requirements,  and 
mitigation  measures.  However,  the  project  would  not  combine  with  other  projects  to  contribute 
to  any  cumulative  impacts. 


Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 

Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  Revised  Alternative  3 would  not  combine  with  any  past,  present, 
or  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  to  create  cumulative  soil  resources  impacts.  Impacts 
associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 itself  could  occur,  and  these  would  be  addressed  by 
implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  Storm  Water  Management  Plan,  regulatory  requirements,  and 
mitigation  measures.  However,  the  project  would  not  combine  with  other  projects  to  contribute 
to  any  cumulative  impacts. 


Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 

Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  Alternative  4 would  not  combine  with  any  past,  present,  or 
reasonably  foreseeable  projects  to  create  cumulative  soil  resources  impacts.  Impacts 
associated  with  Alternative  4 itself  could  occur,  and  these  would  be  addressed  by 
implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  Storm  Water  Management  Plan,  regulatory  requirements,  and 
mitigation  measures.  However,  the  project  would  not  combine  with  other  projects  to  contribute 
to  any  cumulative  impacts.  In  addition,  Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  a substantial  lessening 
of  any  significant  environmental  impacts  as  compared  to  the  other  alternatives. 


Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 

Alternative  5,  the  No  Action  Alternative,  would  not  contribute  to  any  adverse  cumulative  impacts 
to  soil  resources.  However,  it  would  also  not  result  in  the  beneficial  impacts  to  these  resources 
that  would  be  associated  with  the  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA. 
By  not  protecting  further  areas  from  development,  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  allow  future 
development  projects  to  occur,  and  these  projects  could  impact  soil  resources. 
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Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 

By  denying  the  solar  energy  application  and  eliminating  the  site  from  future  solar  energy 
development,  Alternative  6 would  remove  the  potential  for  future  solar  projects  to  potentially 
impact  soil  resources  on  the  site. 


Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 

By  denying  the  solar  energy  application,  Alternative  7 would  allow  existing  land  uses  to  continue 
on  the  project  site  as  they  are  today.  Although  this  alternative  would  not  have  the  potential  to 
impact  soil  resources  through  implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action,  it  could  allow  land  uses, 
such  as  renewable  energy  development,  that  could  impact  these  resources  in  the  future.  The 
cumulative  impacts  of  any  future  projects  to  soil  resources  would  be  evaluated  in  project- 
specific  environmental  analyses  at  that  time. 


4.14.11  Mitigation  Measures 

No  mitigation  measures  have  been  developed  specifically  to  address  impacts  to  soil  resources. 
Instead,  mitigation  measures  associated  with  several  other  resources  evaluated  in  this  EIS/EIR 
would  be  effective  in  reducing  or  avoiding  impacts  to  soil  resources,  as  discussed  in  this 
section.  Specifically,  the  following  mitigation  measures  would  also  be  effective  in  addressing 
soil  resources  impacts: 


MM-Water-7:  Flood  and  Erosion  Structure  Damage  Protection.  Aboveground  project 
features  shall  not  be  placed  within  waterway  protection  corridors  (floodways)  defined  by  city  and 
county  codes,  and  shall  be  located  outside  of  known  watercourses.  Aboveground  project 
features  shall  be  designed  and  engineered  to  withstand  potential  flooding  and  erosion  hazards. 
Although  some  project  features  may  need  to  be  placed  within  100-year  floodplain  boundaries,  or 
Flood  Hazard  Areas,  they  shall  be  designed  per  the  County’s  Land  Development  Standards 
including  Flood  Control  Standard  Plats  and  Detention  Basin  Policy. 

This  mitigation  measure  would  assist  in  reducing  soil  erosion  and  loss  of  topsoil  by  requiring 
implementation  of  stormwater  management  and  flood  protection  systems  such  as  sedimentation 
and  debris  basins,  cement  road  crossings,  and  use  of  silt  fence  and  fiber  rolls. 


MM-Water-8:  Construction  SWPPP  Specifications.  A Construction  SWPPP  shall  be 
developed  for  the  Stateline  facility.  Notices  of  Intent  (NOIs)  shall  be  filed  with  the  State  Water 
Resources  Control  Board  (SWRCB)  and  the  Lahontan  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board.  A 
Waste  Discharge  Identification  Number  shall  be  obtained  prior  to  the  issuance  of  construction 
permits.  The  SWPPP  shall  be  stored  at  the  construction  site  for  reference  by  construction 
personnel  and  for  inspection  review.  The  SWPPP  shall  include  BMPs  that  would  be  adhered  to 
during  construction  in  order  to  stabilize  graded  areas  and  waterways,  and  reduce  erosion  and 
sedimentation.  Such  BMPs  may  include  but  are  not  limited  to  those  described  below. 

• Erosion  minimizing  efforts  such  as  straw  wattles,  water  bars,  covers,  silt  fences,  and 
sensitive  area  access  restrictions  (for  example,  flagging)  that  would  be  installed  before 
clearing  and  grading  begins.  For  protection  of  desert  tortoise  and  other  wildlife,  silt 
fence  shall  only  be  installed  on  interior  fences  located  within  the  exterior  desert  tortoise 
fence,  so  that  tortoises  will  not  be  able  to  come  in  contact  with  the  silt  fence. 

• Mulching,  seeding,  or  other  suitable  stabilization  measures  would  be  used  to  protect 
exposed  areas  during  construction  activities. 
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• During  construction  activities,  measures  would  be  in  place  to  ensure  that  contaminants 
are  not  discharged  from  the  construction  sites. 

• Debris  and  sediment  basins  would  be  established,  both  upgradient  and  downgradient, 
as  necessary,  to  capture  silt  and  other  materials,  which  might  otherwise  be  carried  from 
the  site  by  rainwater  surface  runoff.  The  basins  shall  be  designed  in  accordance  with 
the  County  Detention  Basin  Policy,  which  includes  standards  for  sizing  and  armoring. 
This  would  require  armoring  on  both  the  upgradient  and  downgradient  (water  release) 
sides  of  each  basin. 

• Straw  wattles  (or  comparably  effective  devices  [as  determined  by  the  on-site  Civil 
Engineer,  in  consultation  with  the  Environmental  Monitor])  shall  be  placed  on  the 
downslope  sides  of  the  proposed  work  which  would  direct  flows  into  temporary 
sedimentation  basins. 

• Stormwater  protection  berms  positioned  in  the  area  of  facility  structures  (substation  and 
O&M  Building). 

• The  SWPPP  shall  include  a Sedimentation  and  Erosion  Control  Plan  to  minimize  the 
potential  for  project  sediment  to  leave  the  site  and  result  in  downstream  sedimentation. 

• All  erosion  control  materials  shall  be  biodegradable  and  natural  fiber. 

All  be  BMPs  required  by  the  SWPPP  shall  be  checked  and  maintained  regularly  and  after  all 
larger  storm  events.  All  remedial  work  shall  be  done  immediately  after  discovery  so 
sedimentation  control  devices  remain  in  good  working  order  during  the  entire  construction 
phase.  Proper  implementation  will  be  verified  by  the  Environmental  Monitor. 

This  measure  would  also  assist  in  reducing  soil  erosion  and  loss  of  topsoil  by  requiring  the 
Applicant  to  comply  with  the  Clean  Water  Act,  specifically  provisions  requiring  development  and 
implementation  of  a Construction  SWPPP. 


MM-Water-9:  Storm  Water  Management  Plan.  The  project  owner  shall  implement  the 
requirements  of  their  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012k)  to  operate  and  monitor 
to  effectiveness  of  their  proposed  stormwater  management  system. 

The  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  shall  be  submitted  to  both  the  BLM  and  the  County  for 
review  and  approval  and  shall  include  a plan  to  monitor  and  inspect  periodically,  before  first 
seasonal  and  after  every  storm  event: 

• Security  and  Tortoise  Exclusion  Fence:  Inspect  for  damage  and  buildup  of  sediment  or 
debris. 

• Facility  structures  within  drainages  or  subject  to  drainage  overflow:  Inspect  for  tilting, 
damage,  depth  of  scour  compared  to  depth  below  ground. 

• Drainage  Channels:  Inspect  for  substantial  migration  or  changes  in  depth,  and  transport 
of  trash,  debris,  or  broken  PV  module  components. 

• Stormwater  protection  features,  including  protection  berms,  culverts,  and  cement  road 
crossings. 

• Constructed  Debris  and  Sediment  Basins:  Inspect  for  scour  and  structural  integrity 
issues  caused  by  erosion,  and  for  sediment  and  debris  buildup. 

• Ivanpah  Playa  Surface:  Inspect  for  changes  in  the  surface  texture  and  quality  from 
sediment  buildup,  erosion,  or  transported  debris. 


November  2013 


4.14-27 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.14  Soil  Resources 


Short-Term  Incident-Based  Response: 

• Security  and  Tortoise  Exclusion  Fence:  Repair  damage,  and  remove  built-up  of 
sediment  and  debris. 

• Facility  structures:  Remove  broken  materials,  damaged  structure,  and  wiring  from  the 
ground,  and  replace  with  materials  meeting  original  construction  specifications. 

• Drainage  Channels:  No  short-term  response  necessary  unless  changes  indicate  risk  to 
facility  structures. 

• Constructed  Debris  and  Sediment  Basins:  Repair  damage,  maintain  erosion  control 
measures  and  remove  built-up  sediment  and  debris. 

• Ivanpah  Playa  Surface:  Remove  transported  debris,  notify  BLM  to  develop  plan  for 
addressing  sedimentation  or  erosion  issues. 

Long-Term  Design-Based  Response: 

• Propose  operation/BMP  modifications  to  address  ongoing  issues.  Include  proposed 
changes  to  monitoring  and  response  procedures,  frequency,  or  standards. 

• Propose  design  modifications  to  address  ongoing  issues.  This  may  include  construction 
of  additional  active  storm  water  management  diversion  channels  and/or  detention  ponds. 

• Inspection,  short-term  incident  response,  and  long-term  design-based  response  may 
include  activities  both  inside  and  outside  of  the  approved  right-of-way.  For  activities 
outside  of  the  approved  right-of-way,  the  Applicant  will  notify  BLM  and  acquire 
environmental  review  and  approval  before  field  activities  begin. 

At  least  sixty  (60)  days  prior  to  commercial  operation,  the  project  owner  shall  submit  to  the  BLM 
and  the  County  a copy  of  the  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  for  review  and  approval  prior  to 
commercial  operation.  The  Applicant  shall  retain  a copy  of  this  plan  onsite  at  the  power  plant  at 
all  times. 

This  measure  would  ensure  that  systems  designed  to  manage  stormwater  flow,  minimize  the 
potential  for  soil  erosion,  and  protect  facility  structures  from  stormwater  damage  would  continue 
to  operate  as  designed  following  initial  construction.  In  addition,  this  measure  would  require 
ongoing  monitoring  and  response  actions,  if  necessary  to  address  erosion,  sedimentation, 
and/or  stormwater  damage  issues. 


MM-Vea-5:  Reveaetation  of  Temporary  Disturbed  Areas  and  Project  Site.  The  full  project 
site  shall  be  reveaetated  according  to  the  Applicant’s  Closure,  Decommissioning , and 
Reclamation  Plan  (First  Solar  201 2d)  following  project  decommissioning.  In  addition,  any  areas 
temporarily  disturbed  during  construction  would  be  re-vegetated , using  the  same  methods,  as 
soon  as  construction  is  completed. 

The  Plan  would  be  amended  to  include  the  following  requirements: 


Topsoil  Application 

Stored  topsoil  would  be  reapplied  as  a layer  over  decompacted  subgrade  material  as  a means 
of  implementing  the  restoration  program.  The  topsoil  layer  shall  be  a minimum  of  3 inches  in 
depth.  The  topsoil  layer  shall  be  bonded  to  the  subgrade  with  a lightly-loaded  sheeosfoot  roller, 
a land  imprinter , or  other  implement  that  interlocks  material  from  the  two  layers  without  causing 
bulk  density  in  excess  of  1.6  grams  per  cubic  centimeter.  Seeds  may  be  distributed 
concurrently  with  layer  bonding  if  a land  imprinter  is  employed  for  both  purposes. 
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Seed  Application 

The  vegetation  to  be  introduced  to  the  site  shall  consist  entirely  of  plant  species  native  to  the 
northern  Mojave  Desert.  No  exotic  plant  species  can  be  included  on  the  seed  lists  nor 
introduced  with  native  species.  Exotic  species,  regardless  of  their  presence  in  the  original 
vegetation,  shall  not  be  counted  as  successful  vegetation  establishment. 

Batches  of  seeds  collected  or  produced  for  this  project  shall  be  tested  by  a certified  seed  testing 
laboratory  that  shall  provide  for  each  batch  of  seeds  determinations  of  purity,  germination,  and 
seed  count.  Seeds  not  sorted  by  plant  species,  including  collections  from  under  shrubs,  from 
depressions  in  the  soil,  and  from  harvester  ant  caches,  shall  be  used  to  supplement  defined 
seed  batches  but  shall  not  be  included  in  the  claim  of  known  seed  applications. 


Seed  application  would  be  done  by  methods  that  provide  good  soil  contact  and  protection  from 
granivores.  Information  about  the  imprinting  process  and  model  specifications  for  imprinting 
contracts  are  available  in  St.  John  and  Dixon  (1996).  Seed  shall  be  applied  by  methods  that 
provide  good  seed-soil  contact.  The  most  successful  methods  in  similar  conditions  are  land 
imprinting  or  broadcasting  followed  by  a roller  that  shall  press  seeds  into  the  soil  but  not  cause 
heavy  compaction. 

Mulch  application  is  done  at  the  option  of  the  operator.  Mulch  application  to  the  soil  needs  to 
consist  of  local  non-weedv  materials,  the  collection  of  which  is  incidental  to  other  activities 
onsite.  In  no  case  may  mowing  or  grading  of  native  vegetation  be  carried  out  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  generating  mulch.  Mulch  needs  to  be  applied  only  to  the  soil  surface  unless  the  soil 
has  already  been  inverted  or  severely  disturbed  through  other  procedures.  Materials  of 
relatively  high  nitrogen  content,  including  alfalfa  hay,  may  not  be  applied. 

Mycorrhizal  inoculation  shall  be  carried  out  in  all  planting  areas  having  fewer  than  one  spore  per 
cubic  centimeter  of  topsoil,  where  topsoil  is  defined  as  soil  between  the  surface  and  8 inches 
depth,  or  to  bedrock  if  the  soil  is  less  than  8 inches  in  depth.  Spore  counts  shall  be  carried  out 
by  methods  given  in  Johnson  et  al.  or  other  accepted  methodology.  Inoculation  shall  result  in  a 
minimum  of  one  spore  per  cubic  centimeter  of  soil  as  defined  for  initial  spore  counts.  No 
inoculation  shall  be  reguired  in  areas  where  the  applicant  is  able  to  demonstrate  that  all  plant 
species  on  the  list  of  final  desired  vegetation  are  known  to  be  non-host  species.  This  condition 
might  be  found  in  saline  or  very  alkaline  soils. 


Succulent  Transplanting 

Revegetation  following  decommissioning  would  include  re-transplantation  of  succulents  within 
the  transplant  areas.  Eouioment  and  methods  to  be  used  would  be  the  same  as  those  used  for 
the  initial  removal  and  transplanting  from  the  project  area. 


Performance  Monitoring 

Qualitative  monitoring  shall  be  conducted  in  years  one  to  10  at  all  restored  areas.  The  goal  of 
Qualitative  monitoring  is  to  document  conditions  and  evaluate  the  need  for  remediation  to 
ensure  the  restored  areas  are  progressing  toward  the  performance  success  standard. 

During  monitoring,  the  success  parameters  (cover,  density,  and  richness  of  annual  and 
perennial  vegetation)  shall  be  estimated.  Other  site  characteristics  to  be  monitored  in  addition 
to  the  success  parameters  include  soil  erosion,  natural  recruitment  of  native  plant  species, 
reproduction,  exotic  plant  species  abundance,  animal  use,  and  pattern  of  established  vegetation 
(i.e.,  presence  of  large  interspaces).  Lack  of  erosion  at  a site  provides  evidence  that  soils  have 
been  adeguatelv  stabilized,  while  natural  recruitment  and/or  reproduction  indicate  that  important 
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functional  processes  are  in  place  that  initiate  regeneration,  such  as  pollination  and  seed 
dispersal.  Exotic  species  potentially  compete  with  native  perennial  species , and  relatively  high 
abundance  can  have  a negative  effect  on  site  conditions.  Evidence  of  animal  use  is  an  indicator 
that  habitat  conditions  are  being  restored.  Patterns  of  established  vegetation  help  determine 
whether  large  bare  areas  are  indicative  of  site  conditions  or  simply  a result  of  the  patchiness  of 
surrounding  vegetation. 

Based  on  monitoring  observations,  the  restored  site  shall  be  given  a success  rating  of  Exceeds 
Objectives , Acceptable,  Unacceptable , or  Severely  Deficient , and  determinations  shall  be  made 
regarding  remediation  activities,  as  applicable.  Remediation  activities  shall  include  reseeding 
the  site,  spot  seeding,  adding  transplants , erosion  control , and  fencing.  Recommendations  may 
include  waiting  another  year  or  two  prior  to  any  remediation  to  allow  for  favorable 
germination/establishment  conditions , with  approval  of  the  BLM. 

Photography  shall  be  used  to  help  document  the  status  of  recovery  at  all  sites.  Photo  points 
shall  be  established  and  photographs  shall  be  taken  prior  to  disturbance , when  restoration 
efforts  are  completed , and  during  each  monitoring  visit. 

Monitoring  shall  be  scheduled  and  reported  to  the  BLM  once  per  month  during  the  first  growing 
season  after  seed  application , switching  to  once  per  guarter  starting  in  July  after  seed 
application.  Monitoring  may  be  reduced  to  once  per  year  in  late  March  through  mid-May  of 
each  year  after  the  second  growing  season. 

Performance  monitoring  shall  be  conducted  annually  during  the  spring  flowering  season , 
between  mid- March  and  mid- May  to  assess  restoration  performance.  Performance  monitoring 
surveys  of  all  vegetation  on  the  subject  sites  shall  be  carried  out  in  a manner  able  to  detect 
project  success.  The  entire  project  area  shall  be  divided  into  vegetation  types  as  described  by 
Sawyer  and  Keeler-Wolfe.  The  boundaries  of  each  vegetation  type  shall  be  compared  with  the 
baseline  survey  maps.  Each  vegetation  type  shall  have  soil , terrain,  exposure , elevation , and 
slope  clearly  indicated.  For  each  vegetation  type , a list  of  perennials  and  appropriate  annuals 
shall  be  provided.  Surveys  shall  be  performed  at  a season  when  the  year's  annuals  are 
identifiable;  generally  from  early  March  through  late  April.  Survey  methodology  should 
emphasize  accuracy  rather  than  precision.  BLM  shall  accept  rapid  methods  such  as  the  step- 
point  method  ( Bonham  1988)  provided  transects  are  laid  out  in  a manner  that  captures  the  true 
composition  of  the  vegetation.  The  combined  length  of  step-point  transects  in  each  vegetation 
type  shall  approximate  the  sguare  root  of  the  area  of  the  vegetation  type  or  at  least  400 
intercepts  and  shall  be  laid  out  to  give  unbiased  representation  of  all  portions  of  the  vegetation 
type.  Vegetation  need  not  be  divided  into  herb  and  shrub  layers  as  long  as  all  species 
intercepted  by  points  are  included  in  the  survey.  Additional  species  not  encountered  on  the 
transects  shall  be  recorded  separately  on  a diversity  list. 

Restoration  shall  be  considered  successful  if  plant  cover , density , and  richness  of  native 
perennial  vegetation  ( mainly  dominant  shrubs ) is  egual  to  or  exceeds  70  percent  for  these 
parameters  in  undisturbed  reference  areas.  A minimum  of  two  undisturbed  reference/control 
sites  in  the  western  Ivanpah  Valley  area  shall  be  selected  in  cooperation  with  BLM. 


MM-Air-1:  Air  Quality  Construction  Management  Plan.  The  Applicant  shall  implement  their 
Air  Quality  Construction  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012c)  that  describes  the  fugitive  dust 
control  measures  that  would  be  implemented  and  monitored  at  all  locations  of  proposed  facility 
construction.  This  plan  shall  comply  with  the  mitigation  measures  described  in  the  Fugitive  Dust 
Control  Rules  enforced  by  MDAQMD  (Rule  403.2),  as  well  as  the  existing  SIP  available  for  PM10 
and  PM2.5,  and  the  BLM  Fugitive  Dust/PM10  Emissions  Control  Strategy  for  the  Mojave  Desert 
Planning  Area.  The  plan  shall  be  submitted  to  MDAQMD  no  less  than  60  days  prior  to  the  start 
of  construction.  The  plan  shall  be  incorporated  into  all  contracts  and  contract  specifications  for 
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construction  work.  The  plan  shall  outline  the  steps  to  be  taken  to  minimize  fugitive  dust 
generated  by  construction  activities  by: 

• Describing  each  active  operation  that  may  result  in  the  generation  of  fugitive  dust; 

• Identifying  all  sources  of  fugitive  dust,  e.g.,  earth  moving,  storage  piles,  vehicular  traffic; 

• Describing  the  control  measures  to  be  applied  to  each  of  the  sources  identified.  The 

descriptions  shall  be  sufficiently  detailed  to  demonstrate  that  the  best  available  control 

measures  required  by  the  air  quality  districts  for  linear  projects  are  used;  and 

• Providing  the  following  control  measures,  in  addition  to  or  as  listed  in  the  applicable  rules 

but  not  limited  to: 

Frequent  watering  or  stabilization  of  excavation,  spoils,  access  roads,  storage  piles, 
and  other  sources  of  fugitive  dust  (parking  areas,  staging  areas,  other)  if  construction 
activity  cause  persistent  visible  emissions  of  fugitive  dust  beyond  the  work  area; 

- Use  of  street  sweeping  and  trackout  devices  at  the  construction  site.  Sweep  streets 
daily  (with  water  sweepers)  if  visible  soil  material  is  carried  into  adjacent  public 
streets  or  wash  trucks  and  equipment  before  entering  public  streets; 

- Apply  chemical  soil  stabilizers  or  apply  water  to  form  and  maintain  a crust  on  inactive 
construction  areas  (disturbed  lands  that  are  unused  for  four  consecutive  days); 

- Cover  stockpiles  and  suspend  construction  work  when  winds  exceed  30  miles  per 
hour; 

- Pre-watering  of  soils  prior  to  clearing  and  trenching; 

- Pre-moisten,  prior  to  transport,  import  and  export  dirt,  sand,  or  loose  materials; 

- Installing  temporary  coverings  on  storage  piles  when  not  in  use.  Cover  loads  in  haul 
trucks  or  maintain  at  least  six  inches  of  free-board  when  traveling  on  public  roads; 

- Dedicating  water  truck  or  high/capacity  hose  to  any  soil  screening  operations; 

- Minimizing  drop  height  of  material  through  screening  equipment; 

- Reducing  the  amount  of  disturbed  area  where  possible;  and 

- Planting  vegetative  ground  cover  in  disturbed  areas  as  soon  as  possible  following 
construction  activities. 

The  Applicant  or  its  designated  representative  shall  obtain  prior  approval  from  the  MDAQMD 
prior  to  any  deviations  from  fugitive  dust  control  measures  specified  in  the  Air  Quality 
Construction  Management  Plan.  A justification  statement  used  to  explain  the  technical  and 
safety  reason(s)  that  preclude  the  use  of  required  fugitive  dust  control  measures  shall  be 
submitted  to  the  appropriate  agency  for  review. 

This  measure  would  assist  in  reducing  soil  erosion  and  loss  of  topsoil  by  minimizing  the  areas  of 
soil  disturbance  and  vegetation  removal  by  construction  vehicles. 


MM-Lands-2:  The  Decommissioning  Plan  shall  ensure  compliance  with  all  applicable  federal, 
State,  and  local  plans,  policies,  and  regulations  at  the  time  of  decommissioning. 

This  mitigation  measure  would  assist  in  reducing  the  potential  for  soil  erosion  or  loss  of  topsoil 
following  project  decommissioning  by  requiring  revegetation  of  the  site. 


MM-PH&S-1:  Prior  to  the  issuance  of  the  ROW  grant,  the  Applicant  shall  conduct  a full 
geotechnical  study  to  evaluate  soil  conditions  and  geologic  hazards  on  the  project  site  and 
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submit  it  for  approval  to  the  BLM.  The  geotechnical  study  must  be  signed  by  a California- 
registered  professional  engineer  and  must  identify  the  following: 

• Presence,  if  any,  of  potentially  detrimental  soil  chemicals,  such  as  chlorides  and 
sulfates; 

• Appropriate  design  measures  for  protection  of  reinforcement,  concrete,  and  metal- 
structural  components  against  corrosion  (such  as  use  of  corrosion-resistant  materials 
and  coatings,  increased  thickness  of  project  components  exposed  to  potentially 
corrosive  conditions,  and  use  of  passive  and/or  active  cathodic  protection  systems); 

• Location  of  fault  traces  and  potential  for  surface  rupture; 

• Potential  for  seismically  induced  ground  shaking,  liquefaction,  landslides,  differential 
settlement,  and  mudflows; 

• Stability  of  existing  cut-and-fill  slopes; 

• Collapsible  or  expansive  soils; 

• Foundation  material  type; 

• Potential  for  wind  erosion,  water  erosion,  sedimentation,  and  flooding; 

• Location  and  description  of  unprotected  drainages  that  could  be  impacted  by  the 
proposed  development;  and 

• Recommendations  for  placement  and  design  of  facilities,  foundations,  and  remediation 
of  unstable  ground. 

Studies  shall  conform  to  industry  standards  of  care  and  American  Society  for  Testing  and 
Materials  (ASTM)  standards  for  field  and  laboratory  testing.  Study  results  and  proposed 
solutions  shall  be  provided  for  review  and  approval  to  the  BLM  at  least  60  days  before  final 
project  design. 

The  Applicant  shall  determine  the  final  siting  of  project  facilities  based  on  the  results  of  the 
geotechnical  study  and  implement  recommended  measures  to  minimize  geologic  hazards.  The 
Applicant  shall  not  locate  project  facilities  on  or  immediately  adjacent  to  a fault  trace.  The  BLM 
will  evaluate  any  final  facility  siting  design  developed  prior  to  the  issuance  of  the  ROW  grant  to 
verify  that  geological  constraints  have  been  avoided. 

This  mitigation  measure  would  reduce  the  potential  for  geologic  hazards  by  requiring  additional 
geotechnical  study  and  implementation  of  appropriate  project  design. 


4.14.12  Residual  Impacts  After  Mitigation 

Following  implementation  of  BMPs  and  mitigation  measures,  all  adverse  impacts  on  soil 
resources  resulting  from  construction,  operation  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning  of  the 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  or  an  alternative  would  be  avoided  or  substantially  reduced.  There  would 
be  no  adverse  unavoidable  impacts  on  soil  resources. 
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4.15  Special  Designations 
4.1 5.1  Methodology  for  Analysis 

This  analysis  focuses  on  whether  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  facility  (Proposed  Action  or 
Project)  ROW  grant,  associated  management  actions,  or  alternatives  would  conflict  with  the 
management  goals  of  any  land  areas  for  which  BLM  has  applied  special  resource  protection  or 
land  use  designations.  This  section  discusses  the  special  designation  impacts  that  would  occur 
with  implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  or  alternatives.  Impacts  may  occur  during 
construction  from  noise,  fugitive  dust,  and  lighting  that  could  affect  users  in  designated  Areas  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC),  recreation  areas  and/or  Wilderness  Areas,  including 
visual  impacts  on  users  in  designated  Wilderness  Areas.  Visual  impacts  are  discussed  in 
further  detail  in  Section  4.18. 


4.15.2  CEQA  Significance  Criteria 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  Resources 

The  Proposed  Action  could  affect  agriculture  and  forestry  resources  if  the  project  would: 

• SD-1:  Convert  Prime  Farmland,  Unique  Farmland,  or  Farmland  of  Statewide  Importance 
(Farmland),  as  shown  on  the  maps  prepared  pursuant  to  the  Farmland  Mapping  and 
Monitoring  Program  of  the  California  Resources  Agency,  to  nonagricultural  use. 

• SD-2:  Conflict  with  existing  zoning  for  agricultural  use  or  a Williamson  Act  Contract. 

• SD-3:  Conflict  with  existing  zoning  for,  or  cause  rezoning  of,  forest  land  (as  defined  in 
Public  Resources  Code  section  12220(g)),  timberland  (as  defined  by  Public  Resources 
Code  section  4526),  or  timberland  zoned  Timberland  Production  (as  defined  by 
Government  Code  section  51104(g)). 

• SD-4:  Result  in  the  loss  of  forest  land  or  conversion  of  forest  land  to  non-forest  use. 

• SD-5:  Involve  other  changes  in  the  existing  environment  which,  due  to  their  location  or 
nature,  could  result  in  conversion  of  Farmland,  to  non-agricultural  use  or  conversion  of 
forest  land  to  non-forest  use. 

For  the  Proposed  Action,  the  criteria  listed  above  were  determined  to  be  inapplicable  or  would 
result  in  no  impact  and,  therefore,  are  not  addressed  further  in  the  impact  analysis  presented  in 
this  section.  There  is  no  designated  Prime  Farmland,  Unique  Farmland,  or  Farmland  of 
Statewide  Importance  within  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  area  (Department  of 
Conservation  [DOC]  2008).  Therefore,  construction,  operation  and  decommissioning  of  the 
project  would  not  convert  designated  farmland  to  a nonagricultural  use.  None  of  the  parcels  on 
the  project  site  are  covered  by  Williamson  Act  contracts. 

The  project  site  is  not  designated  as  forest  land  by  the  California  Department  of  Forestry  and 
Fire  Protection  or  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture,  Forest  Service.  The  proposed 
facility  would  not  conflict  with  existing  zoning  for,  or  cause  rezoning  of,  forest  land,  timberland, 
or  timberland  zoned  Timberland  Production.  The  entire  project  site  is  located  under  the  BLM’s 
CDCA  Plan.  The  proposed  facility  would  not  involve  other  changes  in  the  existing  environment 
that  would  result  in  conversion  of  Farmland  to  non-agricultural  use  or  conversion  of  forest  land 
to  non-forest  use.  Construction,  operation,  and  decommissioning  of  the  proposed  facility  would 
not  have  any  direct  or  indirect  impacts  on  Farmland  or  forest  land. 

Therefore,  none  of  these  CEQA  criteria  would  be  applicable  to  the  Proposed  Action,  and  they 
are  not  discussed  further  in  this  section. 
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4.15.3  Alternative  1:  Proposed  Action 
4.15.3.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

This  analysis  of  direct  and  indirect  impacts  for  the  Proposed  Action  ROW  grant  is  organized 
according  to  the  following  project  phases:  construction;  operation  and  maintenance;  and 
decommissioning. 

As  discussed  in  Section  3.16  (Environmental  Setting  of  Special  Designations),  areas  are 
designated  ACECs  due  to  the  presence  of  significant  natural,  cultural  and  historic  resources. 
Wilderness  Areas,  which  are  generally  5,000  acres  or  more  in  size,  offer  outstanding 
opportunities  for  solitude  or  a primitive  and  unconfined  type  of  recreation;  such  areas  may  also 
contain  ecological,  geological,  or  other  features  that  have  scientific,  scenic,  or  historical  value. 
Temporary  effects  associated  with  fugitive  dust,  noise,  and  visual  disturbance  would  not  require 
the  special  designated  areas  within  close  proximity  to  the  Proposed  Action  to  remove  their 
special  designation  status  (i.e.,  ACEC,  Wilderness  Area,  Historic  Trail). 


Construction 

The  proposed  solar  facility  would  be  located  within  the  vicinity  of  the  following  ACECs: 

• Approximately  2 miles  west  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA; 

• Approximately  1 0 miles  southeast  of  the  Mesquite  Lake  ACEC;  and 

• Approximately  8 miles  northeast  of  the  Clark  Mountain  ACEC. 


The  proposed  solar  facility  would  be  located  within  the  vicinity  of  the  following  national 
recreation  area: 

• Approximately  2 miles  south  of  the  Jean  Lake/Roach  Lake  Special  Recreation 
Management  Area  (SRMA). 


The  proposed  solar  facility  would  be  located  within  the  vicinity  of  the  following  wilderness  areas: 

• Immediately  south  of  the  Stateline  Wilderness;  and 

• Approximately  two  miles  east  of  the  Mesquite  Wilderness. 


The  proposed  solar  facility  would  not  be  located  within  the  vicinity  of  any  designated  national 
scenic  and  historic  trails  or  wilderness  study  areas.  A branch  of  the  Mojave  Road,  a BLM- 
designated  open  route  that  passes  within  2 miles  to  the  southeast  of  the  proposed  Project , 
generally  follows  the  historic  route  of  the  Mojave  Trail. 

The  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  facility  would  have  no  direct  effects  on  the  areas  with 
special  designations  during  construction,  since  the  site  itself  is  not  subject  to  any  such 
designation.  However,  due  to  the  proximity  of  the  site  to  the  specially  designated  areas 
mentioned  above,  temporary  effects  associated  with  fugitive  dust,  noise,  and  visual  disturbance 
would  be  experienced  by  users  of  the  ACECs,  wilderness  areas,  and  recreation  areas.  Fugitive 
dust  during  construction  activities  could  impact  the  air  quality  experienced  by  users  of  these 
specially  designated  areas,  as  well  as  the  introduction  of  construction  noise  caused  by 
equipment  required  for  construction,  motor  vehicle  use,  voices,  music,  or  other  worker-related 
sounds  that  could  disturb  the  peaceful  and  serene  environment  enjoyed  by  users.  Due  to  the 
prevailing  wind  direction  towards  the  east  and  northeast,  temporary  dust  pollutants  would  be 
experienced  mostly  by  users  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  and  Jean  Lake/Roach  Lake  SRMA.  These 
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emissions  would  be  reduced  through  the  Air  Quality  Construction  Management  Plan  required  in 
mitigation  measure  MM-Air-1.  Noise  effects  from  construction  equipment  would  most  likely  be 
experienced  by  users  in  the  nearby  Stateline  Wilderness  Area.  These  effects  would  be  reduced 
through  the  noise  mitigation  required  in  mitigation  measure  MM-Noise-1,  but  would  likely  still  be 
adverse.  The  character  and  quality  of  view  experienced  by  users  would  be  disturbed  by  the 
introduction  of  industrial  structures  including  construction  equipment,  solar  PV  arrays,  and 
additional  transmission  lines.  Visual  effects  would  be  experienced  by  users  of  specially 
designated  areas  at  far  away  distances,  but  the  greatest  visual  impact  would  most  likely  be 
experienced  by  users  within  a 5-mile  vicinity.  These  effects  would  be  reduced  through 
mitigation  measures  MM-VR-1 , MM-VR-2,  MM-VR-3 , and  MM-VR-4  (discussed  in  Section  4.18), 
but  effects  would  still  be  adverse. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

The  proposed  solar  facility  would  be  located  within  the  vicinity  of  several  specially  designated 
areas,  as  mentioned  above  under  “Construction”. 

There  would  be  long-term  visual  impacts  from  the  solar  PV  arrays,  transmission  lines, 
substation,  and  O&M  facility.  Visual  effects  would  be  experienced  by  users  of  specially 
designated  areas  at  far  away  distances,  but  the  greatest  visual  impact  would  most  likely  be 
experienced  by  users  within  a 5-mile  vicinity.  While  operation  and  maintenance  would  not 
cause  any  direct  impact  on  the  special  designations,  visitors  utilizing  the  wilderness  and 
recreation  areas  would  be  impacted.  For  example,  nighttiine  lighting  from  the  facility  would 
introduce  a new  source  of  light  to  the  area  and  the  character  and  quality  of  view  experienced  by 
recreation  users  would  be  disturbed  by  the  appearance  of  long-term  solar  PV  arrays, 
transmission  lines,  a project  substation,  and  the  O&M  Building. 


Decommissioning 

The  decommissioning  of  the  project  would  be  similar  to  the  construction  activities  described 
earlier,  and  would  include  demolition  and  removal  of  above-ground  and  subsurface  facilities  and 
site  contouring  and  restoration.  However,  the  duration  of  decommissioning  would  be  shorter 
than  the  duration  of  construction. 

Decommissioning  activities  would  cause  temporary  disturbance  to  users  of  the  recreation  and 
wilderness  areas,  similar  to  those  described  under  “Construction”  above.  Fugitive  dust  during 
decommissioning  activities  could  impact  the  air  quality  experienced  by  users  as  well  as  the 
introduction  of  noise  caused  by  equipment  required  for  decommissioning,  motor  vehicle  use, 
voices,  music,  or  other  worker-related  sounds  that  could  disturb  the  peaceful  and  serene 
environment  enjoyed  by  users.  Due  to  the  prevailing  wind  direction  towards  the  east  and 
northeast,  temporary  dust  pollutants  would  be  experienced  mostly  by  users  of  the  Ivanpah 
DWMA  and  Jean  Lake/Roach  Lake  SRMA.  Noise  effects  would  most  likely  be  experienced  by 
users  in  the  nearby  Stateline  Wilderness  Area.  The  character  and  quality  of  view  experienced 
by  users  would  be  disturbed  by  the  dismantling  of  several  industrial  structures  including  PV 
arrays,  transmission  lines,  project  substation,  and  the  O&M  Building.  Visual  effects  would  be 
experienced  by  users  of  specially  designated  areas  at  far  away  distances,  but  the  greatest 
visual  impact  would  most  likely  be  experienced  by  users  within  a 5-mile  vicinity. 

After  the  facility  has  been  decommissioned,  users  would  experience  a beneficial  impact,  as  the 
long-term  visual  impacts,  described  for  “Operation  and  Maintenance”  above,  would  be  removed. 
Although  revegetation  in  this  desert  region  is  difficult  and  generally  of  limited  success,  the  site 
would  return  to  a more  natural  undeveloped  state. 
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Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  constitute  a change  in  the  boundaries  of  an 
established  specially  designated  area.  While  this  would  change  BLM’s  management  and 
potential  land  uses,  and  would  protect  resources,  on  the  23,363  acre  newly-added  acreage,  it 
would  not  have  any  effect  on  the  management  requirements,  land  uses,  or  resources  on  the 
existing  portion  of  the  DWMA.  However,  it  would  likely  have  a beneficial  effect  on  the  area  of 
the  existing  DWMA  by  providing  further  protection  to  the  resources  managed  there.  The 
management  objectives  and  requirements  on  the  newly  added  acreage  would  be  the  same  as 
those  on  the  current  DWMA. 

By  limiting  future  land  uses  within  the  newly-added  23,363  acre  area,  this  action  would  reduce 
the  potential  for  implementation  of  other  large-scale  projects  that  could  generate  air  emissions, 
noise,  or  visual  impacts  within  this  portion  of  Ivanpah  Valley.  As  a result,  the  modification  of  the 
DWMA  boundary  would  have  a beneficial  impact  on  the  other  specially  designated  areas  in  the 
region,  including  the  wilderness  or  recreation  areas. 


4.15.3.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Appendix  G of  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines  does  not  provide  significance  criteria  for  special 
designations,  except  those  stated  for  agriculture  and  forestry  resources,  which  do  not  apply. 
Therefore,  no  significance  determination  has  been  made. 


4.15.4  Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 
4.15.4.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

This  analysis  of  direct  and  indirect  impacts  for  Alternative  2 is  organized  according  to  the 
following  project  phases:  construction:  operation  and  maintenance;  and  decommissioning. 


Construction 

Potential  impacts  on  special  designations  during  construction  of  Alternative  2 would  be  the 
same  as  described  under  “Construction”  for  the  Proposed  Action.  As  described  above, 
temporary  effects  associated  with  fugitive  dust,  noise,  and  visual  resources  would  be 
experienced  by  users  of  the  ACECs,  wilderness  areas,  and  recreation  areas.  The  Solar  Farm 
site,  gen-tie  corridor,  and  access  corridor  under  Alternative  2 would  require  approximately  2,385 
acres  of  land,  which  is  242  acres  (or  about  12  percent)  more  than  the  Proposed  Action.  The 
acreage  for  the  project  would  be  in  a bifurcated  footprint,  and  would  include  an  area  of  solar 
arrays  located  to  the  south  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course.  This  separate  location  for  a 
portion  of  the  facility  would  not  have  any  additional  effect  on  specially  designated  areas. 
Alternative  2 would  utilize  the  same  materials  and  equipment  as  the  Proposed  Action,  and 
therefore  the  potential  effects  of  fugitive  dust,  traffic,  noise,  and  visual  impacts  would  be  the 
same  as  in  the  Proposed  Action.  However,  due  to  the  larger  project  site  under  this  alternative, 
the  duration  of  these  effects  may  be  incrementally  longer.  Temporary  effects  associated  with 
fugitive  dust,  noise,  and  visual  disturbance  would  not  require  any  changes  to  the  designations  or 
status  of  specially  designated  areas  within  close  proximity  to  the  proposed  facility. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Potential  impacts  on  special  designations  during  operation  and  maintenance  of  Alternative  2 
would  be  greater  than  those  described  under  “Operation  and  Maintenance”  for  the  Proposed 
Action,  due  to  the  increased  project  size  and  resulting  visual  impact.  As  described  above, 
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visitors  utilizing  the  ACECs,  wilderness  areas,  and  recreation  areas  would  experience  effects 
associated  with  industrial  structures  until  they  are  removed  at  the  end  of  the  project  life 
(decommissioning).  Because  the  solar  arrays  would  cover  a larger  area,  and  in  a bifurcated 
footprint,  these  effects  would  be  greater  for  Alternative  2 than  for  the  Proposed  Action.  Effects 
associated  with  visual  disturbance  would  not  require  any  changes  to  the  designations  or  status 
of  specially  designated  areas  within  close  proximity  to  the  proposed  facility. 


Decommissioning 

Potential  impacts  on  specially  designated  areas  during  decommissioning  of  the  Alternative  2 
would  be  the  same  as  described  under  “Decommissioning”  for  the  Proposed  Action.  As 
described  above,  effects  associated  with  air  quality,  noise  and  visual  resources  would  be 
experienced  by  users  of  the  ACECs,  wilderness  areas,  and  recreation  areas.  Due  to  the  larger 
project  site  under  this  alternative,  the  duration  of  these  effects  may  be  incrementally  longer  than 
the  Proposed  Action.  Temporary  effects  associated  with  fugitive  dust,  noise,  and  visual 
disturbance  would  not  require  any  changes  to  the  designations  or  status  of  specially  designated 
areas  within  close  proximity  to  the  proposed  facility. 

After  Alternative  2 has  been  decommissioned,  users  would  experience  a beneficial  impact,  as 
the  Iona-term  visual  impacts,  described  for  “Operation  and  Maintenance”  above,  would  be 
removed.  Although  revegetation  in  this  desert  region  is  difficult  and  generally  of  limited 
success,  the  site  would  return  to  a more  natural  undeveloped  state. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  under  Alternative  2 would  constitute  a change  in  the 
boundaries  of  an  established  specially  designated  area.  While  this  would  change  BLM’s 
management  and  potential  land  uses,  and  would  protect  resources,  on  the  23,121  acre  newly- 
added  acreage,  it  would  not  have  any  effect  on  the  management  requirements,  land  uses,  or 
resources  on  the  existing  portion  of  the  DWMA.  The  management  objectives  and  requirements 
on  the  newly  added  acreage  would  be  the  same  as  those  on  the  current  DWMA. 

By  limiting  future  land  uses  within  the  newly-added  23,121  acre  area,  Alternative  2 would 
reduce  the  potential  for  implementation  of  other  large-scale  projects  that  could  generate  air 
emissions,  noise,  or  visual  impacts  within  this  portion  of  Ivanpah  Valley.  As  a result,  the 
modification  of  the  DWMA  boundary  would  have  a beneficial  impact  on  the  other  specially 
designated  areas  in  the  region,  including  the  wilderness  or  recreation  areas.  The  slightly 
different  acreage  associated  with  this  modification  under  Alternative  2 would  have  a beneficial 
impact  that  would  be  similar  to  that  of  the  Proposed  Action. 


4.15.4.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Appendix  G of  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines  does  not  provide  significance  criteria  for  special 
designations,  except  those  stated  for  agriculture  and  forestry  resources.  No  significance 
determination  has  been  made. 


4.15.5  Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 
4.15.5.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

This  analysis  of  direct  and  indirect  impacts  for  Revised  Alternative  3 is  organized  according  to 
the  following  project  phases:  construction;  operation  and  maintenance;  and  decommissioning. 
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Construction 

Potential  impacts  on  special  designations  during  construction  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be 
the  same  as  described  under  “Construction”  for  the  Proposed  Action.  As  described  above, 
temporary  effects  associated  with  fugitive  dust,  noise,  and  visual  resources  would  be 
experienced  by  users  of  the  ACECs,  wilderness  areas,  and  recreation  areas.  The  Solar  Farm 
site,  gen-tie  corridor,  and  access  corridor  under  Revised  Alternative  3 would  require 
approximately  1,685  acres  of  land,  which  is  458  acres  smaller  than  the  project  site  under  the 
Proposed  Action.  Revised  Alternative  3 would  utilize  the  same  materials  and  equipment  as  the 
Proposed  Action.  However,  due  to  the  reduced  project  size,  the  potential  effects  of  fugitive 
dust,  traffic,  noise,  and  visual  impacts  would  be  reduced  as  compared  to  the  Proposed  Action. 
Temporary  effects  associated  with  fugitive  dust,  noise,  and  visual  disturbance  would  not  require 
any  changes  to  the  designations  or  status  of  specially  designated  areas  within  close  proximity  to 
the  proposed  facility. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Potential  impacts  on  special  designations  during  operation  and  maintenance  of  Revised 
Alternative  3 would  be  the  same  as  described  under  “Operation  and  Maintenance”  for  the 
Proposed  Action.  As  described  above,  visitors  utilizing  the  ACECs,  wilderness  areas,  and 
recreation  areas  would  experience  effects  associated  with  industrial  structures  until  they  are 
removed  at  the  end  of  the  project  life  (decommissioning).  Effects  associated  with  visual 
disturbance  would  not  require  any  changes  to  the  designations  or  status  of  specially  designated 
areas  within  close  proximity  to  the  proposed  facility. 


Decommissioning 

Potential  impacts  on  specially  designated  areas  during  decommissioning  of  the  Revised 
Alternative  3 would  be  the  same  as  described  under  “Decommissioning”  for  the  Proposed 
Action.  As  described  above,  effects  associated  with  air  quality,  noise  and  visual  resources 
would  be  experienced  by  users  of  the  ACECs,  wilderness  areas,  and  recreation  areas. 
Temporary  effects  associated  with  fugitive  dust,  noise,  and  visual  disturbance  would  not  require 
any  changes  to  the  designations  or  status  of  specially  designated  areas  within  close  proximity  to 
the  proposed  facility. 

After  the  alternative  has  been  decommissioned,  users  would  experience  a beneficial  impact,  as 
the  long-term  visual  impacts,  described  for  “Operation  and  Maintenance”  above,  would  be 
removed.  Although  revegetation  in  this  desert  region  is  difficult  and  generally  of  limited 
success,  the  site  would  return  to  a more  natural  undeveloped  state. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  under  Revised  Alternative  3 would  constitute  a change 
in  the  boundaries  of  an  established  specially  designated  area.  While  this  would  change  BLM’s 
management  and  potential  land  uses,  and  would  protect  resources,  on  the  23, 821  acre  newly- 
added  acreage,  it  would  not  have  any  effect  on  the  management  requirements,  land  uses,  or 
resources  on  the  existing  portion  of  the  DWMA.  The  management  objectives  and  requirements 
on  the  newly  added  acreage  would  be  the  same  as  those  on  the  current  DWMA. 

By  limiting  future  land  uses  within  the  newly-added  23, 821  acre  area,  Revised  Alternative  3 
would  reduce  the  potential  for  implementation  of  other  large-scale  projects  that  could  generate 
air  emissions,  noise,  or  visual  impacts  within  this  portion  of  Ivanpah  Valley.  As  a result,  the 
modification  of  the  DWMA  boundary  would  have  a beneficial  impact  on  the  other  specially 
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designated  areas  in  the  region,  including  the  wilderness  or  recreation  areas.  The  slightly 
different  acreage  associated  with  this  modification  under  Revised  Alternative  3 would  have  a 
beneficial  impact  that  would  be  similar  to  that  of  the  Proposed  Action. 


4.15.5.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Appendix  G of  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines  does  not  provide  significance  criteria  for  special 
designations,  except  those  stated  for  agriculture  and  forestry  resources.  No  significance 
determination  has  been  made. 


4.15.6  Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 
4.15.6.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  4 is  conceptually  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1 ),  but  would  be  placed 
within  a different  land  area  which  comprises  1,766  acres.  The  land  area  associated  with 
Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  the  northern  portion  of  the  bifurcated  footprint  of  Alternative 
2.  This  analysis  of  direct  and  indirect  impacts  for  Alternative  4 is  organized  according  to  the 
following  project  phases:  construction;  operation  and  maintenance;  and  decommissioning. 


Construction 

Potential  impacts  on  special  designations  during  construction  of  Alternative  4 would  be  the 
same  as  described  under  “Construction”  for  the  Proposed  Action.  As  described  above, 
temporary  effects  associated  with  fugitive  dust,  noise,  and  visual  resources  would  be 
experienced  by  users  of  the  ACECs,  wilderness  areas,  and  recreation  areas.  The  Solar  Farm 
site,  gen-tie  corridor,  and  access  corridor  under  Alternative  4 would  require  approximately  1,766 
acres  of  land,  which  is  377  acres  (or  about  17  percent)  smaller  than  the  project  site  under  the 
Proposed  Action.  Alternative  4 would  utilize  the  same  materials  and  equipment  as  the 
Proposed  Action.  However,  due  to  the  reduced  project  size,  the  potential  effects  of  fugitive 
dust,  traffic,  noise,  and  visual  impacts  would  be  reduced  from  those  associated  with  the 
Proposed  Action.  Temporary  effects  associated  with  fugitive  dust,  noise,  and  visual  disturbance 
would  not  require  any  changes  to  the  designations  or  status  of  specially  designated  areas  within 
close  proximity  to  the  proposed  facility. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Potential  impacts  on  special  designations  during  operation  and  maintenance  of  Alternative  4 
would  be  the  same  as  described  under  “Operation  and  Maintenance”  for  the  Proposed  Action. 
As  described  above,  visitors  utilizing  the  ACECs,  wilderness  areas,  and  recreation  areas  would 
experience  effects  associated  with  industrial  structures  until  they  are  removed  at  the  end  of  the 
project  life  (decommissioning).  Effects  associated  with  visual  disturbance  would  not  require  any 
changes  to  the  designations  or  status  of  specially  designated  areas  within  close  proximity  to  the 
proposed  facility. 


Decommissioning 

Potential  impacts  on  specially  designated  areas  during  decommissioning  of  the  Alternative  4 
would  be  the  same  as  described  under  “Decommissioning”  for  the  Proposed  Action.  As 
described  above,  effects  associated  with  air  quality,  noise  and  visual  resources  would  be 
experienced  by  users  of  the  ACECs,  wilderness  areas,  and  recreation  areas.  Temporary  effects 
associated  with  fugitive  dust,  noise,  and  visual  disturbance  would  not  require  any  changes  to 
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the  designations  or  status  of  specially  designated  areas  within  close  proximity  to  the  proposed 
facility. 

After  the  alternative  has  been  decommissioned,  users  would  experience  a beneficial  impact,  as 
the  long-term  visual  impacts,  described  for  “Operation  and  Maintenance”  above,  would  be 
removed.  Although  revegetation  in  this  desert  region  is  difficult  and  generally  of  limited 
success,  the  site  would  return  to  a more  natural  undeveloped  state. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  under  Alternative  4 would  constitute  a change  in  the 
boundaries  of  an  established  specially  designated  area.  While  this  would  change  BLM’s 
management  and  potential  land  uses,  and  would  protect  resources,  on  the  23, 740  acre  newly- 
added  acreage,  it  would  not  have  any  effect  on  the  management  requirements,  land  uses,  or 
resources  on  the  existing  portion  of  the  DWMA.  The  management  objectives  and  requirements 
on  the  newly  added  acreage  would  be  the  same  as  those  on  the  current  DWMA. 

By  limiting  future  land  uses  within  the  newly-added  23, 740  acre  area,  Alternative  4 would 
reduce  the  potential  for  implementation  of  other  large-scale  projects  that  could  generate  air 
emissions,  noise,  or  visual  impacts  within  this  portion  of  Ivanpah  Valley.  As  a result,  the 
modification  of  the  DWMA  boundary  would  have  a beneficial  impact  on  the  other  specially 
designated  areas  in  the  region,  including  the  wilderness  or  recreation  areas.  The  slightly 
different  acreage  associated  with  this  modification  under  Alternative  4 would  have  a beneficial 
impact  that  would  be  similar  to  that  of  the  Proposed  Action. 


4.15.6.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Appendix  G of  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines  does  not  provide  significance  criteria  for  special 
designations,  except  those  stated  for  agriculture  and  forestry  resources.  No  significance 
determination  has  been  made. 


4.15.7  Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 
4.15.7.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Under  this  alternative,  the  BLM  would  not  approve  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  facility  and 
would  not  amend  the  CDCA  Plan.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be  constructed, 
and  the  BLM  would  continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the  existing  land  use 
designation  in  the  CDCA  Plan,  as  amended.  Because  there  would  be  no  amendment  to  the 
CDCA  Plan  and  no  solar  project  approved  for  the  site  under  this  alternative,  no  new  structures 
or  facilities  would  be  constructed  or  operated  on  the  site  and  no  new  ground  disturbance  would 
occur.  As  a result,  none  of  the  impacts  on  specially  designated  areas  from  construction, 
operation,  or  decommissioning  of  the  project  would  occur. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  the  No  Action 
Alternative.  Land  uses  and  management  requirements  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA 
would  continue  as  they  are  today.  By  itself,  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  have  no  impact  on 
any  of  the  specially  designated  areas.  However,  by  not  including  the  action  of  modifying  the 
boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA,  this  alternative  would  not  result  in  the  beneficial  impacts  to  the 
specially  designated  areas  in  the  region  by  limiting  future  development  projects. 
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4.15.7.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Appendix  G of  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines  does  not  provide  significance  criteria  for  special 
designations,  except  those  stated  for  agriculture  and  forestry  resources.  No  significance 
determination  has  been  made. 


4.15.8  Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 
4.15.8.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  6 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  not  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  and  no  project  would  be  approved.  It  is  expected  that  the  site  would  remain  in  its 
existing  condition  unless  another  use  is  designated  in  this  amendment.  No  solar  project  would 
be  approved  for  the  site  under  this  alternative,  so  no  new  structures  or  facilities  would  be 
constructed  or  operated  on  the  site  and  no  new  ground  disturbance  would  occur.  As  a result, 
none  of  the  impacts  on  specially  designated  areas  from  construction,  operation,  or 
decommissioning  of  the  project  would  occur. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  Ivan  pah  DWMA  under  Alternative  6 would  constitute  a change  in  the 
boundaries  of  an  established  specially  designated  area.  While  this  would  change  BLM’s 
management  and  potential  land  uses , and  would  protect  resources,  on  the  25,506  acre  newly- 
added  acreage , it  would  not  have  any  effect  on  the  management  requirements , land  uses , or 
resources  on  the  existing  portion  of  the  DWMA.  The  management  objectives  and  requirements 
on  the  newly  added  acreage  would  be  the  same  as  those  on  the  current  DWMA. 

By  limiting  future  land  uses  within  the  newly-added  25,506  acre  area , Alternative  6 would 
reduce  the  potential  for  implementation  of  other  large-scale  projects  that  could  generate  air 
emissions , noise , or  visual  impacts  within  this  portion  of  Ivanpah  Valley.  As  a result,  the 
modification  of  the  DWMA  boundary  would  have  a beneficial  impact  on  the  other  specially 
designated  areas  in  the  region,  including  the  wilderness  and/or  recreation  areas.  The  slightly 
different  acreage  associated  with  this  modification  under  Alternative  6 would  have  a beneficial 
impact  that  would  be  similar  to  that  of  the  Proposed  Action. 


4.15.8.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Appendix  G of  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines  does  not  provide  significance  criteria  for  special 
designations,  except  those  stated  for  agriculture  and  forestry  resources.  No  significance 
determination  has  been  made. 


4.15.9  Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 
4.15.9.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  7 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  although  none  of  the  action  alternatives  would  be  approved.  The  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  Project  would  not  be  constructed  on  the  project  site  and  the  project  site  would  remain 
vacant  in  the  near-term.  As  a result,  none  of  the  impacts  on  specially  designated  areas  from 
construction,  operation , or  decommissioning  of  the  Project  would  occur.  However , it  is  possible 
that  another  solar  energy  project  could  be  constructed  on  the  site.  If  that  occurred,  it  is  likely 
that  impacts  on  special  designation  areas  would  result  from  the  construction,  operation,  and 
decommissioning  of  the  solar  technology  and  resulting  ground  disturbance,  and  would  likely  be 
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similar  to  the  impacts  on  special  designation  areas  from  the  proposed  facility.  The  impacts  of 
such  future  projects  are  speculative  at  this  time. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Under  Alternative  7,  the  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified.  By 
itself,  this  component  of  this  No  Project  Alternative  would  have  no  impact  on  any  of  the  specially 
designated  areas.  However,  by  not  including  the  action  of  modifying  the  boundary  of  the 
Ivanpah  DWMA,  this  alternative  would  not  result  in  the  beneficial  impacts  to  the  specially 
designated  areas  in  the  region  by  limiting  future  development  projects. 


4.15.9.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Appendix  G of  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines  does  not  provide  significance  criteria  for  special 
designations,  except  those  stated  for  agriculture  and  forestry  resources.  No  significance 
determination  has  been  made. 


4.15.10  Cumulative  Impacts 
4.15.10.1  Geographic  Extent/Context 

Several  special  designation  areas  are  located  in  the  general  vicinity  of  the  project  area.  These 
areas  are  discussed  in  Section  3.15,  and  include  the  following: 

• Ivanpah  DWMA; 

• Mesquite  Lake  ACEC; 

• Clark  Mountain  ACEC; 

• Ivanpah  Dry  Lake; 

• Jean  Lake/Roach  Lake  SRMA; 

• Stateline  Wilderness;  and 

• Mesquite  Wilderness. 

Due  to  the  presence  of  several  special  designation  areas  within  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site 
and  the  Proposed  Action’s  potential  contribution  to  cumulative  impacts  on  these  areas,  the 
geographic  extent  of  analysis  is  a 10-mile  radius  from  the  project  site.  Locations  most  likely  to 
be  affected  within  special  designation  areas  would  be  included  within  this  10-mile  radius. 
Beyond  this  10-mile  radius,  potential  impacts  associated  with  fugitive  dust,  noise,  and  visual 
disturbance  would  be  greatly  reduced.  Potential  cumulative  impacts  could  occur  for  the  entire 
duration  of  the  Proposed  Action,  from  the  initiation  of  construction  to  the  conclusion  of  facility 
decommissioning. 


4.15.10.2  Existing  Cumulative  Conditions 

The  project  site  and  surrounding  special  designation  areas  consist  of  undeveloped  and  open 
space  land.  Locations  in  the  region  that  are  not  included  within  the  specially  designated  areas 
have  undergone  commercial,  industrial,  and  residential  development,  resulting  in  alterations  to 
the  natural  landscape,  including  effects  from  fugitive  dust  emissions,  noise  and  visual  resources 
on  special  designation  areas.  Temporary  impacts  from  fugitive  dust  emissions  and  noise  have 
been  and  continue  to  be  reduced  through  mitigation  measures.  However,  long-term  impacts  to 
visual  resources  associated  with  special  designated  areas  remain. 
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4.15.10.3  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Projects 

Table  4.1-1  provides  a list  of  current  and  reasonably  foreseeable  projects,  including  other 
proposed  or  approved  renewable  energy  projects,  various  BLM  authorized  actions/activities, 
proposed  or  approved  projects  within  the  County’s  jurisdiction,  and  other  actions/activities  that 
the  agencies  consider  reasonably  foreseeable.  Table  4.1-2  summarizes  the  cumulative  projects 
that  would  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  the  Proposed  Action  and  result  in  cumulative 
impacts  to  specially  designated  areas.  Most  of  these  projects  have  either  undergone 
independent  environmental  review  pursuant  to  NEPA  and/or  CEQA,  or  will  do  so  prior  to 
approval.  Even  if  environmental  review  has  not  been  completed  for  the  cumulative  projects 
described  in  Table  4.1-2,  their  effects  were  considered  in  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis  in  the 
PA  and  EIS/EIR. 

Projects  currently  under  construction  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility  include  the  Ivanpah 
SEGS  solar  facility  (3,471  acres).  Proposed  projects  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility  that 
would  have  potentially  adverse  impacts  to  special  designations  include  the  Southern  Nevada 
Supplemental  Airport,  Desert  Xpress  high  speed  passenger  rail  line,  Silver  State  Phase  2 solar 
facility,  and  the  Calnev  Pipeline  Expansion  Project. 

These  projects  were  selected  based  on  the  distance  in  which  impacts  from  air  emissions,  noise, 
and  visual  resources  could  be  experienced  within  the  specially  designated  areas.  Several  types 
of  development  projects  could  contribute  to  the  cumulative  impact  of  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternatives,  including  commercial  and  industrial  development,  utility,  transportation,  and 
renewable  energy  projects.  These  types  of  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  could  combine  with 
potential  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  or  an  alternative  to  affect  special  designations  within 
the  geographic  extent  of  this  cumulative  analysis. 

Most  of  these  projects  have  either  undergone  independent  environmental  review  pursuant  to 
NEPA  and/or  CEQA  or  will  do  so  prior  to  approval.  These  environmental  reviews,  as  well  as 
applicable  Federal,  state,  and  local  regulations,  include  mitigation  measures  and  requirements 
that  would  avoid  or  reduce  air  emissions,  noise,  and  visual  impacts  of  each  of  the  independent 
projects.  However,  all  of  the  cumulative  projects  listed  above  would  have  the  potential  of 
combining  impacts  with  the  Proposed  Action,  as  construction  schedules  and  operational  periods 
would  overlap.  Therefore,  effects  of  these  projects  were  considered  in  the  cumulative  impacts 
analysis  below. 


4.15.10.4  Cumulative  Impacts  Associated  with  Proposed  Action 
Construction 

Numerous  energy-related  development  projects,  including  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm 
facility,  would  adversely  affect  the  viewscape  by  adding  temporary  fugitive  dust  emissions 
during  construction;  temporary  and  long-term  structures,  fences,  and  other  features  that  could 
interrupt  landscape  views;  and  increased  noise  caused  by  equipment  required  for  construction 
and  decommissioning,  motor  vehicle  use,  voices,  music,  or  other  worker-related  sounds.  Any  of 
these  activities  individually  or  in  combination  could  cause  some  users  of  the  specially 
designated  areas  to  seek  out  other  areas  of  the  desert  for  their  wilderness  or  recreation 
activities  and  experiences. 

Other  projects  identified  within  the  cumulative  project  list  described  above  have  been  and  would 
be  developed  and  operate  on  a similar  magnitude  of  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  facility. 
These  projects,  including  1-15,  the  Primm  Resorts,  Ivanpah  SEGS  facility,  Silver  State  Phases  1 
and  2,  Desert  Xpress,  Molycorp  Mine  and  Phoenix  Project,  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental 
Airport,  and  EITP  are  all  located  within  the  general  vicinity  of  the  proposed  Stateline  facility,  and 
would  present  similar  effects  to  the  air  quality,  noise,  and  visual  resources  associated  with  the 
special  designation  areas. 
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These  potential  cumulative  impacts  on  specially-designated  wilderness  and  recreation  areas 
could  affect  visitor  attraction  to  these  and  other  specially  designated  areas  within  the  vicinity  of 
the  project  area,  since  the  myriad  of  projects  in  the  cumulative  scenario,  in  combination,  would 
add  large-  and  small-scale  industrial,  utility-related,  and  other  uses  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project 
and  the  region  more  generally. 

Unavoidable  impacts  to  ACECs,  recreation,  and  designated  wilderness  areas  would  result  since 
construction,  operation,  and  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  alter  the  adjacent 
scenery  to  a more  industrial  setting,  as  viewed  from  the  special  designation  areas.  Thus,  the 
effects  on  special  designation  areas  would  continue  until  project  facilities  are  dismantled  and  the 
vegetation  and  landforms  of  the  site  are  reclaimed.  The  existing  landscape  setting  would  be 
restored  during  the  decommissioning  phase,  but  effects  would  be  long-term  due  to  the  length  of 
time  required  for  revegetation  of  desert  areas. 

These  potential  impacts  to  specially  designated  areas  are  also  discussed  in  the  Air  Resources, 
Noise,  and  Visual  Resources  sections,  and  mitigation  measures  for  construction,  operations  and 
maintenance,  and  decommissioning  activities  have  been  proposed  to  reduce  the  impacts  of  the 
Proposed  Action.  Similar  mitigation  measures  have  been  required  for  recently-approved 
projects,  and  would  likely  be  required  for  projects  that  are  currently  under  environmental  review. 
However,  adverse  visual  impacts  associated  with  the  industrial/commercial  appearance  of  these 
projects  would  remain,  even  with  mitigation. 

Cumulative  effects  associated  with  fugitive  dust,  noise,  and  visual  disturbance  from  construction 
would  not  require  any  changes  to  the  designations  or  status  of  specially  designated  areas  within 
close  proximity  to  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  facility.  Thus,  construction  of  the  proposed 
facility  would  not  contribute  substantially  to  cumulative  impacts  on  specially  designated  areas. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

It  is  expected  that  all  of  the  cumulative  projects  described  above  would  be  operational  at  the 
same  time  as  the  Proposed  Action.  As  a result,  there  would  be  long-term  impacts  associated 
with  air  emissions,  noise,  and  visual  appearance  of  those  cumulative  projects. 

The  Proposed  Action  would  contribute  to  these  possible  long-term  operational  cumulative 
impacts  since  more  than  25,000  acres  of  land  are  proposed  for  solar  energy  and  other 
developments  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  area.  The  conversion  of  these  lands  would  modify  the 
visual  appearance  of  the  area,  giving  it  a more  industrial  character  as  viewed  from  the  special 
designation  areas , and  most  of  these  impacts  would  be  visible  from  within  the  specially 
designated  areas. 

Cumulative  effects  associated  with  fugitive  dust,  noise,  and  visual  disturbance  from  operations 
would  not  require  any  changes  to  the  designations  or  status  of  specially  designated  areas  within 
close  proximity  to  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  facility.  Thus,  operations  of  the  proposed 
facility  would  not  contribute  substantially  to  cumulative  impacts  on  specially  designated  areas. 


Decommissioning 

The  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action  is  expected  to  result  in  adverse  impacts  similar  to 
those  identified  for  construction.  Air  emissions,  noise,  and  visual  impacts  from  the 
decommissioning  activities  associated  with  other  renewable  energy  and  other  projects  would 
have  the  potential  to  combine  with  those  of  the  Proposed  Action,  which  could  result  in  an 
adverse  cumulative  impact  to  specially  designated  areas.  However,  the  Proposed  Action’s 
contribution  to  cumulative  impacts  to  specially  designated  areas  during  decommissioning  would 
be  temporary.  Following  decommissioning,  the  land  area  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action 
would  be  restored,  and  adverse  impacts  would  cease. 
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Cumulative  effects  associated  with  fugitive  dust,  noise,  and  visual  disturbance  from 
decommissioning  would  not  require  any  changes  to  the  designations  or  status  of  specially 
designated  areas  within  close  proximity  to  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  facility.  Thus, 
decommissioning  of  the  proposed  facility  would  not  contribute  substantially  to  cumulative 
impacts  on  specially  designated  areas. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  constitute  a change  in  the  boundaries  of  an 
established  specially  designated  area.  This  modification  of  the  DWMA  boundaries  would  not, 
however,  have  any  effect  on  any  of  the  other  specially  designated  areas  in  the  region,  including 
the  wilderness  or  recreation  areas.  In  addition,  none  of  the  past,  present,  or  reasonably 
foreseeable  future  projects  would  include  similar  modifications  of  any  specially  designated 
areas.  Therefore,  the  modification  of  the  boundary  would  not  contribute  to  adverse  cumulative 
impacts  to  these  areas. 

By  limiting  future  land  uses  within  the  newly-added  23,363  acre  area,  this  action  would  reduce 
the  potential  for  implementation  of  other  large-scale  projects  that  could  generate  air  emissions, 
noise,  or  visual  impacts  within  this  portion  of  Ivanpah  Valley.  The  modification  of  the  DWMA 
boundary  would  combine  with  other  management  actions  that  have  limited  land  uses,  such  as 
the  designation  of  the  other  ACECs,  wilderness  areas,  and  recreation  areas.  Together,  these 
management  actions  would  contribute  to  a beneficial  cumulative  impact  on  the  other  specially 
designated  areas  in  the  region,  including  the  wilderness  or  recreation  areas. 


4.15.10.5  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Appendix  G of  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines  does  not  provide  significance  criteria  for  special 
designations,  except  those  stated  for  agriculture  and  forestry  resources.  No  significance 
determination  has  been  made. 


4.15.10.6  Alternatives 
Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 

The  impacts  to  specially  designated  areas  associated  with  Alternative  2 would  be  approximately 
the  same  as  those  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts 
associated  with  Alternative  2 would  be  the  same  as  those  described  above  for  the  Proposed 
Action. 


Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 

The  impacts  to  specially  designated  areas  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be 
approximately  the  same  as  those  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the 
cumulative  impacts  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  the  same  as  those 
described  above  for  the  Proposed  Action. 
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Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 

The  impacts  to  specially  designated  areas  associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be  approximately 
the  same  as  those  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts 
associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  those  described  above  for  the  Proposed 
Action. 


Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 

By  having  no  associated  air  emissions,  noise,  or  visual  impacts,  Alternative  5 (the  No  Action 
Alternative)  would  not  contribute  to  any  of  the  potentially  adverse  cumulative  impacts  to 
specially  designated  areas  as  the  action  alternatives.  However,  it  would  also  not  result  in  the 
beneficial  impacts  to  specially  designated  areas  that  would  be  associated  with  the  modification 
of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA.  The  No  Action  Alternative  would  continue  the  current 
situation  of  allowing  BLM  to  consider  other  land  uses,  including  land  uses  that  could  create  air 
emissions,  noise,  or  visual  impacts  (such  as  additional  development  of  solar  power  facilities),  on 
the  project  site  and  in  the  Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  Unit. 


Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 

By  denying  the  solar  energy  application,  Alternative  6 would  have  no  associated  air  emissions, 
noise,  or  visual  impacts,  and  would  therefore  not  contribute  to  any  of  the  potentially  adverse 
cumulative  impacts  to  specially  designated  areas  as  the  action  alternatives.  In  addition,  by 
excluding  the  proposed  facility  area  from  future  solar  development,  Alternative  6 would  combine 
with  other  federal  actions  that  have  limited  land  uses  over  large  areas  in  the  region,  and  would 
therefore  contribute  incrementally  to  reducing  the  potential  for  large-scale  projects  that  create 
air  emissions,  noise,  or  visual  impacts.  As  such,  this  alternative  would  have  a beneficial 
contribution  to  cumulative  impacts  to  specially  designated  areas. 


Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 

By  denying  the  solar  energy  application,  Alternative  7 would  have  no  associated  air  emissions, 
noise,  or  visual  impacts,  and  would  therefore  not  contribute  to  any  of  the  potentially  adverse 
cumulative  impacts  to  specially  designated  areas  as  the  action  alternatives.  However,  it  would 
also  not  result  in  the  beneficial  impacts  to  specially  designated  areas  that  would  be  associated 
with  the  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA.  This  alternative  would  also 
continue  the  current  situation  of  allowing  BLM  to  consider  other  land  uses,  including 
implementation  of  another  solar  facility  that  could  create  air  emissions,  noise,  or  visual  impacts 
on  the  project  site. 


4.15.11  Mitigation  Measures 

No  mitigation  measures  are  recommended  specifically  to  address  impacts  to  specially 
designated  areas  other  than  those  are  ready  identified.  Sections  4.2  (Air  Quality),  4.9  (Noise), 
and  4.18  (Visual  Resources)  include  a description  of  mitigation  measures  that  would  be 
implemented  to  reduce  the  project’s  impact  to  air  quality,  noise,  and  visual  resources. 
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4.15.12  Residual  Impacts  After  Mitigation 

By  contributing  to  the  industrial  and  commercial  appearance  of  Ivanpah  Valley,  the  visual  impact 
of  the  proposed  solar  facility  on  users  in  the  nearby  specially  designated  areas  would  constitute 
an  unavoidable  residual  impact. 
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4.16  Transportation  and  Public  Access 

This  section  discusses  the  transportation  and  public  access  impacts  that  would  occur  with 
implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives.  Effects  may  occur  from  physical 
changes  to  roads,  construction  activities,  introduction  of  construction-  or  operations-related 
traffic  on  local  roads,  or  changes  in  traffic  volumes  created  by  either  direct  or  indirect  workforce 
changes  in  the  area.  Information  contained  within  this  section  was  provided  primarily  by  the 
Traffic  Study  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project,  San  Bernardino  County,  California,  February 
2012,  prepared  by  LSA  Associates,  Inc.  (First  Solar  20121). 


4.1 6.1  Methodology  for  Analysis 

As  discussed  in  Section  3.16,  the  operations  of  the  project  area  intersections  and  roadway 
segments  are  characterized  using  the  concept  of  “Level  of  Service”  (LOS).  LOS  is  the  term 
used  to  denote  the  different  operating  conditions  which  occur  on  a given  roadway  segment 
under  various  traffic  volume  loads.  It  is  a qualitative  measure  used  to  describe  a quantitative 
analysis,  taking  into  account  factors  such  as  roadway  geometries,  signal  phasing,  speed,  travel 
delay,  freedom  to  maneuver,  and  safety.  LOS  provides  an  index  to  the  operational  qualities  of  a 
roadway  segment  or  an  intersection.  LOS  designations  range  from  A through  F,  with  LOS  A 
representing  the  best  operating  conditions  and  LOS  F representing  the  worst  operating 
conditions.  LOS  designation  is  reported  differently  for  signalized  and  unsignalized  intersections, 
as  well  as  for  roadway  segments. 

For  unsignalized  intersections,  LOS  is  determined  by  the  computed  or  measured  control  delay 
and  is  defined  for  each  minor  movement.  LOS  is  not  defined  for  the  intersection  as  a whole. 
Table  4.16-1  depicts  the  criteria,  which  are  based  on  the  average  control  delay  for  any 
particular  minor  movement. 


Table  4.16-1.  Level  of  Service  for  Unsignalized  Intersections 


Level  of  Service 

Unsignalized  Intersection 
Average  Delay  per  Vehicle 

(seconds) 

A 

<10 

B 

>10  and  < 15 

C 

>15  and  < 25 

D 

>25  and  < 35 

E 

>35  and  < 50 

F 

>50 

Source:  Transportation  Research  Board  (2000) 


LOS  F exists  when  there  are  insufficient  gaps  of  suitable  size  to  allow  a side  street  demand  to 
safely  cross  through  a major  street  traffic  stream.  This  level  of  service  is  generally  evident  from 
extremely  long  control  delays  experienced  by  side-street  traffic  and  by  queuing  on  the  minor- 
street  approaches.  The  method,  however,  is  based  on  a constant  critical  gap  size;  that  is,  the 
critical  gap  remains  constant  no  matter  how  long  the  side-street  motorist  waits. 

LOS  F may  also  appear  in  the  form  of  side-street  vehicles  selecting  smaller-than-usual  gaps.  In 
such  cases,  safety  may  be  a problem,  and  some  disruption  to  the  major  traffic  stream  may 
result.  It  is  important  to  note  that  LOS  F may  not  always  result  in  long  queues  but  may  result  in 
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adjustments  to  normal  gap  acceptance  behavior,  which  are  more  difficult  to  observe  in  the  field 
than  queuing. 

Freeway  segment  analysis  involves  a comparison  of  Average  Daily  Traffic  (ADT)  volumes  and 
an  approximate  daily  capacity  on  the  subject  roadway.  Table  4.16-2  shows  the  LOS  criteria  for 
freeway  segments. 


Table  4.16-2.  Level  of  Service  Criteria  for  Freeway  Segments 


Level  of  Service 

Density  (pc/mi/ln)  for  Basic 
Freeway  Segments 
Average  Delay  per  Vehicle 

(seconds) 

A 

<11 

B 

>11  and  < 18 

C 

>18  and  < 26 

D 

>26  and  < 35 

E 

>35  and  < 45 

F 

>45 

Source:  Transportation  Research  Board  (2000) 
pc/mi/ln  = passenger  cars  per  mile  per  lane 


4.16.1.1  Trip  Generation  and  Distribution 

The  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  construction  would  take  approximately  2 to  4 years  from  the 
commencement  of  the  construction  process  to  complete  the  project.  Typical  construction  work 
schedules  are  expected  to  be  from  7:00  a.m.  to  5:00  p.m.,  Monday  through  Friday,  which 
complies  with  the  San  Bernardino  County  noise  ordinance  restrictions  for  construction  activity  of 
7:00  a.m.  to  7:00  p.m.,  except  Sundays  or  Federal  holidays.  Due  to  hot  desert  conditions,  the 
Applicant  requests  the  flexibility  to  arrange  work  schedules  into  the  evening  or  early  morning 
hours.  For  example,  during  the  high  temperature  months,  installation  crews  may  choose  the 
option  to  work  from  2 a.m.  to  12  p.m.  to  avoid  excessive  heat  exposure  and  take  advantage  of 
the  coolest  temperature  hours.  For  safety  reasons,  certain  construction  tasks,  including  final 
electrical  terminations,  must  be  performed  after  dark  when  no  energy  is  being  produced. 


Construction  Trip  Generation 

As  discussed  in  the  Traffic  Study  prepared  by  LSA  (First  Solar  2012m)  trip  generation  during 
construction  activities  is  based  on  the  estimated  number  of  workers  and  types  of  equipment 
used  during  each  phase  of  construction.  Construction  equipment  would  be  delivered  to  the  site 
at  the  start  of  the  construction  activity  for  which  the  equipment  is  required  and  hauled  out  upon 
completion  of  the  activity.  The  delivery  of  construction  materials  and  the  removal  of  waste 
would  occur  generally  throughout  the  day  and  throughout  the  entire  construction  period. 

The  majority  of  construction  vehicle  trips  would  be  from  construction  workers  traveling  to  and 
from  the  site.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  number  of  on-site  construction  workers  would  average 
approximately  400  employees.  The  peak  on-site  workforce  would  be  approximately  600 
employees.  Desert  Stateline,  LLC  (the  Applicant)  has  indicated  that  they  would  hire  a San 
Bernardino  County-based  workforce  to  the  extent  feasible.  However,  it  is  expected  that  some 
workers  would  travel  to  and  from  the  project  site  each  day  from  the  Barstow,  California,  and  Las 
Vegas,  Nevada,  areas.  It  is  anticipated  that  some  construction  workers  would  stay  in  Primm, 
Nevada,  approximately  1.5  miles  northeast  of  the  project  site.  In  order  to  account  for 
carpooling,  it  was  assumed  that  vehicle  would  have  two  construction  workers  commuting  to  and 
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from  the  site.  The  estimated  maximum  daily  trip  generation  rate  for  construction  workers  is  400 
inbound  vehicle  trips  during  the  a.m.  peak  hour  and  400  outbound  vehicle  trips  during  the  p.m. 
peak  hour. 

Truck  traffic  during  construction  is  expected  to  average  approximately  40  inbound  and  40 
outbound  truck  trips  per  day,  including  13  deliveries  of  materials  and  supplies  plus  other 
construction-related  truck  trips.  The  40  truck  trips  per  day  would  result  in  80  trips  (i.e.,  40 
inbound  trips  and  40  outbound  trips).  Although  construction  truck  trips  and  deliveries  would  be 
planned  to  during  non-peak  hours,  it  is  assumed  that  approximately  10  percent  of  the  truck  trips 
would  occur  in  the  a.m.  peak  hour  and  10  percent  would  occur  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour. 

Large  construction  trucks  occupy  more  road  capacity  than  passenger  vehicles  due  to  their 
greater  size,  reduced  maneuverability  and  slower  start-up  times.  To  account  for  the  greater 
road  capacity  used  by  large  construction  trucks,  passenger  car  equivalent  (PCE)  factors  are 
applied  to  the  vehicle  trip  generation.  For  truck  trips,  a PCE  factor  of  2.0  was  applied.  This 
means  that  each  truck  is  considered  to  be  two  passenger  vehicles  in  terms  of  the  road  capacity 
used  by  each  truck. 

The  construction  trip  generation  for  the  project  is  illustrated  in  Table  4.16-3.  The  existing-plus- 
project  traffic  volumes  are  shown  on  Figure  4.16-1. 


Table  4.16-3.  Construction  Trip  Generation 


AM  Peak  Hour2 

PM  Peak  Hour 

Daily 

In 

Out 

Total 

In 

Out 

Total 

Total 

Employee  Vehicles 

400 

0 

400 

0 

400 

400 

800 

Truck  Trips1 

8 

8 

16 

8 

8 

16 

80 

Total 

408 

8 

416 

8 

408 

416 

880 

Source:  First  Solar  201 1 

1 Peak-hour  truck  trips  equal  10  percent  of  daily  truck  trips.  A passenger  car  equivalent  (PCE)  factor  of  2.0  was  applied  to  the  truck 
trips. 

2 Peak  hour  is  the  hourly  volume  with  the  highest  value  in  a 24-hour  period. 


Trip  Distribution 

According  to  the  Traffic  Study  prepared  by  LSA  (First  Solar  2012m),  it  was  assumed  that  most 
workers  would  be  housed  in  Primm,  Nevada.  As  such,  80  percent  of  the  construction  vehicle 
trips  would  commute  to  and  from  the  site  via  1-15  between  the  project  site  and  Primm  and  20 
percent  would  commute  to  and  from  the  site  via  1-15  between  the  project  site  and  Baker, 
California. 


Operation  Trip  Generation 

As  stated  in  the  Applicant’s  POD,  the  workforce  for  O&M  and  security  purposes  is  estimated  to 
be  7 to  10  full-time  workers.  However,  in  order  to  provide  a conservative  analysis  of  traffic 
impacts,  the  traffic  analysis  conducted  by  LSA  (First  Solar  2012m)  assumed  that  the  maximum 
number  of  employees  anticipated  at  any  one  time  for  operations,  maintenance,  and  security 
would  be  12  full-time  workers.  Based  on  this  assumption,  the  project  would  generate 
approximately  12  trips  during  the  a.m.  peak  hour  when  employees  commute  to  the  site  and  12 
trips  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  when  employees  leave  the  site.  It  is  possible  that  some  truck 
trips  to  and  from  the  site  would  occur  when  the  replacement  of  onsite  equipment  is  needed. 
However,  operation  of  the  project  would  not  require  regularly  schedule  truck  trips. 
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Decommissioning  Trip  Generation 

The  project  would  be  in  operation  for  a period  of  30  years.  Once  operation  of  the  project 
ceases,  the  onsite  equipment  would  be  recycled  to  the  extent  feasible.  Onsite  equipment  and 
materials  that  cannot  be  recycled  would  be  disposed  of  safely.  The  project  site  could  then  be 
utilized  by  other  uses  that  conform  to  applicable  land  use  regulations  that  are  in  effect  at  the 
time  of  closure.  The  overall  duration  of  decommissioning  activities  is  expected  to  be  shorter 
than  construction  of  the  project.  It  is  anticipated  that  decommissioning  of  the  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  Project  would  require  fewer  truck  trips  and  employees  than  construction  of  the  project. 


4.16.2  CEQA  Significance  Criteria 

The  following  criteria  were  used  to  determine  the  significance  of  impacts  under  CEQA: 


• Trans-1:  Cause  an  increase  in  traffic  which  is  substantial  in  relation  to  the  existing  traffic 
load  and  capacity  of  the  street  system; 

• Trans-2:  Exceed  a level  of  service  standard  established  by  the  county  congestion 
management  agency  for  designated  roads  or  highways; 

• Trans-3:  Result  in  change  to  air  traffic  patterns; 

• Trans-4:  Substantially  increase  hazards  due  to  a design  features  or  incompatible  uses; 

• Trans-5:  Result  in  inadequate  emergency  access; 

• Trans-6:  Result  in  inadequate  parking  capacity;  or 

• Trans-7:  Conflict  with  adopted  policies,  plans,  or  programs  regarding  public  transit, 
bicycle,  or  pedestrian  facilities. 


For  the  Proposed  Action  and  its  alternatives,  the  criterion  numbered  Trans-3  was  determined  to 
be  inapplicable  or  would  result  in  no  impact  and,  therefore,  is  not  addressed  further  in  the 
impact  analysis  presented  in  this  section.  This  criterion  was  determined  to  be  inapplicable  or  to 
result  in  no  impact  as  the  project  site  would  not  be  located  within  2 miles  of  a public  airport  or 
public  use  airport  that  would  result  in  a safety  hazard  for  people  residing  or  working  in  the 
project  area.  There  would  be  no  impacts  under  this  criterion  from  any  component  of  the 
Proposed  Action  or  alternatives. 


4.16.3  Alternative  1:  Proposed  Action 
4.16.3.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

This  analysis  of  direct  and  indirect  impacts  for  the  Proposed  Action  is  organized  according  to 
the  following  project  phases:  construction;  operation  and  maintenance;  and  decommissioning. 


Construction 

During  construction,  transportation  systems  in  the  Proposed  Action  area  would  be  impacted  by 
an  increase  in  traffic  due  to  an  influx  of  construction  workers  and  the  delivery  of  construction 
equipment  and  materials.  Construction  equipment  and  materials  deliveries  would  occur 
throughout  the  construction  period.  Construction  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  take  between  2 
to  4 years  to  complete. 

Construction  equipment  for  the  Proposed  Action  includes  various  size  trucks,  tractors,  trailers, 
dozers,  trenching  machines,  dills,  and  generators.  Most  of  the  heavy  construction  equipment 
would  be  delivered  from  storage  yards  to  construction  sites  on  lowboy  trucks  or  trailers. 

November  2013  4.16-4  Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.16  Transportation  and  Public  Access 


Construction  equipment  would  be  left  overnight  onsite  when  feasible  or,  where  overnight  onsite 
storage  is  infeasible,  at  the  contractor  yards  or  at  other  storage  yards  in  the  area. 

The  Applicant  would  use  existing  roads  and  BLM-designated  open  routes  to  gain  access  to  the 
project  site  during  construction,  maintenance  and  decommissioning  activities.  Refer  to  Chapter 
2,  Description  of  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives,  for  a list  of  all  anticipated  access  and 
maintenance  roads  and  routes.  Modifications  to  some  existing  roads,  including  grading  and/or 
widening,  may  be  required. 


Intersections 

As  discussed  in  Section  3.16,  the  three  major  intersections  in  the  traffic  analysis  area  all 
operate  at  LOS  A in  both  the  a.m.  and  p.m.  peak  hours.  For  the  analysis  of  impacts  to 
intersections  during  construction,  the  peak-hour  construction  vehicle  trips  (as  shown  in  Table 
4.16-2)  were  added  to  the  existing  intersection  traffic  volumes  and  LOS  for  the  study  area 
intersections  were  calculated.  The  resulting  LOS  under  the  existing  plus  construction  traffic 
scenario  for  study  area  intersections  are  shown  in  Table  4.16-4. 


Table  4.16-4.  Existing  Plus  Project  Construction  Intersection  LOS 


AM  Peak  Hour 

PM  Peak  Hour 

Intersection 

Delay 

LOS 

Delay 

LOS 

Yates  Well  Road-Sweet  Bay 
Drive/Silverton  Road 

11.9  sec 

B 

12.5  sec 

B 

1-15  southbound  ramp/Yates  Well  Road 

1 1 .0  sec 

B 

8.5  sec 

A 

1-15  northbound  ramp/Yates  Well  Road 

9.1  sec 

A 

16.7  sec 

C 

Source:  First  Solar  201 1 
1-15  = Interstate  15 
LOS  = level  of  service 
Sec  = seconds 


As  noted  in  Table  4.16-4,  the  three  traffic  analysis  area  intersections  would  operate  with  a LOS 
C or  better  under  existing  plus  project  construction  conditions. 


Freeway  Segments 

The  LOS  for  the  1-15  during  construction  of  the  project  was  calculated  by  adding  the 
construction  vehicle  trips  to  the  existing  1-15  traffic  volumes.  The  results  of  the  existing  plus 
project  construction  traffic  analysis  for  the  1-15  segment  serving  the  project  site  are  shown  in 
Table  4.16-5. 


Table  4.16-5.  Existing  Plus  Project  Construction  Freeway  LOS 


Peak  Northbound  Volume 
Traffic 

Density 

LOS 

Weekday 

2,526  vehicles 

21 .3  pc/mi/ln 

C 

Friday 

4,104  vehicles 

>45  pc/mi/ln 

F 

Source:  First  Solar  201 1 

LOS  = level  of  service 

pc/mi/ln  = passenger  cars  per  mile  per  lane 
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As  shown  in  Table  4.16-5,  the  northbound  segment  of  1-15  in  the  traffic  analysis  area  would 
continue  to  operate  at  satisfactory  LOS  C during  peak  hour  traffic  Monday  through  Thursday. 
The  northbound  segment  of  1-15,  which  operates  at  LOS  E during  Friday  peak  hour  traffic 
under  existing  conditions,  would  degrade  to  an  LOS  F under  existing  plus  project  traffic 
conditions  during  the  Friday  peak  hour. 


Public  Access 

Construction  of  the  Proposed  Action  may  temporarily  interfere  with  public  access  in  the  project 
area.  Public  access  such  as  existing  recreational  activities  could  be  temporarily  disrupted  since 
access  to  the  site  and  off-highway  vehicle  (OHV)  routes  may  be  restricted  during  construction. 

The  patrons  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club  and  the  residents  who  reside  at  the  Yates  Well 
Road/l-15  Interchange  would  not  be  subjected  to  substantial  intersection  delays  as  a result  of 
construction  activities  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action. 

Mitigation  measure  MM-Trans-1  would  require  the  Applicant  to  minimize  the  disturbance  of 
existing  land  uses  and  to  coordinate  with  the  owners  to  determine  an  acceptable  solution  and 
fund  any  necessary  avoidance  measures  or  modifications. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

The  proposed  facility  would  have  a maximum  full-time  on-site  work  force  of  12  workers.  As  a 
result,  the  project  would  generate  approximately  24  average  daily  trips,  with  12  trips  during  the 
a.m.  and  1 2 trips  during  p.m.  peak  hours,  which  is  approximately  3 percent  of  the  880  daily  trips 
generated  during  constructions.  The  traffic  generated  by  the  project  during  operation  would  not 
adversely  affect  traffic  operations  on  the  1-15  or  surrounding  local  roadways  and  intersections. 
As  previously  discussed,  it  is  possible  that  some  truck  trips  to  and  from  the  site  would  occur 
when  the  replacement  of  onsite  equipment  is  needed.  However,  operation  of  the  project  would 
not  require  regularly  scheduled  truck  trips. 


Decommissioning 

The  project  would  be  in  operation  for  a period  of  30  years.  Once  operation  of  the  project 
ceases,  the  onsite  equipment  would  be  recycled  to  the  extent  feasible.  The  decommissioning  of 
the  project  would  be  similar  to  the  construction  activities  described  earlier,  and  would  include 
demolition  and  removal  of  above-ground  and  subsurface  facilities  and  site  contouring  and 
restoration.  Onsite  equipment  and  materials  that  cannot  be  recycled  would  be  disposed  of 
safely.  The  duration  of  decommissioning  would  be  shorter  than  the  duration  of  construction. 
The  project  site  could  then  be  utilized  by  other  uses  that  conform  to  applicable  land  use 
regulations  that  are  in  effect  at  the  time  of  closure.  The  overall  duration  of  decommissioning 
activities  is  expected  to  be  shorter  than  construction  of  the  project.  It  is  anticipated  that 
decommissioning  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  would  require  the  same  number  of  truck 
trips  and  employees  than  construction  of  the  project,  and  therefore  vehicle  trips  associated  with 
decommissioning  would  have  the  same  effects  to  intersection  and  freeway  LOS  and  public 
access  as  those  which  would  occur  during  construction. 
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Modify  Boundary  of  ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  boundary  would  not  be  expected  to  generate  additional 
vehicle  trips.  Modification  of  the  DWMA  boundary  may  restrict  public  access  to  sensitive 
habitat  areas  within  portions  of  the  DWMA. 


4.16.3.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Significance  conclusions  for  the  impacts  identified  for  each  phase  of  the  project  (Construction, 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  Decommissioning)  are  presented  below  based  on  the  CEQA 
Significance  Criteria  presented  in  Section  4.10.2.  Only  those  significance  criteria  which  were 
determined  in  Section  4.10.2  to  be  relevant  to  the  project  are  addressed  below: 


Trans-1 

A significant  impact  would  occur  if  the  increase  in  project  traffic  causes  any  intersection  to 
operate  at  LOS  D or  worse  condition  during  the  a.m.  or  p.m.  peak  hours.  Based  on  the  analysis 
presented  above,  the  LOS  of  study  area  intersections  would  not  change  substantially  and  they 
would  not  operate  at  LOS  D or  worse  during  construction,  operation  or  decommissioning.  The 
three  intersections  change  LOS  levels  from  LOS  A to  LOS  B or  C as  a result  of  temporary 
construction  activities;  therefore,  impacts  are  considered  less  than  significant. 

Mitigation  measure  MM-Trans-1  requires  the  Applicant  to  expand  and  improve  their  existing 
Traffic  Management  Plan.  This  would  require  the  Applicant  to  consult  with  jurisdictional 
agencies  to  develop  a strategy  to  assure  safe  and  effective  passage  of  through-traffic  during 
construction  activities. 


Trans-2 

A significant  impact  would  occur  if  the  increase  in  project  traffic  on  1-15  causes  the  LOS  of  a 
segment  to  degrade  to  below  LOS  E.  The  1-15  segment  serving  the  site  currently  operates  at 
LOS  C during  peak  traffic  volumes  on  Monday  through  Thursday  and  LOS  E during  peak 
volumes  on  Friday.  Based  on  the  analysis  presented  above,  construction  traffic  and 
decommissioning  traffic  would  cause  the  LOS  on  Friday  during  peak  traffic  volume  to  degrade 
to  LOS  F.  This  would  constitute  a significant  impact.  Mitigation  measures  MM-Trans-1  and 
MM-Trans-2  would  reduce  the  impact  and  the  impact  would  be  temporary;  however,  it  would 
remain  significant  and  unavoidable. 

Impacts  to  freeway  segments  during  operation  would  be  less  than  significant. 


Trans-4 

A significant  impact  would  occur  if  the  project  results  in  an  increase  in  transportation  hazards 
due  to  a design  feature.  The  project  would  not  result  in  an  increase  in  hazards  due  to  a design 
feature.  Project  construction  would  not  involve  any  roadway  design  elements  except  for 
entrances  to  the  project  site.  Construction-related  truck  traffic  and  decommissioning-related 
truck  traffic  could  potentially  obstruct  traffic  on  local  public  streets;  however,  with 
implementation  of  the  traffic  management  plan  as  required  by  BLM,  adequate  sight  distance 
would  be  ensured  at  these  access  driveways  for  trucks  to  exit  the  project  site  without 
obstructing  traffic  on  public  streets.  Therefore,  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant.  No 
impact  would  occur  with  respect  traffic  generated  during  construction  and  operation  of  the 
project. 
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Trans-5 

With  implementation  of  their  traffic  management  plan  as  required  by  BLM,  adequate 
emergency  access  would  be  maintained  during  project  construction  and  decommissioning.  In 
addition,  mitigation  measure  MM-Trans-1,  which  requires  implementation  of  the  Traffic 
Management  Plan,  would  ensure  that  emergency  access  impacts  would  be  less  than 
significant. 


Trans-6 

Adequate  parking  would  be  provided  for  construction  equipment  and  employees;  therefore, 
impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 


Trans-7 

The  project  would  not  conflict  with  any  adopted  policies,  plans,  or  programs  supporting 
alternative  transportation.  No  impact  would  occur. 


4.16.4  Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 
4.16.4.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  2 would  occupy  two  separate  parcels  north  and  south  of  the  existing  transmission 
corridor.  The  Solar  Farm  site,  gen-tie  corridor,  and  access  corridor  under  Alternative  2 would 
require  approximately  2,385  acres  of  land  managed  by  the  BLM,  which  is  242  acres  (or  about 
12  percent)  more  than  the  Proposed  Action.  Alternative  2 would  utilize  the  same  materials  and 
equipment  as  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  intensity  of  traffic  per  day  would  be  basically 
the  same  as  in  the  Proposed  Action.  However,  due  to  the  larger  project  site  under  this 
alternative,  the  duration  of  construction-generated  traffic  may  be  incrementally  longer. 

Effects  on  the  existing  transportation  system  may  arise  from  construction,  operations  and 
maintenance,  and  decommissioning  equipment  and  vehicles. 


Construction 

Intersection 

As  concluded  in  the  intersection  analysis  for  the  Proposed  Action,  no  adverse  impacts  were 
identified  for  Alternative  2,  which  is  forecasted  to  generate  equal  traffic  as  the  Proposed  Action. 
Note,  however,  that  the  duration  of  construction  impacts  to  roadways  may  be  incrementally 
longer  under  Alternative  2 due  to  the  larger  site  compared  to  the  Proposed  Action. 


Freeway  Segment 

Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  construction  of  Alternative  2 would  temporarily  cause  the  1-15 
freeway  segment  to  degrade  from  LOS  E to  LOS  F during  Friday  peak  traffic.  However,  this 
impact  would  be  expected  to  occur  for  an  incrementally  longer  period  of  time  under  Alternative 
2 due  to  the  larger  size  of  the  site. 
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Public  Access 

As  with  the  Proposed  Action,  construction  of  Alternative  2 would  temporarily  interfere  with  public 
access  in  the  project  area.  This  impact  would  be  expected  to  occur  for  an  incrementally  longer 
period  of  time  under  Alternative  2 due  to  the  larger  size  of  the  site.  Mitigation  measure  MM- 
Trans-1  would  apply  to  this  alternative. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  the  project  would  have  no  adverse  impacts  at  any  of  the  study 
area  intersections  or  segments  during  operation.  No  adverse  effects  to  public  access  would 
occur  during  operation. 


Decommissioning 

As  with  the  Proposed  Action,  it  is  assumed  that  vehicle  trips  associated  with  decommissioning 
would  have  the  same  effects  to  intersection  and  freeway  LOS  and  public  access  as  those  which 
would  occur  during  construction.  However,  this  impact  would  be  expected  to  occur  for  an 
incrementally  longer  period  of  time  under  Alternative  2 due  to  the  larger  size  of  the  site. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

As  with  the  Proposed  Action,  modification  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  boundary  under  Alternative  2 
would  not  be  expected  to  generate  additional  vehicle  trips.  Modification  of  the  DWMA  boundary 
may  restrict  public  access  to  sensitive  habitat  areas  within  portions  of  the  DWMA. 


4.16.4.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

The  CEQA  significance  determinations  for  the  Proposed  Action  identified  above  in  Section 

4.16.3.2  would  apply  to  the  impacts  associated  with  construction,  operation  and 
decommissioning  under  Alternative  2.  Under  Alternative  2,  the  duration  of  construction  and 
decommissioning  activities  and  associated  impacts  to  transportation  facilities  may  be 
incrementally  longer  than  the  Proposed  Action  due  to  the  larger  size  of  the  project  site  of 
Alternative  2. 


4.16.5  Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 
4.16.5.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Revised  Alternative  3 would  occupy  approximately  1,685  acres  in  a contiguous  project  footprint 
in  the  northeastern  portion  of  the  project  study  area.  The  project  site  under  Revised  Alternative 
3 is  458  acres  smaller  than  the  project  site  under  the  Proposed  Action.  Revised  Alternative  3 
would  utilize  the  same  materials  and  equipment  as  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the 
intensity  of  traffic  per  day  would  be  basically  the  same  as  in  the  Proposed  Action. 

Effects  on  the  existing  transportation  system  may  arise  from  construction,  operations  and 
maintenance,  and  decommissioning  equipment  and  vehicles. 
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Construction 

Intersection 

As  concluded  in  the  intersection  analysis  for  the  Proposed  Action,  no  adverse  impacts  were 
identified  for  Revised  Alternative  3,  which  is  forecasted  to  generate  equal  traffic  as  the 
Proposed  Action. 


Freeway  Segment 

Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  construction  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  temporarily  cause 
the  1-15  freeway  segment  to  degrade  from  LOS  E to  LOS  F during  Friday  peak  traffic. 


Public  Access 

As  with  the  Proposed  Action,  construction  of  Revised  Alternative  3 may  temporarily  interfere 
with  public  access  in  the  project  area.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Trans-1  would  apply  to  this 
alternative. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  the  project  would  have  no  adverse  impacts  at  any  of  the  study 
area  intersections  or  segments  during  operation.  No  adverse  effects  to  public  access  would 
occur  during  operation. 


Decommissioning 

As  with  the  Proposed  Action,  it  is  assumed  that  vehicle  trips  associated  with  decommissioning 
would  have  the  same  effects  to  intersection  and  freeway  LOS  and  public  access  as  those  which 
would  occur  during  construction. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

As  with  the  Proposed  Action,  modification  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  boundary  under  Revised 
Alternative  3 would  not  be  expected  to  generate  additional  vehicle  trips.  Modification  of  the 
DWMA  boundary  may  restrict  public  access  to  sensitive  habitat  areas  within  portions  of  the 
DWMA. 


4.16.5.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

The  CEQA  significance  determinations  for  the  Proposed  Action  identified  above  in  Section 

4.16.3.2  would  apply  to  the  impacts  associated  with  construction,  operation  and 
decommissioning  under  Revised  Alternative  3. 


4.16.6  Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 
4.16.6.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  4 is  conceptually  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1),  but  would  be  placed 
within  a different  land  area  which  comprises  1,766  acres.  The  land  area  associated  with 
Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  the  northern  portion  of  the  bifurcated  footprint  of  Alternative 


November  2013 


4.16-10 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.16  Transportation  and  Public  Access 


2.  Alternative  4 would  utilize  the  same  materials  and  equipment  as  the  Proposed  Action. 
Therefore,  the  intensity  of  traffic  per  day  would  be  basically  the  same  as  in  the  Proposed 
Action.  However,  due  to  the  small  project  site  under  this  alternative,  the  duration  of 
construction-generated  traffic  may  be  incrementally  shorter. 

Effects  on  the  existing  transportation  system  may  arise  from  construction,  operations  and 
maintenance,  and  decommissioning  equipment  and  vehicles. 


Construction 

Intersection 

As  concluded  in  the  intersection  analysis  for  the  Proposed  Action,  no  adverse  impacts  were 
identified.  Therefore,  no  adverse  impacts  would  occur  during  the  construction  of  Alternative  4, 
which  is  forecasted  to  generate  equal  traffic  as  the  Proposed  Action.  Note,  however,  that  the 
duration  of  construction  impacts  to  roadways  may  be  incrementally  shorter  under  Alternative  4 
due  to  the  smaller  site  compared  to  the  Proposed  Action. 


Freeway  Segment 

Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  construction  of  Alternative  4 would  temporarily  cause  the  1-15 
freeway  segment  to  degrade  from  LOS  E to  LOS  F during  Friday  peak  traffic.  However,  this 
impact  would  be  expected  to  occur  for  an  incrementally  shorter  period  of  time  under  Alternative 
4 due  to  the  smaller  size  of  the  project  site. 


Public  Access 

As  with  the  Proposed  Action,  construction  of  Alternative  4 may  temporarily  interfere  with  public 
access  in  the  project  area.  This  impact  would  be  expected  to  occur  for  an  incrementally  shorter 
period  of  time  under  Alternative  4 due  to  the  smaller  size  of  the  site.  Mitigation  measure  MM- 
Trans-1  would  apply  to  this  alternative. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  the  project  would  have  no  adverse  impacts  at  any  of  the  study 
area  intersections  or  segments  during  operation.  No  adverse  effects  to  public  access  would 
occur  during  operation. 


Decommissioning 

As  with  the  Proposed  Action,  it  is  assumed  that  vehicle  trips  associated  with  decommissioning 
would  have  the  same  effects  to  intersection  and  freeway  LOS  and  public  access  as  those  which 
would  occur  during  construction.  However,  this  impact  would  be  expected  to  occur  for  an 
incrementally  shorter  period  of  time  under  Alternative  4 due  to  the  smaller  size  of  the  site. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

As  with  the  Proposed  Action,  modification  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  boundary  under  Alternative  4 
would  not  be  expected  to  generate  additional  vehicle  trips.  Modification  of  the  DWMA  boundary 
may  restrict  public  access  to  sensitive  habitat  areas  within  portions  of  the  DWMA. 
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4.16.6.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

The  CEQA  significance  determinations  for  the  Proposed  Action  identified  above  in  Section 

4.16.3.2  would  apply  to  the  impacts  associated  with  construction,  operation  and 
decommissioning  under  Alternative  4.  Under  Alternative  4,  the  duration  of  construction  and 
decommissioning  activities  and  associated  impacts  to  transportation  facilities  may  be 
incrementally  shorter  than  the  Proposed  Action  due  to  the  smaller  size  of  the  project  site  of 
Alternative  4.  However,  Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  a substantial  lessening  of  any 
significant  environmental  impacts  as  compared  to  the  other  alternatives. 


4.16.7  Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 
4.16.7.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

The  No  Action  Alternative  would  leave  the  project  site  vacant.  This  alternative  would  not  involve 
any  construction,  delivery,  operations,  maintenance,  or  decommissioning  activities.  The 
Associated  Management  Actions  would  also  not  occur  under  this  alternative.  Therefore,  there 
would  be  no  increase  in  traffic  or  change  to  transportation  facilities  compared  to  current 
conditions. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  the  No  Action 
Alternative.  Land  uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today. 
Because  this  action  would  not  be  taken,  there  would  be  no  impacts  to  traffic. 


4.16.7.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

The  less  than  significant  impacts  and  significant  impacts  identified  for  the  Proposed  Action 
would  not  occur  under  Alternative  5.  No  adverse  impacts  related  to  transportation  would  occur. 


4.16.8  Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 
4.16.8.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  6 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  not  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  and  no  project  would  be  approved.  This  alternative  would  not  involve  any 
construction,  delivery,  operations,  maintenance,  or  decommissioning  activities.  Therefore, 
there  would  be  no  increase  in  traffic  or  change  to  transportation  facilities  compared  to  current 
conditions. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

As  with  the  Proposed  Action,  modification  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  boundary  under  Alternative  6 
would  not  be  expected  to  generate  additional  vehicle  trips.  Modification  of  the  DWMA  boundary 
may  restrict  public  access  to  sensitive  habitat  areas  within  portions  of  the  DWMA. 
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4.16.8.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

The  less  than  significant  impacts  and  significant  impacts  identified  for  the  Proposed  Action 
would  not  occur  under  Alternative  6.  No  impacts  related  to  transportation  or  public  access 
would  occur. 


4.16.9  Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 
4.16.9.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  7 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  although  none  of  the  action  alternatives  would  be  approved.  The  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  Project  would  not  be  constructed  on  the  project  site  and  the  project  site  would  remain 
vacant  in  the  near-term.  Under  this  alternative,  the  BLM  would  not  approve  the  proposed 
facility,  but  would  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  to  allow  for  other  solar  projects  on  the  site.  As  a 
result,  it  is  possible  that  another  solar  energy  project  could  be  constructed  on  the  site. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  Alternative  7. 
Land  uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today.  If  a solar  or 
other  renewable  energy  facility  is  proposed  on  the  site  in  the  future,  the  impact  on 
transportation  and  public  access  would  be  considered  in  a project-specific  environmental 
analysis  that  would  occur  at  that  time. 


4.16.9.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

The  impacts  identified  for  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  occur  under  Alternative  8.  No  impacts 
related  to  transportation  or  public  access  would  occur. 


4.16.10  Cumulative  Impacts 
4.16.10.1  Geographic  Extent/Context 

For  the  purposes  of  the  cumulative  analysis  of  transportation  and  access  impacts,  only  other 
projects  that  make  a substantial  contribution  to  traffic  at  the  same  intersections  and  street 
segments  as  the  Proposed  Action  are  considered.  Because  the  volume  of  traffic  generated 
during  construction  would  not  be  particularly  large  and  would  be  substantially  less  during 
operation,  only  intersections  and  freeway  segments  in  close  proximity  to  the  Project  site  would 
experience  any  appreciable  increase  in  traffic.  Therefore,  the  study  area  for  cumulative 
impacts  consists  of  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  Project  site  where  other  projects  might 
contribute  traffic  to  the  same  intersections  and  street  segments. 


4.16.10.2  Existing  Cumulative  Conditions 

Substantial  regional  traffic  passes  through  the  State  line  area  on  1-15,  which  connects  the 
Southern  California  area  with  Las  Vegas,  Nevada.  Existing  traffic  on  local  roadways  is 
substantially  less  than  1-15,  as  described  in  Section  3.16.  A wide  variety  of  activities  and 
development  contribute  to  the  current  cumulative  conditions  for  transportation  and  public 
access  in  the  project  area,  including  recreational  activities;  mining;  solar  development;  electric 
utilities,  natural  gas,  petroleum  products  and  communications;  and  farming.  Specific  existing 
land  uses  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  project  site  that  contribute  to  existing  traffic  volumes 
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and  limitations  to  public  access  include  the  1-15  freeway  corridor,  the  Primm  Resorts,  the  Union 
Pacific  railway,  and  the  Walter  Higgins  Generating  Station.  These  types  of  past  and  ongoing 
projects  and  activities  would  combine  with  traffic  generated  by  the  Proposed  Action  or  an 
alternative  to  affect  transportation  and  public  access  within  the  vicinity  of  the  Project  site. 

Intersections  in  the  project  area  generally  operate  at  acceptable  LOS.  Likewise,  the  1-15 
freeway  segment  within  the  Ivanpah  Valley  operates  at  an  acceptable  LOS,  with  the  exception 
peak  traffic  on  Friday  afternoons  when  the  LOS  degrades  to  levels  below  LOS  E. 

Existing  cumulative  conditions  also  include  traffic  generated  by  the  current  construction 
activities  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  solar  facility  (3,471  acres),  the  EITP,  and 
expansion  of  the  Molycorp  rare  earths  mine.  Construction  of  these  projects  adds  additional 
vehicles  on  the  1-15  and  local  roadways,  including  the  1-15,  the  Yates  Well  Road/l-15 
interchanges,  and  Yates  Well  Road. 


4.16.10.3  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Projects 

Table  4.1-1  provides  a list  of  current  and  reasonably  foreseeable  projects,  including  other 
proposed  or  approved  renewable  energy  projects,  various  BLM  authorized  actions/activities, 
proposed  or  approved  projects  within  the  County’s  jurisdiction,  and  other  actions/activities  that 
the  agencies  consider  reasonably  foreseeable.  Table  4.1-2  summarizes  the  cumulative 
projects  that  would  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  the  Proposed  Action  and  result  in 
cumulative  impacts  to  transportation  and  access.  Most  of  these  projects  have  either  undergone 
independent  environmental  review  pursuant  to  NEPA  and/or  CEQA,  or  will  do  so  prior  to 
approval.  Even  if  environmental  review  has  not  been  completed  for  the  cumulative  projects 
described  in  Table  4.1-2,  their  effects  were  considered  in  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis  in  the 
PA  and  EIS/EIR. 

Projects  currently  under  construction  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility  include  the  Ivanpah 
SEGS  solar  facility  (3,471  acres).  Proposed  projects  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility  that 
would  have  potentially  adverse  impacts  to  transportation  and  traffic  include  the  Ivanpah  SEGS 
solar  facility,  the  EITP,  expansion  of  Molycorp  Mine,  the  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental 
Airport,  Desert  Xpress  high  speed  passenger  rail  line,  Silver  State  Phase  2 solar  facility,  and 
the  Calnev  Pipeline  Expansion  Project. 


4.16.10.4  Cumulative  Impacts  associated  with  Proposed  Action 
Construction 

The  projects  currently  under  construction  in  the  project  area  may  limit  public  access  to  BLM 
land  and  temporarily  affect  transportation  facilities  during  construction.  If  construction  of  the 
Proposed  Action  or  one  of  its  alternatives  overlaps  with  existing  construction  activities  currently 
underway,  temporary  cumulative  impacts  to  transportation  and  access  could  occur. 

The  Desert  Xpress  project  has  been  approved,  but  has  been  put  on  hold.  In  addition,  the 
Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport  Project  is  currently  on  hold.  As  such,  it  is  anticipated 
that  construction  of  both  of  these  projects  would  not  occur  until  construction  of  the  Proposed 
Action  or  one  of  its  alternatives  is  completed. 

Construction  of  the  Proposed  Action  or  one  of  its  alternatives  would  commence  in  March  2013 
and  could  last  through  March  2017.  Construction  activities  for  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  solar  facility, 
are  currently  in  progress  and  anticipated  to  last  throughout  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
construction  phase.  Construction  of  the  Calnev  Pipeline  Expansion,  JPOE,  and  Silver  State 
Phase  2 are  expected  to  start  in  late  2013  or  early  2014.  Note,  however,  that  the  JPOE  project 
will  be  very  small  and  short-duration,  and  the  Calnev  and  Mountain  Pass  Lateral  projects  are 
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both  linear  pipeline  projects  that  will  pass  through  the  project  area  relatively  quickly; 
consequently,  these  projects  would  not  substantially  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts  to 
transportation  and  access.  Therefore,  it  is  assumed  that  the  Ivanpah  ISEGS  facility,  EUR, 
Molycorp  Phoenix  mine  expansion,  the  Silver  State  Phase  2 project  could  occur  throughout  the 
2-4  year  construction  phase  of  Proposed  Action  or  one  of  its  alternatives. 

It  is  anticipated  that  the  concurrent  construction  of  all  of  the  aforementioned  projects  would 
require  approximately  2,000  to  4,000  construction  workers.  Construction  worker  vehicle  trips  to 
and  from  the  project  sites,  along  with  the  delivery  of  materials  and  equipment  by  truck  would 
temporarily  increase  traffic  volumes  on  roadways  and  at  intersections.  All  of  the  construction 
vehicle  trips  associated  with  these  projects  would  use  the  1-15.  As  previously  discussed,  the 
northbound  1-15  currently  operates  at  an  LOS  E during  Friday  afternoon  peak  traffic  and 
construction  traffic  from  the  Proposed  Action  would  cause  it  to  degrade  to  LOS  F.  Traffic  from 
the  concurrent  construction  of  projects  in  the  area  would  exacerbate  the  LOS  F condition. 

Construction  vehicles  currently  access  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  solar  facility  and  the  EITP  via  Yates 
Well  Road  from  the  1-15.  Therefore,  the  concurrent  construction  of  Ivanpah  SEGS  solar  facility 
the  EITP  and  the  Proposed  Action  would  add  construction  vehicle  trips  to  the  1-15  southbound 
ramp/Yates  Well  Road  intersection  and  the  1-15  northbound  ramp/Yates  Well  Road 
intersection.  The  estimated  2,000  to  4,000  construction  workers  associated  with  the 
concurrently  construction  of  the  cumulative  projects  could  cause  the  intersections  to  operate  at 
unacceptable  LOS  during  peak  morning  and  afternoon  commuting  times. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

As  discussed  above,  the  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport  and  Desert  Xpress  projects 
have  been  put  on  hold.  If  these  projects  are  constructed,  they  would  improve  transportation 
facilities  in  the  area  by  providing  expanded  airport  facilities  and  introducing  passenger  rail  travel 
to  the  area,  an  option  that  is  currently  not  available.  Operation  of  the  Southern  Nevada 
Supplemental  Airport  may  incrementally  increase  traffic  on  1-15  at  certain  times;  however,  it  is 
anticipated  that  the  majority  of  traffic  would  occur  on  the  1-15  between  Primm  and  Las  Vegas 
Nevada.  Conversely,  the  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport  may  incrementally  decrease 
traffic  if  people  choose  to  travel  by  airplane  instead  of  automobile.  Similarly,  the  Desert  Xpress 
may  incrementally  decrease  traffic  on  the  1-15  by  providing  an  alternative  transportation  option 
to  people  who  would  otherwise  travel  via  automobile  between  the  Los  Angeles,  California  and 
Las  Vegas,  Nevada  areas. 

The  JPOE  would  include  an  Agricultural  Inspection  Facility  and  a Commercial  Vehicle 
Enforcement  Facility  located  on  the  north  side  of  1-15  between  Nipton  Road  and  Yates  Well 
Road.  Operational  trips  associated  with  the  JPOE  would  include  employee  trips  and  occasional 
delivery  trips.  The  vehicles  traveling  along  1-15  may  be  required  to  stop  at  the  JPOE  however; 
these  would  be  “pass-by”  trips,  which  do  not  constitute  new  vehicle  trips. 

The  Calnev  and  Mountain  Pass  Lateral  projects  are  both  linear  pipeline  projects.  With  the 
exception  of  vehicle  trips  associated  with  occasional  maintenance  of  the  pipelines,  operation  of 
these  two  pipeline  projects  would  not  generate  traffic  or  adversely  affect  public  access  to  public 
lands. 

It  is  expected  that  all  of  the  cumulative  projects  described  above  would  be  operational  at  the 
same  time  as  the  Proposed  Action.  Operation  of  the  proposed  facility  and  the  other  cumulative 
projects  would  cause  a minor  increase  in  traffic  along  local  roadways,  including  1-15,  which 
would  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  traffic  generated  by  other  projects  in  the  area. 
Cumulative  operational  traffic  would  exacerbate  the  existing  LOS  E condition  of  the  northbound 
1-15  during  Friday  peak  traffic  and  would  cause  the  LOS  E to  degrade  to  LOS  F. 
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The  three  intersections  analyzed  for  the  Proposed  Action  are  projected  to  operate  at  LOS  C or 
better  under  the  existing  plus  project  scenario  (refer  to  Table  4.16-4).  Therefore,  given  that 
traffic  from  operation  of  the  cumulative  projects  would  be  substantially  less  than  construction 
traffic,  cumulative  traffic  impacts  are  not  anticipated. 

The  replacement  of  undeveloped  BLM  land  with  the  cumulative  projects  would  reduce  the 
amount  of  publicly  accessible  BLM  land  and  may  result  in  an  incremental  decrease  in  existing 
unmaintained  public  roads  used  for  recreational  purposes. 


Decommissioning 

The  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action  is  expected  to  result  in  adverse  impacts  similar  to 
those  identified  for  construction.  Disruptions  from  the  decommissioning  activities  associated 
with  other  renewable  energy  and  other  projects  would  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  those 
of  the  Proposed  Action,  which  could  result  in  an  adverse  cumulative  impact.  However,  the 
Proposed  Action’s  contribution  to  cumulative  transportation  and  access  impacts  during 
decommissioning  would  be  temporary.  Following  decommissioning,  no  further  project-related 
activities  would  occur,  and  adverse  impacts  would  cease. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  boundary  would  not  be  expected  to  generate  additional 
vehicle  trips.  Modification  of  the  DWMA  boundary  may  restrict  public  access  to  sensitive 
habitat  areas  and  limit  OHV  use  within  all  or  portions  of  the  DWMA.  This  action  could  combine 
with  other  similar  actions  in  the  region,  including  renewable  energy  projects  and  other 
management  actions  taken  for  resource  protection,  to  further  restrict  public  access  to  public 
lands,  thus  contributing  to  a cumulative  impact  to  public  access. 


4.16.10.5  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 
Trans-1 

Linder  Trans-1,  a significant  impact  would  occur  if  the  increase  in  project  traffic  causes  any 
intersection  to  operate  at  LOS  D or  worse  condition  during  the  a.m.  or  p.m.  peak  hours.  The 
three  intersections  change  LOS  levels  from  LOS  A to  LOS  B or  C as  a result  of  temporary 
construction  activities  caused  by  the  Proposed  Action  or  one  the  alternatives;  therefore,  impacts 
from  the  Proposed  Action  are  considered  less  than  significant.  Traffic  from  cumulative  projects 
would  increase  traffic  at  study  area  intersections.  During  the  concurrent  construction  and 
decommissioning  of  projects,  the  LOS  of  study  area  intersections  could  degrade  to  LOS  D or 
worse,  which  would  constitute  and  cumulative  impact.  These  impacts  would  be  temporary,  and 
would  be  reduced  and  eventually  cease  as  construction  on  each  of  the  projects  was  completed. 

Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Trans-1  would  reduce  the  contribution  of  the 
Proposed  Action  and  other  action  alternatives  to  this  condition.  With  implementation  of 
mitigation  measure  MM-Trans-1,  the  project’s  contribution  to  the  cumulative  impact  would  not 
be  cumulatively  considerable. 

It  is  anticipated  that  traffic  from  operation  of  cumulative  projects  in  combination  with  the 
Proposed  Action  would  not  cause  a significant  cumulative  impact  to  the  LOS  of  intersections. 
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Trans-2 

Under  Trans-2,  a significant  impact  would  occur  if  the  increase  in  project  traffic  on  1-15  causes 
the  LOS  of  a segment  to  degrade  to  below  LOS  E.  Construction  and  decommissioning  traffic  of 
the  Proposed  Action  alone  would  cause  a significant  impact  to  the  1-15  LOS  during  Friday 
afternoon  peak  traffic  in  the  northbound  direction.  Construction  traffic  and  decommissioning 
traffic  from  cumulative  projects  would  exacerbate  this  condition,  thereby  resulting  in  a 
significant  cumulative  impact.  Mitigation  measures  MM-Trans-1  and  MM-Trans-2  would  reduce 
the  contribution  of  the  Proposed  Action;  however,  the  Proposed  Action’s  contribution  to  the 
cumulative  impact  would  remain  cumulatively  considerable  and  unavoidable. 

Impacts  to  freeway  segments  during  operation  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  be  less  than 
significant.  However,  cumulative  operational  traffic  could  exacerbate  the  existing  LOS  E 
condition  of  the  northbound  1-5  during  Friday  peak  traffic  and  could  cause  the  LOS  E to 
degrade  to  LOS  F.  However,  with  implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Trans-1,  the 
project’s  contribution  to  the  cumulative  impact  would  not  be  cumulatively  considerable. 


Trans-4 

Under  Trans-4,  a significant  impact  would  occur  if  the  project  results  in  an  increase  in 
transportation  hazards  due  to  a design  feature.  With  implementation  of  the  traffic  management 
plan  as  required  by  BLM,  adequate  sight  distance  would  be  ensured  at  these  access  driveways 
for  trucks  to  exit  the  project  site  without  obstructing  traffic  on  public  streets.  Cumulative  projects 
would  be  required  to  prepare  similar  traffic  management  plans.  Therefore,  cumulative  impacts 
would  be  less  than  significant. 


Trans-5 

With  implementation  of  Trans-1,  adequate  emergency  access  would  be  maintained  during 
project  construction  and  the  project  would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts  related  to 
emergency  access. 


Trans-6 

Adequate  parking  would  be  provided  for  construction  equipment  and  employees;  therefore,  the 
project  would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  parking  impacts. 


Trans-7 

The  project  would  not  conflict  with  any  adopted  policies,  plans,  or  programs  supporting 
alternative  transportation.  No  cumulative  impact  would  occur. 


4.16.10.6  Alternatives 
Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 

The  transportation  and  access  impacts  associated  with  Alternative  2 would  be  approximately 
the  same  as  those  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts 
associated  with  Alternative  2 would  be  the  same  as  those  described  above  for  the  Proposed 
Action. 
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Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 

The  transportation  and  access  impacts  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be 
approximately  the  same  as  those  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the 
cumulative  impacts  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  the  same  as  those 
described  above  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 

The  transportation  and  access  impacts  associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be  approximately 
the  same  as  those  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts 
associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  those  described  above  for  the  Proposed 
Action. 


Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 

Alternative  5,  the  No  Action  Alternative,  would  not  contribute  to  transportation  or  access 
impacts.  Therefore,  this  alternative  would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  transportation  or  access 
impacts. 


Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 

By  denying  the  solar  energy  application  and  excluding  the  site  from  future  solar  energy 
development,  Alternative  6 would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  transportation  or  access  impacts. 


Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 

By  denying  the  solar  energy  application,  Alternative  7 would  not  contribute  to  cumulative 
transportation  or  access  impacts.  The  site  could  potentially  be  used  for  solar  or  other 
development  in  the  future.  Transportation  or  access  impacts  associated  with  future  actions 
would  be  considered  in  a later  project-specific  environmental  analysis. 


4.16.11  Mitigation  Measures 

Transportation  impacts  would  be  reduced  by  implementation  of  the  following  mitigation 
measures.  Even  with  mitigation,  the  freeway  segment  impact  that  would  occur  on  the  1-15 
from  vehicle  trips  during  construction  and  decommissioning  is  likely  to  remain  significant  under 
CEQA,  but  for  a short  duration.  This  impact  would  also  be  considered  to  be  residual  effects 
under  NEPA. 


MM-Trans-1:  Traffic  Control  Plan.  The  Applicant  shall  implement  their  Traffic  Control  Plan 
(First  Solar  201 2e)  for  locations  along  the  route  where  local  agencies  (e.g.,  traffic  engineering, 
public  works,  etc.)  identify  construction  activities  that  would  adversely  impact  the  existing 
transportation  system.  Where  requested  by  public  agencies,  the  use  of  flaggers,  warning  signs, 
lights,  barricades,  cones,  etc.  will  be  implemented  according  to  standard  guidelines  required  by 
the  affected  jurisdiction.  The  Applicant  shall  ensure  that  the  following  measures  are  addressed 
in  the  Traffic  Control  Plan: 

• The  Applicant  will  ensure  that  truck  traffic  is  scheduled  for  off-peak  hours  to  reduce 
impacts  to  public  roads  during  periods  of  peak  traffic  periods; 
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• The  Applicant  will  clearly  identify  truck  routes  to  be  used  for  ingress  and  egress  from 
the  project  site; 

• Where  lane  closures  are  required,  the  Applicant  will  comply  with  BMPs  established  by 
the  Work  Area  Protection  and  Traffic  Control  Manual  (California  Joint  Utility  Traffic 
Control  Committee  1996); 

• The  Traffic  Control  Plan  will  identify  traffic  control  measures,  such  as  flag  men,  that  will 
be  implemented  to  ensure  the  safe  operation  of  construction  equipment  accessing  the 
site; 

• The  Traffic  Control  Plan  will  include  a section  that  describes  measures  to  encourage 
employees  to  carpool  in  order  to  reduce  the  number  of  trips  to  and  from  the  work  site; 

• The  Applicant  will  ensure  that  signs  and  public  notices  about  work  are  distributed  one 
week  before  disruptions  occur,  identifying  detours  to  maintain  access,  the  use  of 
flagmen  or  escort  vehicles  to  control  and  direct  traffic  flow,  and  scheduling  roadway 
work  during  periods  of  minimum  traffic  flow.  Notices  will  be  posted  along  the 
construction  ROW  fronting  Yates  Well  Road  and  Silverton  Road  as  required  by  local 
agencies  (e.g.,  traffic  engineering,  public  works,  etc.)  that  show  the  duration  of 
construction  activities  within  each  roadway  (e.g.,  which  lane(s)  would  be  blocked,  at 
what  times  of  day,  and  on  what  dates)  at  least  one  week  in  advance  of  construction. 

• The  Applicant  will  coordinate  with  emergency  service  when  drafting  the  Traffic  Control 
Plan  to  avoid  restricting  movements  of  emergency  vehicles.  Police  departments,  fire 
departments,  ambulance  services,  and  paramedic  services  will  be  notified  at  least  three 
days  in  advance  by  the  Applicant  of  the  proposed  locations,  nature,  timing,  and  duration 
of  any  construction  activities  and  advised  of  any  access  restrictions  that  could  impact 
their  effectiveness.  At  locations  where  access  to  nearby  property  is  blocked,  provisions 
would  be  ready  at  all  times  to  accommodate  emergency  vehicles,  such  as  plating  over 
excavations,  short  detours,  and  alternate  routes. 

• The  Traffic  Control  Plan  will  detail  the  requirements  of  local  agencies  (e.g.,  traffic 
engineering,  public  works,  etc.)  regarding  lane  closures.  The  Applicant  will  restrict  lane 
closures  or  obstructions  on  arterial  and  collector  roadways  to  off-peak  period  in 
urbanized  areas  to  mitigate  traffic  congestion  and  delays  that  would  be  caused  by  lane 
closures  during  construction.  Such  closures  will  be  directed  by  the  affected  public 
jurisdiction  depending  on  specific  site  conditions. 

• When  working  in  or  near  existing  roads  and  open  routes,  the  Applicant  will  ensure  that 
the  construction  contractor  maintains  all  equipment  within  work  areas  designated  by  the 
traffic  control  devices.  The  Applicant  will  also  ensure  that  the  construction  contractor 
properly  loads  equipment  onto  appropriate  trucks  and  trailers  for  transport  to  other  work 
sites;  the  contractor(s)  will  not  be  allowed  to  use  active  roadways  to  relocate 
construction  equipment  that  are  not  licensed  for  use  on  public  roads. 

• The  Applicant  will  coordinate  in  advance  with  public  transit  agencies  to  avoid  disruption 
to  transit  operations.  Public  transit  agencies  that  operate  bus  routes  on  the  roadways 
potentially  affected  by  the  proposed  construction  activities  will  be  informed  in  advance  of 
construction  and  the  potential  impacts  at  bus  stop  locations.  Alternate  pickup/drop-off 
locations  will  be  determined  and  signed  appropriately. 

• The  Applicant  will  notify  Federal  Interagency  Communications  Commission  for  San 
Bernardino  County  to  coordinate  access  to  remote  areas,  and  ensure  that  proper 
emergency  response  personnel  are  aware  of  the  project. 
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• The  Applicant  will  coordinate  with  emergency  service  providers  in  advance  of 
construction  to  avoid  restricting  movements  of  emergency  vehicles.  Police  departments, 
fire  departments,  ambulance  services,  and  paramedic  services  would  be  notified  at  least 
three  days  in  advance  by  the  Applicant  of  the  proposed  locations,  nature,  timing,  and 
duration  of  any  construction  activities  and  advised  of  any  access  restrictions  that  could 
impact  their  effectiveness.  In  urban  areas,  the  Applicant  will  consult  with  local 
emergency  responders  to  establish  a mutually  agreeable  amount  of  open  trench. 
Limiting  the  amount  of  open  trench  will  reduce  detours,  and  ensure  emergency  access 
routes  are  maintained.  At  locations  where  access  to  nearby  property  is  blocked, 
provisions  would  be  ready  at  all  times  to  accommodate  emergency  vehicles,  such  as 
plating  over  excavations,  short  detours,  and  alternate  routes. 

• Prior  to  finalizing  construction  plans,  the  Applicant  will  work  with  each  jurisdiction  to 
identify  land  uses  along  the  ROW  with  access  concerns.  The  Applicant  will  develop 
construction  schedule  that  to  provide  reasonable  access  to  businesses  (i.e.,  Primm 
Valley  Golf  Club),  institutions,  or  residential  areas.  This  may  include  scheduling 
construction  to  avoid  certain  holidays,  hours,  or  days  of  the  week  and/or  avoiding  peak 
traffic  times  adjacent  to  residential  areas.  If  construction  activities  result  in  closing  the 
primary  access  to  these  areas,  the  Applicant  will  make  alternative  access  provisions 
(signed/marked  appropriately).  In  addition,  the  Applicant  will  ensure  that  at  least  one 
access  driveway  is  left  unblocked  during  business  hours  or  hours  of  use.  Where 
construction  activities  interfere  with  access  to  local  businesses  and/or  residents, 
property  owners  would  be  notified  of  the  potential  obstructions. 


Mitigation  measure  MM-Trans-1  would  lessen  potential  impacts  to  emergency  response  or 
public  vehicles.  With  the  implementation  of  these  measures,  access  for  emergency  responders 
would  be  maintained  during  the  construction  period,  and  detours  and  alternate  routes  would  be 
coordinated  in  advance  of  construction  activity.  Emergency  response  providers  near  the  project 
area  would  be  notified,  at  least  three  days  in  advance,  about  the  exact  location  of  construction, 
road  or  route  closure  schedules,  and  location  of  potential  alternate  routes.  Work  would  be 
coordinated  with  local  police  and  traffic  engineers  to  plan  appropriate  access  alternatives  for 
temporary  street  closures  and  traffic  disruption.  Directly  affected  businesses  and  residents 
would  be  given  ample  notice  and  information  to  plan  alternatives,  and  signage  would  be 
provided  to  direct  motorists  to  alternate  routes.  Traffic  control  requirements  from  municipalities 
would  also  be  followed.  These  measures  would  reduce  the  impacts  to  less  than  significant 
under  CEQA. 


MM-Trans-2:  Northbound  Truck  Trips  on  Friday  Afternoon.  The  construction  and 
decommissioning  contractor  shall  not  schedule  any  truck  trips  to  or  from  the  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  Project  site  after  3:00  p.m.  on  Fridays  to  avoid  impacts  to  1-15  mainline  traffic  LOS. 

This  mitigation  measure  (MM-Trans-2)  is  recommended  by  the  Applicant.  Mitigation  measure 
MM-Trans-2  would  reduce  impacts  associated  with  the  degradation  of  the  LOS  on  the  1-15 
during  construction  and  decommissioning  activities.  While  implementation  of  this  measure  is 
expected  to  reduce  impacts,  impacts  to  1-15  LOS  on  Friday  during  peak  traffic  volumes  would 
remain  significant. 


MM-Trans-3:  Restoration  of  Roads.  Public  Roads  damaged  by  construction  activities  shall  be 
restored  to  their  pre-construction  condition  as  required  by  applicable  local  agency  or  federal 
requirement.  The  applicant  shall  enter  into  a maintenance  agreement  ( prior  to  issuance  of 
grading  permits ) with  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  Transportation  Operations  Division  to 
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insure  all  County  maintained  roads  utilized  by  the  construction  traffic  shall  remain  in  acceptable 
condition  during  construction. 

Prior  to  occupancv/final  inspection,  the  developer  shall  comply  with  the  maintenance  agreement 
during  construction  if  applicable  and/or  assure  that  all  County  maintained  roads  affected  by  the 
project  during  construction  shall  be  restored  to  pre-construction  condition. 

If  damage  that  occurred  were  not  corrected,  this  would  be  a direct,  adverse  impact  that  would 
be  long-term.  To  reduce  the  impact,  implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Trans-3  would 
ensure  that  any  adverse  impacts  are  temporary. 


4.16.12  Residual  Impacts  After  Mitigation 

The  temporary  impact  to  the  1-15  Friday  peak  traffic  LOS  during  construction  and 
decommissioning  would  be  reduced  with  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM-Trans-1 
and  MM-Trans-2.  However,  even  with  implementation  of  the  mitigation  measures,  traffic  from 
construction  and  decommissioning  could  cause  the  LOS  to  degrade  from  E to  F.  Therefore, 
traffic  from  construction  and  decommissioning  activities  on  the  1-15  during  Friday  peak  traffic 
volumes  would  constitute  a temporary  unavoidable  adverse  impact.  No  mitigation  is  available 
to  eliminate  this  impact  without  severely  limiting  vehicle  trips  to  and  from  the  project  site  on 
Fridays  during  construction  and  decommissioning.  By  setting  limits  on  the  number  of  vehicles 
trips  on  Fridays,  the  overall  duration  of  construction  and  decommissioning  activities  would  be 
prolonged.  Prolonging  construction  and  decommissioning  activities  could  be  considered  a 
secondary  adverse  impact. 


November  2013 


4.16-21 


Final  EIS/EIR 


( 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.17  Vegetation  Resources 


4.17  Vegetation  Resources 
4.1 7.1  Methodology  for  Analysis 

Impacts  to  vegetation  resources  are  classified  as  direct  or  indirect.  Direct  impacts  are  those 
caused  by  an  action  and  that  occurs  at  the  same  time  and  place  (for  example,  removal  of 
vegetation  through  grubbing  or  grading;  [40  CFR  1508.8(a)]).  Indirect  impacts  are  caused  by 
the  action  and  are  later  in  time  or  farther  removed  in  distance,  but  are  still  reasonably 
foreseeable  (e.g.,  fugitive  dust  from  grading  can  settle  on  remaining  vegetation  and  degrade 
the  health  of  the  vegetation  over  time;  [40  CFR  1508.8(b)). 

Impact  analyses  also  characterize  effects  to  vegetation  resources  as  temporary  or  long-term , 
with  a long-term  impact  referring  to  areas  that  are  paved  or  otherwise  precluded  from 
restoration,  and  a temporary  impact  referring  to  areas  that  can  be  restored  to  a pre-project 
state.  It  should  be  noted  that  some  temporary  impact  areas  may  be  considered  long-term 
impacts  if  the  revegetation  criteria  described  below  are  not  met. 


4.17.2  CEQA  Significance  Criteria 

The  indicators  listed  below  were  used  to  determine  if  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  facility 
would  result  in  significant  impacts  under  CEQA  to  vegetation  resources.  These  indicators  are 
the  same  as  the  significance  criteria  for  vegetation  listed  in  the  CEQA  Environmental  Checklist, 
Appendix  G of  the  CEQA  Guidelines.  The  Proposed  Action  or  its  alternatives  would  result  in  an 
adverse  impact  on  vegetation  if  they  would: 

• Veg-1:  Have  a substantial  adverse  effect,  either  directly  or  through  habitat 

modifications,  on  any  species  identified  as  a candidate,  sensitive,  or  special  status  in 
local  or  regional  plans,  policies,  or  regulations  or  by  the  California  Department  of  Fish 
and  Wildlife  (CDFW)  or  the  USFWS; 

• Veg-2:  Have  a substantial  adverse  effect  on  any  riparian  habitat  or  other  sensitive 

natural  community  identified  in  either  local  or  regional  plans,  policies  or  regulations,  or 

by  the  CDFW  or  USFWS; 

• Veg-3:  Have  a substantial  adverse  effect  on  federally  protected  wetlands  as  defined  by 
Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  (including,  but  not  limited  to,  marsh,  vernal  pool, 
coastal,  etc.)  through  direct  removal,  filling,  hydrological  interruption,  or  other  means; 

• Veg-4:  Conflict  with  any  local  policies  or  ordinances  protecting  biological  resources, 
such  as  a tree  preservation  policy  or  ordinance;  and 

• Veg-5:  Conflict  with  the  provisions  of  an  adopted  Habitat  Conservation  Plan,  Natural 

Community  Conservation  Plan,  or  other  approved  local,  regional,  or  state  habitat 
conservation  plan. 

Of  these  criteria,  the  following  were  determined  to  be  inapplicable  or  to  result  in  no  impact 
under  all  alternatives  and,  therefore,  these  criteria  are  not  discussed  further  in  this  section: 

Veg-3:  The  proposed  facility  would  not  have  a substantial  adverse  effect  on  any  federally 
protected  wetlands;  no  wetland  or  riparian  areas  exist  within  the  project  footprint. 

Veg-4:  The  proposed  facility  would  not  conflict  with  any  local  policies  or  ordinances  protecting 
biological  resources;  therefore,  there  would  be  no  impact  under  the  Veg-4  criterion. 

Veg-5:  The  proposed  facility  would  not  be  located  within  the  boundaries  of  an  existing  habitat 
conservation  plan,  natural  community  conservation  plan,  or  any  other  approved  local,  regional, 


November  2013 


4.17-1 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.17  Vegetation  Resources 


or  state  habitat  conservation  plan.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no  impact  under  the  Veg-5 
criterion. 


4.17.3  Alternative  1:  Proposed  Action 

Based  on  the  scope  of  the  Proposed  Action,  and  the  location  where  the  project  would  be 
implemented,  the  following  potential  impacts  to  vegetation  have  been  identified  for  evaluation: 

• Long-term  disturbance  of  approximately  2,023  acres  of  creosote  bush  and  mixed 
saltbush  scrub  vegetation. 

• Temporary  disturbance  of  approximately  4 acres  of  creosote  bush  and  mixed  saltbush 
scrub  vegetation. 

• Potential  propagation  of  invasive  and  noxious  weed  species. 

• Disturbance  of  state  jurisdictional  waters. 

Clearing,  tilling,  and  other  ground-disturbing  activities  associated  with  construction  of  the 
Project’s  infrastructure  would  cause  the  direct  loss  of  vegetation  resources  within  the  project 
footprint.  All  vegetation  located  within  the  project’s  perimeter  fence  would  experience  long-term 
impacts  as  a result  of  site  preparation  activities  (clearing,  tilling,  and  drum  rolling).  Vegetation 
located  within  the  project  footprint,  including  equipment  and  material  staging  areas,  parking 
areas,  as  well  as  the  free  space  within  the  solar  arrays  would  also  be  impacted  by  the  project 
for  the  long-term.  The  only  temporary  impacts  expected  to  result  from  the  Proposed  Action 
would  be  impacts  to  4 acres  of  vegetated  area  during  construction  of  the  transmission  ROW. 

The  Applicant  has  prepared  and  would  implement  the  following  plans  for  construction, 
operations,  and  decommissioning  activities: 

Vegetation  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  201 2f)  specifies  measures  to  minimize  adverse 
impacts  to  native  vegetation  and  special  status  plant  species.  The  Vegetation  Management 
Plan  includes  measures  to  minimize  the  area  to  be  graded,  and  place  facility  infrastructure  in  a 
manner  which  avoids  resources.  For  resources  that  cannot  be  avoided,  the  Plan  defines 
measures  to  transplant  and/or  restore  disturbed  areas.  The  Plan  includes  measures  to  salvage 
and  transplant  succulents  such  as  yucca  and  cactus  species,  use  salvaged  topsoil  and  native 
seed  to  immediately  restore  temporarily  disturbed  areas,  and  identify  timing  and  methods  for 
revegetation  efforts. 

Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2013c)  defines  procedures  to  minimize  the 
potential  for  propagation  of  noxious  and  invasive  weeds  due  to  project  construction,  operation, 
and  decommissioning.  This  Plan  includes  the  measures  to  be  taken  by  the  Applicant: 

- The  Applicant  would  follow  BLM’s  Herbicide  Use  Standard  Operating  Procedures 
provided  in  Appendix  B of  the  Record  of  Decision  for  the  Final  Vegetation 
Treatments  Using  Herbicides  Programmatic  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (BLM 
2007). 

Mowing  would  only  be  used  as  necessary  to  maintain  the  height  of  vegetation  so 
that  solar  modules  are  not  shaded. 

Preconstruction  surveys  would  be  conducted  to  identify  the  presence  of  noxious 
weeds. 

- A herbicide  use  proposal,  as  developed  in  coordination  with  the  BLM  Weed 
Coordinator,  would  be  implemented.  Herbicides  would  be  limited  to  those  approved 
by  BLM. 
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- Ground  disturbance  would  be  limited  by  restricting  travel  outside  of  the  construction 
zone,  limiting  the  area  occupied  by  storage  and  staging  areas,  and  allowing  travel 
only  on  designated  routes. 

Equipment  cleaning  sites  would  be  established  and  used  to  wash  heavy  equipment 
and  all  vehicles  used  for  ground-disturbing  activities.  Contractors  would  be  required 
to  wash  construction  equipment  offsite  prior  to  entering  the  construction  site.  The 
Plan  specifies  washing  methods  to  be  used,  and  requires  that  a log  be  kept  to 
document  washing  activities. 

- The  Applicant  would  provide  training  to  workers  to  identify  weeds  and  minimize 
activities  that  could  propagate  weeds. 

Straw  bales  and  wattles  used  for  erosion  control  would  be  certified  weed-free. 

This  plan  also  includes  a risk  assessment  of  the  invasive  weed  species  currently  known  within 
the  proposed  project  site,  methods  to  control  their  spread  on  site  and  to  adjacent  off-site  areas, 
and  specific  procedures  to  help  minimize  the  introduction  of  new  weed  species  (First  Solar 
2012a).  Appendix  A of  the  plan  contains  Risk  Assessment  Factors  and  Rating  from  BLM 
Manual  9015. 

Closure,  Decommissioning,  and  Reclamation  Plan  (First  Solar  201 2d)  which  summarizes 
the  activities  that  would  take  place  during  the  decommissioning  process.  The 
Decommissioning  Plan  addresses  removal  of  project-related  infrastructure;  reuse,  recycling,  or 
disposal  of  components  and  wastes;  site  restoration  and  revegetation  efforts;  and  cost 
estimates  and  funding  mechanisms  for  these  activities.  The  Decommissioning  Plan  would  be 
revised  and  re-submitted  shortly  before  project  decommissioning  to  reflect  the  most  current 
requirements  applicable  to  such  activities. 

The  Decommissioning  Plan  addresses  immediate  efforts  to  restore  habitat  and  revegetate 
temporarily  disturbed  areas,  as  well  as  preparations  to  address  potential  future  revegetation  of 
impacted  areas  (First  Solar  201 2d).  The  Decommissioning  Plan  shall  also  include  methods  to 
salvage  soil  and  seed  in  areas  containing  special  status  plant  species  for  use  in  the 
revegetation  of  temporary  impact  areas,  and  shall  include  container  stock  and  seed  of  the 
affected  special  status  plant  species  for  use  in  restoration/revegetation  areas. 

Streambed  Alteration  Agreement.  Given  the  anticipated  impacts  to  CDFW  jurisdictional 
areas,  the  Applicant  would  be  required  to  obtain  a Streambed  Alteration  Agreement  from  the 
CDFW  in  accordance  with  Section  1602  of  the  California  Fish  and  Game  code.  Such  an 
agreement  would  include  terms,  conditions , and  possibly  mitigation  measures  that  would  be 
Implemented  by  the  Applicant.  Compliance  with  such  an  agreement  would  be  a condition  of  the 
Project’s  ROW  grant  if  it  were  to  be  approved. 


4.17.3.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

The  analysis  in  this  section  describes  the  impacts  under  the  Proposed  Action  using  the 
methodology  prescribed  under  NEPA.  Implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  result  in 
both  long-  and  short-term  adverse  impacts  to  vegetation  resources,  depending  on  whether  the 
impacts  were  long-term  or  temporary.  In  general,  all  vegetation  located  within  the  project’s 
perimeter  fence  (approximately  1,989  acres)  would  be  impacted  for  the  long-term  as  a result  of 
site  preparation  activities  (clearing,  tilling,  and  drum  rolling).  An  additional  34  acres  would  be 
impacted  by  re-routed  roads,  access  roads,  and  transmission  ROW,  for  a total  of  2,023  acres  of 
long-term  disturbance  associated  with  this  alternative.  Temporary  impacts  to  approximately  4 
acres  of  vegetation  would  result  from  the  need  for  laydown  areas  during  construction  of  the 
transmission  ROW;  these  are  the  only  anticipated  short-term  impacts  to  vegetation  resources. 


November  2013 


4.17-3 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.17  Vegetation  Resources 


For  the  purposes  of  this  analysis,  impacts  associated  with  construction  trailers,  equipment  and 
material  staging  areas,  and  parking  areas,  as  well  as  the  free  space  within  the  solar  arrays, 
would  be  considered  long-term. 

A comparison  of  the  acreage  of  vegetation  communities,  special  status  plant  species,  and 
jurisdictional  waters  impacted  by  the  Proposed  Action  and  other  action  alternatives  is  provided 
in  Table  4.17-1. 


Table  4.17-1.  Alternatives  Comparison  for  Vegetation  Resources 


Resource 

Total  in  Study 
Area 

Alternative  1 

Alternative  2 

Revised 
Alternative  3 

Alternative  4 

Vegetative  Communities  (acres) 

Mojave  creosote  bush 
scrub 

5,900 

2,023 

2,327 

1,657 

1,690 

Mixed  saltbush  scrub 

160 

0 

35 

28 

35 

Dry  Lake  Bed/Playa 

60 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Special-Status  Species  Plants  (number  of  occurrences/individuals) 

Desert  pincushion 

31 

12 

0 

2 

0 

Mojave  milkweed 

15 

10 

1 

5 

1 

Parish  club  cholla 

9 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Small-flowered 

androstephium 

88 

48 

52 

56 

52 

Rusby’s  desert  mallow 

5 

3 

0 

0 

0 

Utah  vine  milkweed 

12 

4 

6 

3 

0 

Foxtail  cactus 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Nine-awned  pappus 
grass 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Jurisdictional  Waters  (acres) 

CDFW  Jurisdictional 
Ephemeral  Drainages 

434 

146 

178 

128 

130 

Waters  of  the  U S. 
(WUS) 

60  ac 

0 ac 

0 ac 

0 ac 

0 ac 

Construction 
Vegetation  Communities 

During  the  first  phase  of  construction  (construction  mobilization),  staking  and  flagging  of 
sensitive  plant  species  would  occur,  as  required  by  MM-Veg-1.  Impacts  to  sensitive  vegetation 
communities  from  site  preparation  activities  including  clearing,  grading,  and  excavating  would 
be  minimized  prior  to  the  start  of  construction  through  the  use  of  construction  fencing  or 
staking/flagging  to  clearly  identify  the  limits  of  work.  When  feasible,  construction  activities 
would  avoid  special  status  plant  species.  Vegetation  would  not  be  removed  from  the  project 
site  until  the  onset  of  a given  construction  phase.  Topsoil  would  be  removed  and  stored  (where 
applicable),  in  accordance  with  the  Closure,  Decommissioning,  and  Reclamation  Plan 
(Decommissioning  Plan  (First  Solar  201 2d).  At  other  locations,  such  as  within  the  solar  array 
field,  facility  roadways,  and  around  the  O&M  facility,  vegetation  would  be  disked  under, 
mulched,  or  composted,  and  retained  onsite  to  assist  in  erosion  control  and  limit  waste  disposal 
(First  Solar  2012a). 
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All  natural  vegetation  would  be  completely  removed  from  permanent  facility  sites,  such  as  the 
solar  arrays,  the  O&M  facility,  and  the  Project  Substation.  The  Applicant  estimates  that  61 
percent  of  the  site  would  be  cleared  by  the  disc,  contour  grade,  and  roll  method,  using  tractors 
pulling  disking  equipment.  The  other  39  percent  of  the  site  will  require  grading  using  the  cut 
and  fill  method,  completed  by  bulldozers,  backhoes,  and  other  heavy  equipment.  Clearing  and 
grading  for  roads  and  smaller  construction  areas  would  be  accomplished  using  bulldozers,  road 
graders,  or  other  standard  earth-moving  equipment.  Plant  root  systems  would  be  left  in  place  to 
provide  soil  stability  except  where  grading  and  trenching  are  required  for  placement  of  solar 
module  foundations,  underground  electrical  lines,  roads/access  ways,  and  inverter  and 
transformer  pads.  As  required  in  mitigation  measure  MM-Veg-3,  special-status  plants  and 
succulents  that  require  salvaging  would  be  identified  and  avoided  where  feasible. 

Under  the  Proposed  Action,  approximately  2,023  acres  of  creosote  bush-white  bursage 
vegetation  (Figure  3.17-1)  would  be  disturbed  by  project  facilities,  roads,  and  the  transmission 
ROW  and  therefore,  would  not  be  allowed  to  revegetate  during  Project  operations. 
Approximately  4 acres  of  temporarily  impacted  vegetation  associated  with  construction  of  the 
transmission  ROW,  as  well  as  some  of  the  free  space  around  the  solar  arrays,  would  be 
allowed  to  naturally  recolonize;  however,  vegetation  would  be  managed  through  mowing  using 
brush-hog  type  equipment  to  a height  less  than  12  inches.  The  Integrated  Weed  Management 
Plan  would  be  implemented  to  control  the  spread  of  invasive  weeds  on  site  and  to  adjacent  off- 
site areas.  Other  project  features,  such  as  roadways,  access  ways,  and  where  concrete 
foundations  are  used,  would  be  cleared  and  left  unvegetated  for  the  life  of  the  project. 
Vegetation  would  also  be  cleared  for  construction  of  drainage  controls,  including  berms  and 
basins. 

Some  areas,  specifically  4 acres  associated  with  laydown  areas  for  construction  of  the 
transmission  ROW,  would  experience  temporary  impacts  to  vegetation.  Construction  facilities, 
staging  areas,  and  parking  areas  are  assumed  to  result  in  long-term  vegetative  disturbance 
because  they  would  be  covered  with  solar  arrays  or  other  facilities  once  their  temporary  use  is 
complete.  Temporary  disturbance  sites  would  be  restored  to  BLM  specifications  and  native 
vegetation  would  be  harvested  for  replanting  to  augment  soil  stabilization  and  site  restoration. 
Approximately  4 acres  of  undeveloped,  creosote  bush-white  bursage-type  vegetated  areas 
would  be  temporarily  impacted  during  the  construction  period.  The  Applicant  would  commit  to 
the  restoration  of  vegetation  within  these  temporarily-impacted  areas  (MM-Veg-5). 

Construction  activities  such  as  grading  and  driving  of  heavy  equipment  on  unpaved  roadways 
would  result  in  indirect  impacts  to  vegetation  from  increased  levels  of  blowing  dust  that  may 
settle  on  surrounding  vegetation.  Increased  levels  of  dust  on  plants  can  affect  plants’ 
photosynthetic  capabilities,  affect  their  productivity  and  nutritional  qualities,  and  degrade  the 
overall  vegetation  community.  For  example,  the  maximum  rate  of  net  photosynthesis  of  plants 
that  received  fine  dust  particulates  was  reduced  to  21  percent  of  those  of  control  plants  in 
resinous  leaflets  of  creosote  bush,  to  44  percent  in  resinous  leaves  and  photosynthetic  stems  of 
cheesebush,  and  to  58  percent  in  non-resinous  leaves  of  fourwing  saltbush,  which  have 
vesiculated  trichomes  (small  sac  like  hairs;  Sharifi  and  others  1997).  Plants  of  all  three  species 
that  received  fine  dust  particulates  showed  reduced  maximum  leaf  conductance,  transpiration, 
and  instantaneous  water-use  efficiency  (Sharifi  and  others  1997).  Construction  activities  would 
also  result  in  direct  and  indirect  impacts  to  vegetation  communities  through  soil  erosion,  which 
can  accelerate  the  loss  of  nutrients  in  the  soil  and  reduce  the  amount  of  nutrients  available  to 
plants  in  those  vegetation  communities  (Okin  and  others  2001).  Impacts  from  fugitive  dust 
would  be  mitigated  by  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM-Veg-1  ( Minimize  impacts  to 
vegetation  communities ).  MM-Veg-2  ( Conduct  biological  monitoring  during  project  construction), 
and  MM-Air-1  ( Develop  and  implement  a fugitive  dust  control  plan). 
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Invasive  and  Noxious  Weeds 

Invasive  weeds  are  threats  to  native  vegetation  resources.  They  can  displace  native  plants 
(including  special  status  plant  species  that  are  present  at  the  project  site),  increase  the  threat  of 
wildfire  by  increasing  fuel  load,  and  supplant  plants  used  as  forage  that  are  important  to 
herbivorous  species  (including  special  status  plant  species  that  are  present  at  the  site).  Invasive 
weeds  threaten  vegetation  resources  in  that  they  can  exclude  native  plants  (including  special 
status  species  occurring  in  the  project  area),  alter  habitat  structure,  increase  fire  frequency  and 
intensity,  decrease  forage  for  herbivorous  wildlife  (including  special  status  species),  and 
decrease  water  availability  for  both  plants  and  wildlife.  The  Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan 
(mitigation  measure  MM-Veg-4  and  First  Solar  2013c)  for  the  project  includes  a risk 
assessment  of  the  invasive  weed  species  currently  known  within  the  proposed  Stateline  site. 

Grading  and  surface  disturbance  activities  during  the  construction  period  and  vehicle  and 
equipment  traffic  are  primary  conduits  for  the  spread  of  many  invasive  weeds.  Construction 
activities  and  soil  disturbance  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  could  indirectly  introduce 
new  invasive  weeds  to  the  project  site  and  could  further  spread  invasive  weeds  (such  as 
Saharan  mustard)  that  are  already  present  in  the  area.  Potential  impacts  from  invasive  plant 
species  would  be  mitigated  by  implementation  of  MM-Veg-1  ( Minimize  impacts  to  vegetation 
communities ),  MM-Veg-2  ( Conduct  biological  monitoring  during  project  construction),  MM-Veg- 
4 ( Prepare  and  implement  an  Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan),  and  MM-Veg-6  ( Streambed 
Alteration  Agreement).  The  Weed  Management  Plan  required  in  MM-Veg-4  specifies 
requirements  for  washing  of  vehicles  entering  the  site  to  reduce  the  potential  for  invasive  weeds 
to  be  transported  from  other  locations. 

Approximately  1,900  acre  feet  (ac-ft)  of  water  would  be  needed  during  the  approximately  2 to  4 
year  construction  period,  with  the  majority  of  the  construction  water  use  occurring  during  the 
site  preparation  period  of  the  first  year.  Water  uses  include  soil  compaction,  dust  control,  and 
sanitary  needs.  This  introduction  of  a water  input  to  the  vegetation  communities  that  comprise 
the  project  area  would  be  advantageous  to  plant  species  that  thrive  in  wet  conditions,  as  well  as 
invasive  and  noxious  weeds  that  benefit  from  additional  moisture. 


Special  Status  Plant  Species 

The  following  analysis  considers  impacts  to  special  status  plant  species.  Special  status  plant 
species  are  those  given  special  recognition  by  federal,  state,  or  local  resource 
agencies/organizations,  such  as  species  listed  by  the  USFWS,  BLM,  and  CDFW  as  being  of 
elevated  conservation  concern.  All  special  status  plant  species  have  been  identified  due  to 
dwindling  populations,  restricted  range,  or  merely  unknown  population  status  and  the  need  for 
additional  study.  Table  3.17-1  lists  the  special  status  plant  species  that  were  identified  during 
surveys  within  the  project  area,  or  are  likely  to  be  present  within  or  near  to  the  project  area. 

As  discussed  in  Section  3.17,  the  Project  area  is  primarily  comprised  of  two  distinct  vegetation 
types:  Mojave  creosote  bush-white  bursage  and  mixed  saltbush  (Sawyer  and  Keeler-Wolf  1995; 
Figure  3.17-1).  Pre-project  floristic  surveys  conducted  in  2008/2010/2011  revealed  194  plant 
species  present  within  the  study  area  including:  eight  California  Native  Plant  Society  (CNPS) 
plant  species,  one  BLM  sensitive  plant  species  (Rusby’s  desert  mallow,  which  is  also  one  of  the 
eight  CNPS  species),  seven  species  listed  on  the  California  Invasive  Plant  Council  (Cal-IPC) 
Invasive  Plant  Inventory,  and  two  State-listed  noxious  weeds  (First  Solar  201 3e). 

The  Proposed  Action  would  result  in  long-term  impacts  to  individuals  or  populations  of  six  of  the 
eight  special  status  plant  species  document  within  the  Project  Study  Area.  The  2,143  acre 
footprint  includes  82  occurrences  of  six  different  special  status  plant  species  including,  desert 
pincushion  (8  occurrences  out  of  17  present  in  the  Project  Study  Area  1 47  percent!) . Mojave 
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milkweed  (10  occurrences  out  of  15  present  in  the  Project  Study  Area  167  percentl),  Parish 
club-cholla  (9  occurrences  out  of  21  present  in  the  Project  Study  Area  [33  percentl),  small- 
flowered  androstephium  (48  occurrences  out  of  91  present  in  the  Project  Study  Area  153 
percentl ),  Rusby’s  desert  mallow  (3  occurrences  out  of  5 present  in  the  Project  Study  Area  [60 
percentl ),  and  Utah  vine  milkweed  (4  occurrences  out  of  12  present  in  the  Project  Study  Area 
[33  percentl).  The  occurrences  of  these  six  special  status  plant  species  recorded  during  the 
2010  full  coverage  botanical  surveys  are  presented  in  Figure  3.17-2.  These  species  would  be 
susceptible  to  the  same  direct  and  indirect  impacts  as  for  the  natural  vegetation  community,  but 
these  impacts  would  be  mitigated  by  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM-Veg-1  and 
MM-Veg-3.  In  general,  implementation  of  the  Stateline  project  would  affect  all  forms  of 
vegetation  within  the  proposed  site. 


Jurisdictional  Waters 

As  discussed  in  Section  3.17.1.4,  the  project  site  does  not  contain  any  wetlands  or  riparian 
areas;  however,  it  does  contain  numerous  drainage  channels  or  washes  that  feed  into  Ivanpah 
Lake  or  drain  toward  the  lake  but  fail  to  extend  all  the  way.  The  Project  Study  Area  includes  a 
60-acre  portion  of  Ivanpah  Lake  that  is  subject  to  both  CDFW  jurisdiction  pursuant  to  Section 
1602  of  the  Fish  and  Game  Code  and  USACE  jurisdiction  under  Section  404  of  the  Clean 
Water  Act  (CWA).  This  60-acre  portion  of  Ivanpah  Lake  does  not  lie  within  the  Proposed 
Action  footprint,  and  would  not  be  directly  impacted  by  construction  of  the  Proposed  Action. 
However,  the  drainage  channels  that  traverse  the  study  area,  and  which  are  under  CDFW 
jurisdiction,  would  be  directly  impacted  by  vegetation  removal  and  site  grading  associated  with 
the  Proposed  Action.  Adverse  impacts  would  include  elimination  of  habitat , elimination  of  the 
hydrologic  function  of  the  ephemeral  washes , potential  increase  in  erosion,  in  addition , 
increasing  disturbance  of  washes  could  make  it  more  difficult  to  restore  and  re-vegetate  the 
area  during  decommissioning.  The  area  of  ephemeral  drainages  under  CDFW  jurisdiction  that 
would  be  impacted  would  be  146  acres.  Because  drainages  subject  to  CDFW  jurisdiction 
would  be  directly  impacted,  the  Applicant  would  be  required  to  submit  a Notification  of  Lake  or 
Streambed  Alteration  that  describes  the  mitigation  for  impacts  to  jurisdictional  areas  within  the 
proposed  Stateline  site  (see  mitigation  measure  MM-Veg-6). 

The  Proposed  Action  could  potentially  cause  indirect  impacts  to  federal  waters  of  the  United 
States  (WUS).  These  impacts  could  occur  if  activities  on  the  site,  including  removal  of 
stabilizing  vegetation  and  modification  of  hydrology,  caused  an  increase  in  sedimentation  or 
erosion  rates  on  the  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  or  impede  runoff  from  reaching  the  lake.  The  potential 
for  soil  erosion  and  sedimentation  caused  by  the  Proposed  Action  was  evaluated  in  Section 
4.14  (Soil  Resources).  As  discussed  in  that  section,  the  Applicant  has  proposed  a variety  of 
construction  methods  and  other  features  to  protect  site  soils  from  erosion  and  downstream 
deposition.  Section  2. 1.3.1  outlines  several  proposed  construction  activities  specifically 
designed  to  manage  stormwater  and  reduce  the  potential  for  erosion  and  sedimentation 
impacts.  These  include  avoidance  of  drainage  channels,  implementation  of  upstream  debris 
basins  to  reduce  stormwater  flow  velocities  across  the  site,  site  grading  to  promote  sheet  flow, 
implementation  of  downstream  retention  basins  to  capture  increased  sediment  loads,  and  use 
of  silt  fence  and  fiber  rolls  for  erosion  protection.  The  basins  would  also  be  designed  and 
operated  to  release  stormwater  to  downstream  areas  in  the  same  volumes  as  pre-project 
conditions,  thus  ensuring  that  runoff  to  the  Dry  Lake  is  not  impeded.  The  Applicant  would 
construct  and  manage  the  basins  in  accordance  with  specifications  in  their  Storm  Water 
Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012k).  The  use  of  the  basins,  as  well  as  the  silt  fence  and  fiber 
rolls,  would  be  governed  by  the  Applicant’s  Construction  Stormwater  Pollution  Prevention  Plan 
(SWPPP).  In  addition,  a variety  of  mitigation  measures  (MM-Water-7,  MM-Water-8,  MM-Veg-6, 
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and  MM-Air-1),  would  require  the  implementation  of  flood  protection,  soil  stabilization,  and 
revegetation  efforts,  each  of  which  would  further  protect  site  soils  during  construction. 
Therefore,  impacts  due  to  soil  erosion  would  be  avoided  or  substantially  reduced  and  the 
Proposed  Action  would  not  result  in  significant  adverse  impacts  to  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

The  Stateline  Solar  Farm,  which  would  generate  electricity  with  no  moving  parts,  no  thermal 
cycle,  and  no  water  use  for  electricity  generation,  would  require  limited  routine  operation  and 
maintenance  activities  onsite.  Road  and  access  ways  would  require  regular  maintenance,  and 
the  Applicant  would  manage  vegetation  within  the  project  areas  covered  by  solar  modules  in 
accordance  with  their  Vegetation  Management  Plan. 

Operation  and  maintenance  activities  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  could  indirectly 
introduce  new  invasive  weeds  to  the  proposed  project  area  and  could  further  spread  invasive 
weeds  (such  as  Saharan  mustard)  that  are  already  present  in  the  area.  Any  vegetation  that  re- 
colonizes within  the  project  footprint  (area  within  the  perimeter  fence)  during  operations  of  the 
project  would  be  maintained  by  the  Applicant  with  routine  mowing  or  trimming  to  prevent 
contact  with  and/or  shading  of  the  solar  modules.  During  the  lifetime  of  the  Project , mowing 
could  result  in  the  direct  mortality  or  injury  of  some  plant  species,  and  could  shift  the 
composition  of  the  plant  community  to  favor  those  species  that  are  more-tolerant  of  continual 
disturbance  from  mowing/trimming.  This  shift  would  likely  favor  invasive  weed  species,  while 
existing  native  plants  would  less  tolerant  of  frequent  disturbance;  however,  the  Applicant’s 
proposed  Vegetation  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  201 2f)  and  Integrated  Weed  Management 
Plan  (First  Solar  2013c),  in  combination  with  mitigation  measure  MM-Veg-4  (see  section 
4.17.11),  would  minimize  the  potential  for  weed  colonization  and  dominance  on  site  by  requiring 
implementation  of  a risk  assessment  of  the  invasive  weed  species  currently  known  to  exist 
within  the  study  area  (see  discussion  in  Section  3.17.1.2),  procedures  to  control  their  spread  on 
site,  and  procedures  to  help  minimize  the  introduction  of  new  weed  species. 

The  artificial  shading  provided  by  the  PV  panels  could  also  potentially  alter  the  natural  plant 
community  of  the  project  area.  The  construction  and  operation  of  the  solar  arrays  could  change 
the  amount  and  the  location  of  sunlight  reaching  the  ground  underneath  the  panels.  In  turn, 
this  could  affect  the  composition  of  natural  plant  communities  by  either  favoring  those  species 
that  are  better  adapted  to  the  new  conditions,  or  detrimentally  affecting  species  that  are  not  as 
well-adapted.  Again,  the  impacts  associated  with  this  effect  would  be  managed  through 
implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  Vegetation  Management  Plan  and  Integrated  Weed 
Management  Plan. 


Decommissioning 

Decommissioning  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  site  would  be  done  in  accordance  with  the 
Applicant’s  preliminary  Closure,  Decommissioning,  and  Reclamation  Plan  (First  Solar  201 2d), 
required  as  part  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Lands-2.  This  Plan  summarizes  the  activities  that 
would  take  place  during  the  decommissioning  process.  The  decommissioning  of  the  project 
would  be  similar  to  the  construction  activities  described  earlier,  and  would  include  demolition 
and  removal  of  above-ground  and  subsurface  facilities  and  site  contouring  and  restoration. 
However,  the  duration  of  decommissioning  would  be  shorter  than  the  duration  of  construction. 

Decommissioning  is  not  expected  to  directly  impact  any  vegetation  communities,  special  status 
plant  species,  or  jurisdictional  drainages.  This  is  because  all  decommissioning  activities  are 
expected  to  take  place  inside  the  footprint  of  the  facility,  and  all  vegetation  and  drainages 
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present  in  that  area  would  already  have  been  impacted  during  project  construction.  Similar  to 
construction,  indirect  impacts  to  vegetation  and  drainages  outside  of  the  project  footprint  could 
occur  due  to  release  of  fugitive  dust,  and/or  from  increased  erosion  or  sedimentation 
downstream  of  the  facility.  As  with  construction,  these  potential  indirect  impacts  would  be 
mitigated  through  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM-Water-7,  MM-Water-8,  MM-Veg- 
6,  and  MM-Air-1. 

As  discussed  in  Section  2. 1.3.4,  site  restoration  activities  to  occur  at  the  close  of  the  project  life 
would  include: 

• Decompaction  and  replacement  of  topsoils; 

• Supplemental  seeding; 

• Planting  of  a combination  of  annual  and  perennial  woody  species,  shrubs,  and  cacti; 

• Weed  control;  and 

• Performance  monitoring  and  reporting  for  a minimum  of  5 years,  with  re-seeding  as 
necessary. 

The  proposed  seed  mix  to  be  used  for  supplemental  re-seeding  is  summarized  in  Table  2-2  of 
Chapter  2.  The  proposed  container  plants  to  be  transplanted  are  summarized  in  Table  2-3  of 
Chapter  2.  In  desert  environments,  revegetation  processes  can  take  substantial  lengths  of 
time,  so  impacts  are  expected  to  occur  for  the  long-term  following  decommissioning. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Under  the  Proposed  Action,  the  land  area  that  would  be  added  to  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  is  shown 
in  Table  4.17-2. 


Table  4.17-2.  Acreage  to  be  Modified  in  Ivanpah  DWMA,  Alternative  1 


Land  Area 

Acreage  in  Land  Area 

Current  Ivanpah  DWMA 

37,280  ac 

Total  in  Northern  Ivanpah  Unit 

+ 29,110  ac 

Ivanpah  SEGS 

-3,471  ac 

Caltrans  JPOE 

-133  ac 

Stateline  Alternative  1 

-2,143  ac 

Subtotal  New  Acreage  Added  to  DWMA 

23.363  ac 

Removal  of  Ivanpah  Playa 

-2,997  ac 

Final  Total  in  Modified  DWMA 

57.646  ac 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  result  in  an  increased 
potential  for  the  spread  of  noxious  and  invasive  weeds  from  the  Project  area  to  the  proposed 
Ivanpah  DWMA,  given  the  proximity  of  the  Project  to  the  boundaries  of  the  expanded  DWMA. 
The  location  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  (Figure  2-1)  is  separated  from  the  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  project  site  by  approximately  2 miles  and  the  1-15  corridor,  a far  enough  distance  to 
prevent  the  transfer  of  noxious  weeds.  The  contemplated  modification  to  the  Ivanpah  DWMA 
boundary  under  the  Proposed  Action  would  surround  the  project  site  on  all  sides  by  a DWMA, 
as  opposed  to  current  conditions  under  which  the  project  site  is  surrounded  entirely  by  lands 
not  categorized  as  BLM  special  management  areas  (SMAs),  increasing  the  potential  for 
invasive  and  noxious  weeds  to  be  transferred  from  the  site  to  the  DWMA. 

Expansion  of  the  DWMA  would  also  have  the  beneficial  effect  of  protecting  special  status  plants 
located  in  the  23,363  acre  area  added  to  the  DWMA. 
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4.17.3.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Significance  conclusions  for  the  impacts  identified  for  each  phase  of  the  project  (Construction, 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  and  Decommissioning)  are  presented  below  based  on  the  CEQA 
Significance  Criteria  presented  in  Section  4.17.2.  Only  those  significance  criteria  that  were 
determined  to  be  relevant  to  the  project  are  addressed  below: 


Veg-1 

Construction 

The  Proposed  Action  is  anticipated  to  result  in  impacts  to  individuals  or  populations  of  the 
following  six  special  status  plant  species  observed  within  the  survey  area  (Figure  3.17-2): 
desert  pincushion,  Mojave  milkweed,  Parish  club-cholla,  small-flowered  androstephium  (pink 
funnel  lily),  Rusby’s  desert  mallow,  and  Utah  vine  milkweed.  The  number  of 
individuals/occurrences  of  each  that  would  be  impacted  is  small,  and  would  not  affect  the  larger 
populations  of  each  species.  Therefore , direct  impacts  to  special  status  plants  would  be  less 
than  significant. 

Construction  activities  such  as  bringing  equipment  from  other  project  sites  or  modification  of 
site  hydrology  can  introduce  invasive  species,  or  make  site  conditions  favorable  for  their 
spread.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Veg-4  ( Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan) 
would  reduce  the  potential  impact  associated  with  introduction  or  spread  of  invasive  species  to 
less  than  significant. 

Release  of  fugitive  dust  as  a result  of  grading  and  use  of  heavy  equipment  during  project 
construction  could  result  in  deposition  of  dust  onto  plants,  affecting  these  plants’  photosynthetic 
capabilities.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Air-1  would  minimize  the  release  of 
fugitive  dust,  and  would  reduce  the  potential  impact  to  less  than  significant. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

The  Proposed  Action  would  not  result  in  additional  impact  to  any  special  status  plant  species 
during  operations  and  maintenance. 

Operations  activities  such  as  bringing  equipment  from  other  project  sites  or  modification  of  site 
hydrology  can  introduce  invasive  species,  or  make  site  conditions  favorable  for  their  spread. 
Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Veg-4  (Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan)  would 
reduce  the  potential  impact  associated  with  introduction  or  spread  of  invasive  species  to  less 
than  significant. 

Release  of  fugitive  dust  as  a result  of  grading  and  use  of  heavy  equipment  during  project 
operations  could  result  in  deposition  of  dust  onto  plants,  affecting  these  plants’  photosynthetic 
capabilities.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Air-3  would  minimize  the  release  of 
fugitive  dust,  and  would  reduce  the  potential  impact  to  less  than  significant. 


Decommissioning 

The  Proposed  Action  would  not  result  in  additional  impact  to  any  special  status  plant  species 
during  decommissioning. 

Decommissioning  activities  such  as  bringing  equipment  from  other  project  sites  or  modification 
of  site  hydrology  can  introduce  invasive  species,  or  make  site  conditions  favorable  for  their 
spread.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Veg-4  (Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan) 
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would  reduce  the  potential  impact  associated  with  introduction  or  spread  of  invasive  species  to 
less  than  significant. 

Release  of  fugitive  dust  as  a result  of  grading  and  use  of  heavy  equipment  during  project 
decommissioning  could  result  in  deposition  of  dust  onto  plants,  affecting  these  plants’ 
photosynthetic  capabilities.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Air-1  would  minimize  the 
release  of  fugitive  dust,  and  would  reduce  the  potential  impact  to  less  than  significant. 


Veg-2 

Construction 

The  Proposed  Action  would  result  in  temporary  and  long-term  impacts  to  2,027  acres  of 
creosote  bush-white  bursage  scrub,  which  is  not  considered  a sensitive  vegetation  community. 
Therefore,  these  impacts  would  not  be  significant. 

Implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  result  in  temporary  and  long-term  impacts  to 
approximately  146  acres  of  CDFW  jurisdictional  resources,  including  removal  or  filling  of 
jurisdictional  areas  during  site  preparation  activities.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure 
MM-Veg-6  ( Streambed  Alteration  Agreement)  would  reduce  these  impacts  to  less  than 
significant. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operations  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  result  in  impacts  to  any  sensitive  vegetation 
community,  and  would  not  have  any  further  impacts  to  CDFW  jurisdictional  areas. 


Decommissioning 

The  Proposed  Action  would  not  result  in  impacts  to  any  sensitive  vegetation  communities  or 
CDFW  jurisdictional  areas  during  decommissioning. 


4.17.4  Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 

4.17.4.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  2 is  conceptually  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1),  but  construction 
activities  associated  with  Alternative  2 would  be  slightly  greater  than  the  Proposed  Action  due  to 
the  slightly  increased  acreage  (2,385  acres  versus  2,143  acres).  The  Alternative  2 footprint 
(Figure  2-4)  would  partially  overlap  with  the  land  area  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action 
(Figure  1-1)  north  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  but  would  also  include  a parcel  on  the  south 
side  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course.  The  vegetation-related  construction  impacts  of 
Alternative  2 would  be  similar,  but  slightly  greater,  than  those  of  the  Proposed  Action. 
Construction  activities  would  last  for  a slightly  longer  time  and  the  bifurcated  footprint  would 
result  in  an  additional  339  acres  of  long-term  disturbance.  The  vegetation  characteristics  of  the 
separate  area  are  expected  to  be  the  same  as  those  of  the  Proposed  Action,  so  there  would  be 
little  difference  in  the  potential  for  impacts  to  native  plant  communities  or  special  status  plants. 
Mitigation  measures  MM-Veg-1,  MM-Veg-2,  and  MM-Veg-3  would  minimize  impacts  to  sensitive 
plant  communities. 
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Construction 

A comparison  of  the  acreage  of  vegetation  communities,  special  status  plant  species,  and 
jurisdictional  waters  impacted  by  the  Proposed  Action  and  other  action  alternatives  is  provided 
in  Table  4.17-1.  Construction  activities  associated  with  Alternative  2 would  result  in  direct 
temporary  and  long-term  losses  of  native  vegetation  and  indirect  effects  resulting  from 
vegetation  clearing,  grading,  or  other  surface  disturbance.  Alternative  2 would  also  affect 
special  status  plant  species  and  state  jurisdictional  areas. 


Vegetation  Communities 

During  construction  of  Alternative  2,  potential  impacts  to  vegetation  would  be  similar  to  those 
described  under  “Construction”  for  the  Proposed  Action.  Under  Alternative  2,  all  natural 
vegetation,  including  special  status  plant  species,  would  be  completely  removed  from  the 
permanent  facility  sites,  such  as  the  solar  arrays,  the  O&M  facility,  and  the  Project  Substation 
by  clearing  and  grading  using  bulldozers,  road  graders,  and/or  other  standard  earth-moving 
equipment.  Approximately  2,344  acres  would  be  disturbed  by  project  facilities,  roads,  and  the 
transmission  ROW.  Alternative  2 would  result  in  direct  impacts  to  the  following  vegetation 
communities:  2,327  acres  of  creosote  bush-white  bursage  scrub  and  35  acres  of  mixed 
saltbush.  The  nature  of  these  impacts  is  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  but  Alternative  2 would 
increase  the  impacts  to  these  communities  by  approximately  321  acres.  Other  project  features 
such  as  roadways,  access  ways,  and  locations  where  concrete  foundations  are  used  would  be 
cleared  and  left  unvegetated  for  the  life  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  and  could  result  in  indirect 
increased  wind  erosion  of  the  soil.  Dust  can  have  deleterious  physiological  effects  on  plants 
and  may  affect  their  productivity  and  nutritional  qualities.  The  nature  of  these  impacts  would  be 
the  same  as  that  described  for  the  Proposed  Action. 

Under  Alternative  2,  construction  of  laydown  areas  for  the  transmission  ROW  would  result  in 
temporary  impacts  to  the  same  approximate  area  (about  4 acres)  as  was  described  for  the 
Proposed  Action.  Temporary  disturbance  sites  would  be  restored  to  BLM  specifications  and,  in 
some  situations,  native  vegetation  may  be  harvested  for  replanting  to  augment  soil  stabilization 
and  site  restoration.  The  Applicant  would  commit  to  the  restoration  of  vegetation  within  these 
temporarily-impacted  areas  (MM-Veg-5). 

Mitigation  for  construction  activities  would  be  the  same  as  for  Alternative  1 . 


Invasive  and  Noxious  Weeds 

Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  construction  activities  and  soil  disturbance  associated  with 
Alternative  2 could  indirectly  introduce  new  invasive  weeds  to  the  Project  site  and  could  further 
spread  invasive  weeds  (such  as  Saharan  mustard)  that  are  already  present  in  the  project  area. 
Potential  impacts  from  invasive  plant  species  would  be  mitigated  by  implementation  of  MM-Veg- 
1 ( Minimize  impacts  to  vegetation  communities),  MM-Veg-2  ( Conduct  biological  monitoring 
during  project  construction),  MM-Veg-4  ( Prepare  and  implement  an  Integrated  Weed 
Management  Plan),  MM-Veg-6  {Streambed  Alteration  Agreement). 

Alternative  2 would  require  the  same  approximate  volume  of  water  (1,900  ac-ft)  during  the 
construction  period  as  compared  to  the  Proposed  Action.  This  introduction  of  a water  input  to 
the  vegetation  communities  that  comprise  the  project  area  would  be  advantageous  to  plant 
species  that  thrive  in  wet  conditions,  as  well  as  invasive  and  noxious  weeds  that  benefit  from 
additional  moisture.  The  Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2013c)  for  the  project 
includes  a risk  assessment  of  the  invasive  weed  species  currently  known  within  Proposed 
Action  site. 
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Special  Status  Plant  Species 

Alternative  2 is  anticipated  to  result  in  impacts  to  individuals  or  populations  of  the  following 
three  special  status  plant  species  observed  within  the  rare  plant  survey  area:  Mojave  milkweed 
(one  occurrence),  small-flowered  androstephium  (pink  funnel  lily;  52  occurrences),  and  Utah 
vine  milkweed  (6  occurrences)  (Figure  3.17-2).  Impacts  to  special  status  plants  would 
decrease  under  Alternative  2 with  three  fewer  species  and  23  fewer  individuals  or  occurrences 
being  affected  as  compared  to  the  Proposed  Action.  Specifically,  Alternative  2 would  impact  an 
additional  four  small-flowered  androstephium  and  two  Utah  vine  milkweed  individuals,  but  nine 
fewer  Mojave  milkweed  individuals,  as  compared  to  the  Proposed  Action.  Based  on  pre-project 
botanical  surveys,  Alternative  2 would  not  result  in  any  direct  impacts  to  the  following  special 
status  plant  species:  desert  pincushion,  Parish  club-cholla,  and  Rusby’s  desert  mallow.  Overall, 
the  nature  of  Alternative  2 impacts  would  be  similar  to  those  described  for  the  Proposed  Action^ 
and  the  mitigation  measures  proposed  for  Alternative  1 would  also  apply  to  Alternative  2. 

Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action  1,  activities  such  as  grading,  trenching,  and  driving  of  heavy 
equipment  on  unpaved  roadways  also  would  result  in  indirect  impacts  to  special  status  plant 
species  from  increased  levels  of  dust  that  may  settle  on  the  plants.  Increased  levels  of  dust  on 
plants  can  affect  plants’  photosynthetic  capabilities,  affect  their  productivity  and  nutritional 
qualities,  and  degrade  the  overall  vegetation  community. 


Jurisdictional  Waters 

Long-term  impacts  to  CDFW  jurisdictional  areas  would  result  with  the  implementation  of 
Alternative  2.  Within  the  footprint  of  Alternative  2,  long-term  project-related  impacts  to  CDFW 
jurisdictional  areas  would  total  approximately  178  acres  (LSA  2011).  The  nature  of  these 
impacts  is  the  same  as  that  described  for  the  Proposed  Action  in  Section  4.17.3.1 , although 
they  would  be  incrementally  greater  in  size  due  to  the  larger  project  footprint. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

The  vegetation-related  operational  impacts  of  Alternative  2 would  be  nearly  identical  to  those  of 
the  Proposed  Action.  The  potential  for  impacts  to  native  plant  communities  and  noxious  and 
invasive  weed  effects  would  be  substantially  the  same  as  those  described  under  the  Proposed 
Action.  Mitigation  measures  MM-Veg-1,  MM-Veg-2,  and  MM-Veg-3  would  minimize  impacts  to 
sensitive  plant  communities. 

Use  of  access  roads  during  operations  for  Alternative  2 could  result  in  direct  and  indirect 
impacts  to  vegetation  communities  and  special  status  plants  as  a result  of  fugitive  dust, 
although  fugitive  dust  impacts  would  be  substantially  reduced  during  operations  given  the 
reduced  number  of  vehicle  trips  as  compared  to  the  construction  phase.  Operational  activities 
associated  with  Alternative  2 also  could  indirectly  introduce  new  invasive  weeds  to  the  proposed 
Stateline  site  and  could  further  spread  invasive  weeds  (such  as  Saharan  mustard)  that  are 
already  present  in  the  area.  These  impacts  would  be  the  same  as  the  Proposed  Action 
Mitigation  for  operations  activities  would  be  the  same  as  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Decommissioning 

Decommissioning  of  Alternative  2 is  not  expected  to  directly  impact  any  vegetation 
communities,  special  status  plant  species,  or  jurisdictional  drainages.  This  is  because  all 
decommissioning  activities  are  expected  to  take  place  inside  the  footprint  of  the  facility,  and  all 
vegetation  and  drainages  present  in  that  area  would  already  have  been  removed  during  project 
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construction.  Similar  to  construction,  indirect  impacts  to  vegetation  and  drainages  outside  of 
the  project  footprint  could  occur  due  to  release  of  fugitive  dust,  and/or  from  increased  erosion 
or  sedimentation  downstream  of  the  facility.  As  with  construction,  these  potential  indirect 
impacts  would  be  mitigated  through  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM-Water-7,  MM- 
Water-8,  MM-Veg-6,  and  MM-Air-1. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  similar  under  Alternative  2 as 
the  Proposed  Action,  except  it  would  include  a different  land  area.  Under  Alternative  2,  the  land 
area  that  would  be  added  to  the  DWMA  is  shown  in  Table  4.17-3. 


Table  4.17-3.  Acreage  to  be  Modified  in  Ivanpah  DWMA,  Alternative  2 


Land  Area 

Acreage  in  Land  Area 

Current  Ivanpah  DWMA 

37,280  ac 

Total  in  Northern  Ivanpah  Unit 

+ 29,1 10  ac 

Ivanpah  SEGS 

-3,471  ac 

Caltrans  JPOE 

-133  ac 

Stateline  Alternative  2 

-2,385  ac 

Subtotal  New  Acreage  Added  to  DWMA 

23.121  ac 

Removal  of  Ivanpah  Playa 

-2,997  ac 

Final  Total  in  Modified  DWMA 

57.404  ac 

As  discussed  for  the  Proposed  Action,  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah 
DWMA  would  result  in  an  increased  potential  for  the  spread  of  noxious  and  invasive  weeds 
from  the  Stateline  project  area  to  the  proposed  Ivanpah  DWMA,  given  the  proximity  of  the 
Project  to  the  boundaries  of  the  expanded  DWMA.  As  with  the  Proposed  Action , expansion  of 
the  DWMA  would  also  have  the  beneficial  effect  of  protecting  special  status  plants  located  in 
the  23, 121  acre  area  added  to  the  DWMA. 


4.17.4.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 
Veg-1 

Construction 

Alternative  2 is  anticipated  to  result  in  impacts  to  individuals  or  populations  of  the  following 
three  special  status  plant  species  observed  within  the  rare  plant  survey  area:  Mojave  milkweed 
(one  occurrence),  small-flowered  androstephium  (pink  funnel  lily;  52  occurrences),  and  Utah 
vine  milkweed  (six  occurrences).  The  number  of  individuals/occurrences  of  each  that  would  be 
impacted  is  small,  and  would  not  affect  the  distribution  of  each  species.  Therefore,  direct 
impacts  to  special  status  plants  would  be  less  than  significant. 

Construction  activities  such  as  bringing  equipment  from  other  project  sites  or  modification  of 
site  hydrology  can  introduce  invasive  species,  or  make  site  conditions  favorable  for  their 
spread.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Veg-4  ( Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan) 
would  reduce  the  potential  impact  associated  with  introduction  or  spread  of  invasive  species  to 
less  than  significant. 

Release  of  fugitive  dust  as  a result  of  grading  and  use  of  heavy  equipment  during  project 
construction  could  result  in  deposition  of  dust  onto  plants,  affecting  these  plants’  photosynthetic 
capabilities.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Air-1  would  minimize  the  release  of 
fugitive  dust,  and  would  reduce  the  potential  impact  to  less  than  significant. 
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Operation  and  Maintenance 

Alternative  2 would  not  result  in  additional  impact  to  any  special  status  plant  species  during 
operations  and  maintenance. 

Operations  activities  such  as  bringing  equipment  from  other  project  sites  or  modification  of  site 
hydrology  can  introduce  invasive  species,  or  make  site  conditions  favorable  for  their  spread. 
Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Veg-4  (Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan)  would 
reduce  the  potential  impact  associated  with  introduction  or  spread  of  invasive  species  to  less 
than  significant. 

Release  of  fugitive  dust  as  a result  of  grading  and  use  of  heavy  equipment  during  project 
operations  could  result  in  deposition  of  dust  onto  plants,  affecting  these  plants’  photosynthetic 
capabilities.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Air-3  would  minimize  the  release  of 
fugitive  dust,  and  would  reduce  the  potential  impact  to  less  than  significant. 


Decommissioning 

Alternative  2 would  not  result  in  additional  impact  to  any  special  status  plant  species  during 
decommissioning. 

Decommissioning  activities  such  as  bringing  equipment  from  other  project  sites  or  modification 
of  site  hydrology  can  introduce  invasive  species,  or  make  site  conditions  favorable  for  their 
spread.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Veg-4  (Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan) 
would  reduce  the  potential  impact  associated  with  introduction  or  spread  of  invasive  species  to 
less  than  significant. 

Release  of  fugitive  dust  as  a result  of  grading  and  use  of  heavy  equipment  during  project 
decommissioning  could  result  in  deposition  of  dust  onto  plants,  affecting  these  plants’ 
photosynthetic  capabilities.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Air-1  would  minimize  the 
release  of  fugitive  dust,  and  would  reduce  the  potential  impact  to  less  than  significant. 


Veg-2 

Construction 

Alternative  2 would  result  in  direct  impacts  to  the  following  vegetation  communities:  2,327  acres 
of  creosote  bush-white  bursage  scrub  and  35  acres  of  mixed  saltbush.  Neither  of  these 
communities  are  considered  a sensitive  vegetation  community,  so  impacts  to  these 
communities  would  be  less  than  significant. 

Implementation  of  Alternative  2 would  result  in  temporary  and  long-term  impacts  to 
approximately  178  acres  of  CDFW  jurisdictional  resources,  including  removal  or  filling  in  of 
jurisdictional  areas  during  site  preparation  activities.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure 
MM-Veg-6  ( Streambed  Alteration  Agreement)  would  reduce  these  impacts  to  less  than 
significant. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operations  during  Alternative  2 would  not  result  in  impacts  to  any  sensitive  vegetation 
community,  and  would  not  have  any  further  impacts  to  CDFW  jurisdictional  areas. 
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Decommissioning 

Alternative  2 would  not  result  in  impacts  to  any  sensitive  vegetation  communities  or  CDFW 
jurisdictional  areas  during  decommissioning. 


4.1 7.5  Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 
4.17.5.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Revised  Alternative  3 is  conceptually  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1 ),  but  would 
have  a smaller  footprint.  The  land  area  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  partially 
overlap  with  the  land  area  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  (Figure  1-1),  but  would  be 
shifted  towards  the  south  and  east.  Construction  activities  associated  with  Revised  Alternative 
3 would  be  the  same  as  those  of  the  Proposed  Action  due  to  the  similar  size.  The  project  site 
under  Revised  Alternative  3 is  approximately  458  acres  smaller  than  the  project  site  under  the 
Proposed  Action. 


Construction 

A comparison  of  the  acreage  of  vegetation  communities,  special  status  plant  species,  and 
jurisdictional  waters  impacted  by  the  Proposed  Action  and  other  action  alternatives  is  provided 
in  Table  4.17-1.  Construction  activities  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  result  in 
direct  temporary  and  long-term  losses  of  native  vegetation  and  indirect  effects  resulting  from 
vegetation  clearing,  grading,  or  other  surface  disturbance.  Revised  Alternative  3 would  also 
affect  special  status  plant  species  and  state  jurisdictional  areas. 


Vegetation  Communities 

During  construction  of  Revised  Alternative  3,  potential  impacts  to  vegetation  would  be  similar  to 
those  described  under  “Construction”  for  the  Proposed  Action.  Under  Revised  Alternative  3,  all 
natural  vegetation,  including  special  status  plant  species,  would  be  completely  removed  from 
the  permanent  facility  sites.  Approximately  1,651  acres  would  be  disturbed  by  project  facilities, 
roads,  and  the  transmission  ROW.  Revised  Alternative  3 would  result  in  direct  impacts  to  the 
following  vegetation  communities:  1,657  acres  of  creosote  bush-white  bursage  scrub  and  28 
acres  of  mixed  saltbush.  The  nature  of  these  impacts  is  similar  to  Alternative  1,  but  Revised 
Alternative  3 would  decrease  the  magnitude  of  the  impacts  to  vegetation  communities  by 
disturbing  approximately  458  fewer  acres  than  the  Proposed  Action.  Other  Project  features, 
such  as  roadways,  access  ways,  and  where  concrete  foundations  are  used,  would  be  cleared 
and  left  unvegetated  for  the  life  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  and  would  result  in  indirect 
increased  wind  erosion  of  the  soil.  The  nature  of  these  impacts  would  be  the  same  as  that 
described  for  Alternative  1 . 

Under  Revised  Alternative  3,  construction  of  laydown  areas  for  the  transmission  ROW  would 
result  in  temporary  impacts  to  the  same  approximate  area  (about  4 acres)  as  was  described  for 
Alternative  1 . Mitigation  for  construction  activities  would  be  the  same  as  for  Alternative  1 . 


Invasive  and  Noxious  Weeds 

Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  construction  activities  and  soil  disturbance  associated  with 
Revised  Alternative  3 could  indirectly  introduce  new  invasive  weeds  to  the  proposed  Stateline 
site  and  could  further  spread  invasive  weeds  that  are  already  present  in  the  proposed  Stateline 
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project  area.  Mitigation  for  construction-related  impacts  to  invasive  and  noxious  weeds  would 
be  the  same  as  for  the  Proposed  Action. 

Revised  Alternative  3 would  require  the  same  approximate  volume  of  water  (1,900  ac-ft)  during 
the  construction  period  as  compared  to  the  Proposed  Action.  Potential  impacts  related  to  water 
use  would  be  the  same  as  those  described  under  Alternative  1.  The  Integrated  Weed 
Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2013c)  for  the  project  includes  a risk  assessment  of  the  invasive 
weed  species  currently  known  within  the  proposed  Stateline  site. 


Special  Status  Plant  Species 

Revised  Alternative  3 would  result  in  slightly  increased  impacts  to  small-flowered 
androstephium  (pink  funnel  lily)  as  compared  to  the  Proposed  Action  in  that  the  Revised 
Alternative  3 footprint  would  disturb  an  additional  8 individuals  of  this  species.  Under  Revised 
Alternative  3,  anticipated  long-term  impacts  to  the  following  special  status  plant  species 
individuals  or  populations  would  be  reduced  as  compared  to  Alternative  1:  desert  pincushion 
( two  occurrences  as  compared  to  twelve  for  the  Proposed  Action ),  Mojave  milkweed  ( five 
occurrences  as  compared  to  ten  for  the  Proposed  Action),  Rusby’s  desert  mallow  ( zero 
occurrences  as  compared  to  three  for  the  Proposed  Action),  and  Utah  vine  milkweed  ( three 
occurrences  as  compared  to  four  for  the  Proposed  Action)  (Figure  3.17-2).  Overall  the 
magnitude  of  Revised  Alternative  3 impacts  to  special  status  plants  would  be  reduced  as 
compared  to  those  described  for  Alternative  1 . 


Jurisdictional  Waters 

Long-term  impacts  to  CDFW  jurisdictional  areas  would  result  with  the  implementation  of 
Revised  Alternative  3.  Within  the  footprint  of  Revised  Alternative  3,  long-term  project-related 
impacts  to  CDFW  jurisdictional  areas  would  be  reduced  to  128  acres,  as  compared  to  146 
acres  under  the  Proposed  Action , due  to  the  smaller  project  site.  The  nature  of  these  impacts  is 
the  same  as  that  described  for  Alternative  1 in  Section  4.17.3.1. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

During  the  operations  phase  of  Revised  Alternative  3,  potential  impacts  to  vegetation  would  be 
the  same  as  described  under  “Operation  and  Maintenance  Activities”  for  the  Proposed  Action. 

Use  of  access  roads  during  operations  for  Revised  Alternative  3 could  result  in  direct  and 
indirect  impacts  to  vegetation  communities  and  special  status  plants  as  a result  of  fugitive  dust, 
although  fugitive  dust  impacts  would  be  substantially  reduced  during  operations  given  the 
reduced  number  of  vehicle  trips  as  compared  to  the  construction  phase.  Operations  activities 
associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 could  further  spread  invasive  weeds  (such  as  Saharan 
mustard)  that  are  already  present  in  the  proposed  Stateline  site.  These  impacts  would  be  the 
same  as  or  the  Proposed  Action.  Mitigation  for  O&M  activities  would  be  the  same  as  for  the 
Proposed  Action. 


Decommissioning 

Decommissioning  of  Revised  Alternative  3 is  not  expected  to  directly  impact  any  vegetation 
communities,  special  status  plant  species,  or  jurisdictional  drainages.  This  is  because  all 
decommissioning  activities  are  expected  to  take  place  inside  the  footprint  of  the  facility,  and  all 
vegetation  and  drainages  present  in  that  area  would  already  have  been  removed  during  project 
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construction.  Similar  to  construction,  indirect  impacts  to  vegetation  and  drainages  outside  of 
the  project  footprint  could  occur  due  to  release  of  fugitive  dust,  and/or  from  increased  erosion 
or  sedimentation  downstream  of  the  facility.  As  with  construction,  these  potential  indirect 
impacts  would  be  mitigated  through  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM -Water-7,  MM- 
Water-8,  MM-Veg-6,  and  MM-Air-1. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  similar  under  Revised 
Alternative  3 as  Alternative  1,  except  it  would  include  a slightly  different  land  area.  Under 
Revised  Alternative  3,  the  land  area  that  would  be  added  to  the  DWMA  is  shown  in  Table  4.17- 
4. 


Table  4.17-4.  Acreage  to  be  Modified  in  Ivanpah  DWMA,  Revised  Alternative  3 


Land  Area 

Acreage  in  Land  Area 

Current  Ivanpah  DWMA 

37,280  ac 

Total  in  Northern  Ivanpah  Unit 

+ 29,110  ac 

Ivanpah  SEGS 

-3,471  ac 

Caltrans  JPOE 

-133  ac 

Stateline  Revised  Alternative  3 

-1,685  ac 

Subtotal  New  Acreage  Added  to  DWMA 

23.821  ac 

Removal  of  Ivanpah  Playa 

-2,997  ac 

Final  Total  in  Modified  DWMA 

58,104  ac 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  the  same  under  Revised 
Alternative  3 as  the  Proposed  Action.  As  discussed  for  the  Proposed  Action,  modification  of  the 
boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  result  in  an  increased  potential  for  the  spread  of 
noxious  and  invasive  weeds  from  the  Project  area  to  the  proposed  Ivanpah  DWMA,  given  the 
proximity  of  the  Project  to  the  boundaries  of  the  expanded  DWMA.  As  with  the  Proposed 
Action , expansion  of  the  DWMA  would  also  have  the  beneficial  effect  of  protecting  special 
status  plants  located  in  the  23,821  acre  area  added  to  the  DWMA. 


4.17.5.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 
Veg-1 

Construction 

Revised  Alternative  3 is  anticipated  to  result  in  impacts  to  individuals  or  populations  of  the 
following  six  special  status  plant  species  observed  within  the  survey  area  (Figure  3.17-2): 
desert  pincushion,  Mojave  milkweed,  Parish  club-cholla,  small-flowered  androstephium  (pink 
funnel  lily),  Rusby’s  desert  mallow,  and  Utah  vine  milkweed.  The  number  of 
individuals/occurrences  of  each  that  would  be  impacted  is  small,  and  would  not  affect  the 
distribution  of  each  species.  Therefore,  direct  impacts  to  special  status  plants  would  be  less 
than  significant. 

Construction  activities  such  as  bringing  equipment  from  other  project  sites  or  modification  of 
site  hydrology  can  introduce  invasive  species,  or  make  site  conditions  favorable  for  their 
spread.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Veg-4  ( Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan) 
would  reduce  the  potential  impact  associated  with  introduction  or  spread  of  invasive  species  to 
less  than  significant. 
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Release  of  fugitive  dust  as  a result  of  grading  and  use  of  heavy  equipment  during  project 
construction  could  result  in  deposition  of  dust  onto  plants,  affecting  these  plants’  photosynthetic 
capabilities.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Air-1  would  minimize  the  release  of 
fugitive  dust,  and  would  reduce  the  potential  impact  to  less  than  significant. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Revised  Alternative  3 would  not  result  in  additional  impact  to  any  special  status  plant  species 
during  operations  and  maintenance. 

Operations  activities  such  as  bringing  equipment  from  other  project  sites  or  modification  of  site 
hydrology  can  introduce  invasive  species,  or  make  site  conditions  favorable  for  their  spread. 
Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Veg-4  ( Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan)  would 
reduce  the  potential  impact  associated  with  introduction  or  spread  of  invasive  species  to  less 
than  significant. 

Release  of  fugitive  dust  as  a result  of  grading  and  use  of  heavy  equipment  during  project 
operations  could  result  in  deposition  of  dust  onto  plants,  affecting  these  plants’  photosynthetic 
capabilities.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Air-3  would  minimize  the  release  of 
fugitive  dust,  and  would  reduce  the  potential  impact  to  less  than  significant. 


Decommissioning 

Revised  Alternative  3 would  not  result  in  additional  impact  to  any  special  status  plant  species 
during  decommissioning. 

Decommissioning  activities  such  as  bringing  equipment  from  other  project  sites  or  modification 
of  site  hydrology  can  introduce  invasive  species,  or  make  site  conditions  favorable  for  their 
spread.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Veg-4  ( Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan) 
would  reduce  the  potential  impact  associated  with  introduction  or  spread  of  invasive  species  to 
less  than  significant. 

Release  of  fugitive  dust  as  a result  of  grading  and  use  of  heavy  equipment  during  project 
decommissioning  could  result  in  deposition  of  dust  onto  plants,  affecting  these  plants’ 
photosynthetic  capabilities.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Air-1  would  minimize  the 
release  of  fugitive  dust,  and  would  reduce  the  potential  impact  to  less  than  significant. 


Veg-2 

Construction 

Revised  Alternative  3 would  result  in  direct  impacts  to  the  following  vegetation  communities: 
1,657  acres  of  creosote  bush-white  bursage  scrub  and  28  acres  of  mixed  saltbush.  Neither  of 
these  communities  are  considered  a sensitive  vegetation  community,  so  impacts  to  these 
communities  would  be  less  than  significant. 

Implementation  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  result  in  temporary  and  long-term  impacts  to 
approximately  128  acres  of  CDFW  jurisdictional  resources,  including  removal  or  filling  in  of 
jurisdictional  areas  during  site  preparation  activities.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure 
MM-Veg-6  ( Streambed  Alteration  Agreement)  would  reduce  these  impacts  to  less  than 
significant. 
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Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operations  during  Revised  Alternative  3 would  not  result  in  impacts  to  any  sensitive  vegetation 
community,  and  would  not  have  any  further  impacts  to  CDFW  jurisdictional  areas. 


Decommissioning 

Revised  Alternative  3 would  not  result  in  impacts  to  any  sensitive  vegetation  communities  or 
CDFW  jurisdictional  areas  during  decommissioning. 


4.17.6  Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 

4.17.6.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  4 is  conceptually  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  but  would  be  placed  within  a 
different  land  area  which  comprises  1,766  acres.  The  land  area  associated  with  Alternative  4 
would  be  the  same  as  the  northern  portion  of  the  bifurcated  footprint  of  Alternative  2 (Figure  2- 
3).  Under  Alternative  4,  the  Project  would  generate  218  MW  (compared  to  300  MW  generated 
by  Alternatives  1,  2,  and  3)  and  would  have  a footprint  of  approximately  377  fewer  acres  (17 
percent)  than  the  Proposed  Action  project  footprint.  Alternative  4 would  result  in  a 377-acre 
reduction  of  long-term  disturbance  to  vegetation  related  to  site-clearing  activities. 


Construction 
Vegetation  Communities 

During  construction  of  Alternative  4,  potential  impacts  to  vegetation  would  be  similar  to  those 
described  under  “Construction”  for  the  Proposed  Action.  Under  Alternative  4,  all  natural 
vegetation,  including  special  status  plant  species,  would  be  completely  removed  from  the 
permanent  facility  sites.  Approximately  1,725  acres  would  be  disturbed  by  project  facilities, 
roads,  and  the  transmission  ROW.  These  and  other  Project  features,  such  as  access  ways  and 
where  concrete  foundations  are  used,  would  be  cleared  and  left  unvegetated  for  the  life  of  the 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  and  would  result  in  indirect  increased  wind  erosion  of  the  soil.  Alternative 
4 would  result  in  direct  impacts  to  the  following  sensitive  vegetation  communities:  1,690  acres 
of  creosote  bush-white  bursage  scrub  and  35  acres  of  mixed  saltbush  (see  Northern  portion  of 
Alternative  2 on  Figure  3.17-1).  The  nature  of  these  impacts  is  similar  to  those  of  Alternative  1, 
but  lesser  in  magnitude  given  the  smaller  Project  area.  Alternative  4 would  decrease  the 
impacts  to  sensitive  vegetation  communities  by  approximately  377  acres  as  compared  to  the 
Proposed  Action.  Overall,  the  nature  of  the  impacts  would  be  the  same  as  that  described  for 
Alternative  1 . 

Under  Alternative  4,  construction  of  laydown  areas  for  the  transmission  ROW  would  result  in 
temporary  impacts  to  the  same  approximate  area  (about  4 acres)  as  was  described  for 
Alternative  1 . Mitigation  for  construction  activities  would  be  the  same  as  for  Alternative  1 . 


Invasive  and  Noxious  Weeds 

Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  construction  activities  and  soil  disturbance  associated  with 
Alternative  4 could  indirectly  introduce  new  invasive  weeds  to  the  proposed  Stateline  site  and 
could  further  spread  invasive  weeds  that  are  already  present  in  the  project  area.  Mitigation  for 
construction-related  impacts  to  invasive  and  noxious  weeds  would  be  the  same  as  for  the 
Proposed  Action. 
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Alternative  4 would  require  the  same  approximate  volume  of  water  (1,900  ac-ft)  during  the 
construction  period  as  compared  to  the  Proposed  Action  and  thus  potential  impacts  related  to 
water  use  would  be  the  same.  The  Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2013c)  for 
the  project  includes  a risk  assessment  of  the  invasive  weed  species  currently  known  within  the 
proposed  Stateline  site. 


Special  Status  Plant  Species 

Alternative  4 would  result  in  decreased  impacts  to  special  status  plant  species  as  compared  to 
the  Proposed  Action.  The  Alternative  4 footprint  would  affect  53  total  special  status  plant 
individuals  or  occurrences  (one  Mojave  milkweed  and  52  small-flowered  androstephium 
occurrences)  (Figure  3.17-2).  Therefore,  this  alternative  affects  29  fewer  special  status  plant 
individuals/populations  relative  to  the  Proposed  Action.  Overall  the  nature  of  Alternative  4 
impacts  to  special  status  plant  species  would  be  similar  to,  but  lesser  in  magnitude , than  those 
described  for  Alternative  1 . 


Jurisdictional  Waters 

Long-term  impacts  to  CDFW  jurisdictional  areas  would  result  with  the  implementation  of 
Alternative  4.  Within  the  footprint  of  Alternative  4,  long-term  project-related  impacts  to  CDFW 
jurisdictional  areas  would  total  approximately  130  acres  (LSA  2011).  The  nature  of  these 
impacts  is  the  same  as  that  described  for  Alternative  1 in  Section  4.17.3.1. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Use  of  access  roads  during  operations  for  Alternative  4 could  result  in  direct  and  indirect 
impacts  to  vegetation  communities  and  special  status  plants  as  a result  of  fugitive  dust, 
although  fugitive  dust  impacts  would  be  substantially  reduced  during  operations  given  the 
reduced  number  of  vehicle  trips  as  compared  to  the  construction  phase.  Operations  activities 
associated  with  Alternative  4 could  further  spread  invasive  weeds  that  are  already  present  in 
the  proposed  Stateline  site.  These  impacts  would  be  similar  to  those  associated  with  Alternative 
1 . Mitigation  for  operations  activities  would  be  the  same  as  for  Alternative  1 . 


Decommissioning 

Decommissioning  of  Alternative  4 is  not  expected  to  directly  impact  any  vegetation 
communities,  special  status  plant  species,  or  jurisdictional  drainages.  This  is  because  all 
decommissioning  activities  are  expected  to  take  place  inside  the  footprint  of  the  facility,  and  all 
vegetation  and  drainages  present  in  that  area  would  already  have  been  removed  during  project 
construction.  Similar  to  construction,  indirect  impacts  to  vegetation  and  drainages  outside  of 
the  project  footprint  could  occur  due  to  release  of  fugitive  dust,  and/or  from  increased  erosion 
or  sedimentation  downstream  of  the  facility.  As  with  construction,  these  potential  indirect 
impacts  would  be  mitigated  through  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM-Water-7,  MM- 
Water-8,  MM-Veg-6,  and  MM-Air-1. 
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Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  similar  under  Alternative  4 as 
Alternative  1,  except  it  would  include  a different  land  area.  Under  Alternative  4,  the  land  area 
that  would  be  added  to  the  DWMA  is  shown  in  Table  4.17-5. 


Table  4.17-5.  Acreage  to  be  Modified  in  Ivanpah  DWMA,  Alternative  4 


Land  Area 

Acreage  in  Land  Area 

Current  Ivanpah  DWMA 

37,280  ac 

Total  in  Northern  Ivanpah  Unit 

+ 29,110  ac 

Ivanpah  SEGS 

-3,471  ac 

Caltrans  JPOE 

-133  ac 

Stateline  Alternative  4 

-1,766  ac 

Subtotal  New  Acreage  Added  to  DWMA 

23,740  ac 

Removal  of  Ivanpah  Playa 

-2,997  ac 

Final  Total  in  Modified  DWMA 

58.023  ac 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  the  same  under  Alternative  4 
as  Alternative  1.  As  discussed  for  the  Proposed  Action,  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the 
existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  result  in  an  increased  potential  for  the  spread  of  noxious  and 
invasive  weeds  from  the  Stateline  project  area  to  the  proposed  Ivanpah  DWMA,  given  the 
proximity  of  the  Project  to  the  boundaries  of  the  expanded  DWMA.  As  with  the  Proposed 
Action,  expansion  of  the  DWMA  would  also  have  the  beneficial  effect  of  protecting  special 
status  plants  located  in  the  23, 740  acre  area  added  to  the  DWMA. 


4.17.6.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 
Veg-1 

Construction 

The  Alternative  4 footprint  would  affect  53  total  special  status  plant  individuals  or  populations, 
specifically,  one  Mojave  milkweed  and  52  small-flowered  androstephium  (pink  funnel  lily).  The 
number  of  individuals/occurrences  of  each  that  would  be  impacted  is  small,  and  would  not 
affect  the  distribution  of  each  species.  Therefore,  direct  impacts  to  special  status  plants  would 
be  less  than  significant. 

Construction  activities  such  as  bringing  equipment  from  other  project  sites  or  modification  of 
site  hydrology  can  introduce  invasive  species,  or  make  site  conditions  favorable  for  their 
spread.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Veg-4  ( Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan) 
would  reduce  the  potential  impact  associated  with  introduction  or  spread  of  invasive  species  to 
less  than  significant. 

Release  of  fugitive  dust  as  a result  of  grading  and  use  of  heavy  equipment  during  project 
construction  could  result  in  deposition  of  dust  onto  plants,  affecting  these  plants’  photosynthetic 
capabilities.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Air-1  would  minimize  the  release  of 
fugitive  dust,  and  would  reduce  the  potential  impact  to  less  than  significant. 

Overall,  construction  of  Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  a substantial  lessening  of  any 
significant  environmental  impacts  as  compared  to  the  other  alternatives. 
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Operation  and  Maintenance 

Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  additional  impact  to  any  special  status  plant  species  during 
operations  and  maintenance. 

Operations  activities  such  as  bringing  equipment  from  other  project  sites  or  modification  of  site 
hydrology  can  introduce  invasive  species,  or  make  site  conditions  favorable  for  their  spread. 
Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Veg-4  (Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan)  would 
reduce  the  potential  impact  associated  with  introduction  or  spread  of  invasive  species  to  less 
than  significant. 

Release  of  fugitive  dust  as  a result  of  grading  and  use  of  heavy  equipment  during  project 
operations  could  result  in  deposition  of  dust  onto  plants,  affecting  these  plants’  photosynthetic 
capabilities.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Air-3  would  minimize  the  release  of 
fugitive  dust,  and  would  reduce  the  potential  impact  to  less  than  significant. 

Overall,  operation  of  Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  a substantial  lessening  of  any  significant 
environmental  impacts  as  compared  to  the  other  alternatives. 


Decommissioning 

Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  additional  impact  to  any  special  status  plant  species  during 
decommissioning. 

Decommissioning  activities  such  as  bringing  equipment  from  other  project  sites  or  modification 
of  site  hydrology  can  introduce  invasive  species,  or  make  site  conditions  favorable  for  their 
spread.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Veg-4  (Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan) 
would  reduce  the  potential  impact  associated  with  introduction  or  spread  of  invasive  species  to 
less  than  significant. 

Release  of  fugitive  dust  as  a result  of  grading  and  use  of  heavy  equipment  during  project 
decommissioning  could  result  in  deposition  of  dust  onto  plants,  affecting  these  plants’ 
photosynthetic  capabilities.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Air-1  would  minimize  the 
release  of  fugitive  dust,  and  would  reduce  the  potential  impact  to  less  than  significant. 

Overall,  decommissioning  of  Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  a substantial  lessening  of  any 
significant  environmental  impacts  as  compared  to  the  other  alternatives. 


Veg-2 

Construction 

Alternative  4 would  result  in  direct  impacts  to  the  following  vegetation  communities:  1,690  acres 
of  creosote  bush-white  bursage  scrub  and  35  acres  of  mixed  saltbush.  Creosote  bush-white 
bursage  scrub  is  not  considered  a sensitive  vegetation  community,  so  impacts  to  this 
community  would  be  less  than  significant.  Neither  of  these  communities  are  considered  a 
sensitive  vegetation  community,  so  impacts  to  these  communities  would  be  less  than 
significant. 

Implementation  of  Alternative  4 would  result  in  temporary  and  long-term  impacts  to 
approximately  130  acres  of  CDFW  jurisdictional  resources,  including  removal  or  filling  in  of 
jurisdictional  areas  during  site  preparation  activities.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure 
MM-Veg-6  (Streambed  Alteration  Agreement)  would  reduce  these  impacts  to  less  than 
significant. 
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Overall,  operation  of  Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  a substantial  lessening  of  any  significant 
environmental  impacts  as  compared  to  the  other  alternatives. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operations  during  Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  impacts  to  any  sensitive  vegetation 
community,  and  would  not  have  any  further  impacts  to  CDFW  jurisdictional  areas.  In  addition, 
Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  a substantial  lessening  of  any  significant  environmental  impacts 
as  compared  to  the  other  alternatives. 


Decommissioning 

Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  impacts  to  any  sensitive  vegetation  communities  or  CDFW 
jurisdictional  areas  during  decommissioning.  In  addition,  Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  a 
substantial  lessening  of  any  significant  environmental  impacts  as  compared  to  the  other 
alternatives. 


4.17.7  Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 
4.17.7.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Under  Alternative  5,  the  BLM  would  not  approve  the  proposed  facility  and  would  not  amend  the 
CDCA  Plan.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be  constructed,  and  the  BLM  would 
continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the  existing  land  use  designation  in  the  CDCA  Plan. 

Since  there  would  be  no  amendment  to  the  CDCA  Plan  and  no  solar  project  approved  for  the 
site  under  this  alternative,  no  new  structures  or  facilities  would  be  constructed  or  operated  on 
the  site  and  no  new  ground  disturbance  would  occur.  As  a result,  none  of  the  impacts  to 
vegetation  resources  and  ephemeral  drainage  systems  from  construction,  operation,  or 
decommissioning  of  the  Project  would  occur. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  the  No  Action 
Alternative.  Land  uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today. 
This  alternative  would  have  no  adverse  impact  on  vegetation  resources,  but  would  also  not 
have  the  beneficial  impact  of  protecting  special  status  plant  species  and  vegetation 
communities  within  the  proposed  DWMA  expansion  area. 


4.17.7.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Since  the  actions  taken,  or  not  taken,  under  Alternative  5 would  not  involve  construction  of  a 
solar  facility  and  ancillary  features,  there  would  be  no  vegetation  impacts  under  Alternative  5. 


4.17.8  Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 
4.17.8.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  6 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  not  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  and  no  project  would  be  approved.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be 
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constructed  on  the  site,  and  the  BLM  would  continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the 
existing  land  use  designation  in  the  CDCA  Plan. 

Since  the  CDCA  Plan  would  be  amended  to  make  the  area  unavailable  for  future  solar  energy 
development,  it  is  expected  that  the  site  would  remain  in  its  existing  condition  unless  another 
use  is  designated  in  this  amendment.  As  a result,  access  to  the  site  would  not  change  and 
existing  land  uses  would  continue  without  any  disruptions  from  construction  of  solar  energy 
facilities.  As  a result,  none  of  the  impacts  to  vegetation  resources  and  ephemeral  drainage 
systems  from  construction,  operation,  or  decommissioning  of  the  Project  would  occur. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  similar  under  Alternative  6 as 
Alternative  1 , except  it  would  include  a different  land  area.  Under  Alternative  6,  the  land  area 
that  would  be  added  to  the  DWMA  is  shown  in  Table  4.17-6. 


Table  4.17-6.  Acreage  to  be  Modified  in  Ivanpah  DWMA,  Alternative  6 


Land  Area 

Acreaoe  in  Land  Area 

Current  Ivanpah  DWMA 

37,280  ac 

Total  in  Northern  Ivanpah  Unit 

+ 29.110  ac 

Ivanpah  SEGS 

-3.471  ac 

Caltrans  JPOE 

-133  ac 

Stateline  Solar  Project 

0 ac 

Subtotal  New  Acreage  Added  to  DWMA 

25,506  ac 

Removal  of  Ivanpah  Plava 

-2.997  ac 

Final  Total  in  Modified  DWMA 

59,789  ac 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  the  same  under  Alternative  6 
as  the  Proposed  Action.  However,  because  no  Project  would  be  constructed  under  Alternative 
6 the  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  result  in  an 
increased  potential  for  the  spread  of  noxious  and  invasive  weeds  into  the  expanded  Ivanpah 
DWMA  area.  Expansion  of  the  DWMA  would  have  the  beneficial  effect  of  protecting  special 
status  plants  located  in  the  25,506  acre  area  added  to  the  DWMA. 


4.17.8.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Since  the  actions  taken,  or  not  taken,  under  Alternative  6 would  not  involve  construction  of  a 
solar  facility  and  ancillary  features,  there  would  be  no  vegetation  impacts  under  Alternative  6. 


4.17.9  Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 
4.17.9.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  7 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  although  none  of  the  action  alternatives  would  be  approved.  The  Project  would 
not  be  constructed  on  the  project  site  and  the  project  site  would  remain  vacant  in  the  near-term. 
As  a result,  none  of  the  impacts  to  vegetation  resources  and  ephemeral  drainage  systems  from 
construction , operation,  or  decommissioning  of  the  Project  would  occur.  Under  this  alternative, 
while  the  BLM  would  not  approve  the  Project , it  would  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  to  allow  for  other 
solar  projects  on  the  site.  As  a result,  it  is  possible  that  another  solar  energy  project  could  be 
constructed  on  the  site  in  the  future.  If  this  were  to  occur,  it  is  likely  that  the  construction  and 
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operations  impacts  to  vegetation  and  ephemeral  drainages  would  be  similar  to  those  identified 
under  Alternative  1.  However,  such  impacts  are  speculative  at  this  time. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  Alternative  7. 
Land  uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today.  This 
alternative  would  have  no  adverse  impact  on  vegetation  resources,  but  would  also  not  have  the 
beneficial  impact  of  protecting  special  status  plant  species  and  vegetation  communities  within 
the  proposed  DWMA  expansion  area. 


4.17.9.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Since  the  actions  taken,  or  not  taken,  under  Alternative  7 would  not  involve  construction  of  a 
solar  facility  and  ancillary  features,  there  would  be  no  vegetation  impacts  under  Alternative  7. 


4.17.10  Cumulative  Impacts 
4.17.10.1  Geographic  Extent/Context 

The  geographic  scope  for  the  analysis  of  cumulative  impacts  related  to  vegetation  resources 
are  the  local  and  regional  communities  within  Ivanpah  Valley  (Figure  4-1).  The  analysis  of 
cumulative  effects  considers  a number  of  variables  including  geographic  (spatial)  limits,  time 
(temporal)  limits,  and  the  characteristics  of  the  resources  being  evaluated.  The  geographic 
scope  of  this  analysis  is  based  on  the  nature  of  the  geography  surrounding  the  proposed 
Stateline  project  site  and  the  characteristics  and  properties  of  each  resource.  In  addition,  each 
project  will  have  its  own  implementation  schedule,  which  may  or  may  not  coincide  or  overlap 
with  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm’s  schedule.  This  is  a consideration  for  short-term 
impacts  from  the  proposed  Stateline  project;  however,  to  be  conservative,  the  cumulative 
analysis  assumes  that  all  projects  in  the  cumulative  scenario  are  built  and  operating  during  the 
operating  lifetime  of  the  Stateline  facility,  except  where  otherwise  noted. 


4.17.10.2  Existing  Cumulative  Conditions 

Urbanization,  population  growth,  and  continuing  development  pressure  have  brought  about 
substantial  changes  to,  and  effects  on,  natural  resources  within  the  cumulative  analysis  areas. 
Consequently,  modification,  alteration,  and/or  destruction  of  vegetation,  special  status  plant 
species,  federal  and  state  jurisdictional  areas,  and  the  proliferation  of  invasive  weeds  are 
occurring  throughout  the  region.  Future  growth  and  development  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  area  and 
within  the  ranges  of  the  special  status  plants  will  likely  continue  these  impacts. 

Vegetation  communities  are  largely  similar  in  the  analysis  area  and  consist  primarily  of  creosote 
bush  scrub,  mixed  saltbush,  and  Dry  Lake/Playa  associated  with  the  alluvial  fan  slopes  and 
Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  within  Ivanpah  Valley.  Because  the  analysis  area  is  desert,  there  are  few 
wetlands  present,  and  those  that  do  exist  are  limited  to  small  springs  in  the  mountains 
surrounding  Ivanpah  Valley.  Other  jurisdictional  waters  include  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  (which  is 
subject  to  both  USACE  and  CDFW  jurisdiction),  and  the  ephemeral  drainages  on  the  alluvial 
fan  (considered  to  be  under  CDFW  jurisdiction  only). 

The  proposed  Stateline  site  supports  special  status  plant  species,  although  none  of  the  species 
is  federal  or  state  listed.  The  majority  of  the  geographic  area  for  the  analysis  of  cumulative 
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impacts  is  similar  to  the  Project  site.  These  surrounding  areas  consist  of  undeveloped  lands, 
and  support  many  of  the  same  special  status  plant  species  as  are  found  on  the  proposed 
Stateline  site. 

Invasive  weeds  are  present  throughout  the  analysis  area,  although  their  numbers  vary 
depending  on  the  level  of  land  disturbance.  Of  the  194  plant  species  that  were  documented 
during  the  2008/2010/2011  special  status  plant  species  surveys  of  the  Project  Study  Area,  nine 
species  were  non-native  (Baldwin  and  others  2002).  These  species  include  Saharan  mustard 
( Malcolmia  Africana),  London  rocket  ( Sisymbrium  irio),  Russian  thistle  ( Salsola  tragus),  filaree 
( Erodium  cicutarium),  carpet  weed  ( Mollugo  cerviana ),  red  brome  ( Bromus  madritensis),  June 
grass  ( Bromus  tectorum),  foxtail  barley  ( Hordeum  murinum),  and  Mediterranean  grass 
( Schismus  barbatus).  Most  of  these  species  were  also  identified  in  vegetation  surveys 
conducted  for  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  facility,  Silver  State  solar,  and  the  EITP. 


4.17.10.3  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Projects 

Table  4.1-1  provides  a list  of  current  and  reasonably  foreseeable  projects,  including  other 
proposed  or  approved  renewable  energy  projects,  various  BLM  authorized  actions/activities, 
proposed  or  approved  projects  within  the  County’s  jurisdiction,  and  other  actions/activities  that 
the  agencies  consider  reasonably  foreseeable.  Table  4.1-2  summarizes  the  cumulative 
projects  that  would  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  the  Proposed  Action  and  result  in 
cumulative  impacts  to  vegetation.  Most  of  these  projects  have  either  undergone  independent 
environmental  review  pursuant  to  NEPA  and/or  CEQA,  or  will  do  so  prior  to  approval.  Even  if 
environmental  review  has  not  been  completed  for  the  cumulative  projects  described  in  Table 
4.1-2,  their  effects  were  considered  in  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis  in  this  section  of  the 
EIS/EIR. 

Projects  currently  under  construction  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility  include  the  Ivanpah 
SEGS  solar  facility  (3,471  acres),  and  the  EITP.  Proposed  projects  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
proposed  facility  that  would  have  potentially  adverse  impacts  to  vegetation  include  the  Southern 
Nevada  Supplemental  Airport,  Desert  Xpress  high  speed  passenger  rail  line,  Silver  State  Phase 
2 solar  facility,  and  the  Calnev  Pipeline  Expansion  Project. 


4.17.10.4  Cumulative  Impacts  Associated  with  Proposed  Action 

Construction,  operations  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning  activities  from  all  of  the  past, 
present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects  would  result  in  temporary  and  long-term 
losses  of  native  vegetation.  Despite  measures  to  protect  vegetation  and  remediate  losses, 
construction  of  the  proposed  Stateline  would  cause  both  temporary  (during  construction  from 
vegetation  clearing)  and  long-term  (replacement  of  vegetation  with  project  features  such  as 
solar  arrays  and  long-term  access  roads)  significant  impacts  to  vegetation  communities,  special 
status  plant  species,  and  CDFW  jurisdictional  drainages.  Quantitative  impact  information  for 
these  resources  is  not  available  for  many  of  these  projects.  For  those  where  it  is  available,  it  is 
provided  in  Table  4.17-7  below. 


Construction 

Impacts  to  six  special  status  plant  species  ( desert  pincushion,  Mojave  milkweed,  Parish  club- 
cholla , small-flowered  androsteohium  fpink  funnel  lilvl  Rusbv’s  desert  mallow,  and  Utah  vine 
milkweed ) would  result  from  construction  of  the  Proposed  Action.  In  the  aggregate , the 
reasonably  foreseeable  projects  within  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis  area  would  impact  the 
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same  special  status  plant  species  as  the  Proposed  Action,  as  well  as  additional  species. 
Survey  data  providing  the  total  number  of  occurrences  of  each  of  the  special  status  plant 
species  in  the  area  are  not  available.  However , the  total  undeveloped  land  area  within  the 
Ivanpah  DWMA , including  the  proposed  new  addition  of  the  Northern  Ivanpah  Unit , is  more 
than  59,000  acres.  An  additional  97,000  acres  of  similar  undeveloped  habitat  is  present  in  the 
Nevada  portion  of  Ivanpah  Valley.  These  areas  are  assumed  to  have  a similar  distribution  of 
special  status  plant  species  as  the  Proposed  Action  area.  The  total  land  area  associated  with 
the  cumulative  development  projects  located  on  similar  alluvial  fan  type-setting  in  Ivanpah 
Valiev  is  shown  in  Table  4.17-8.  The  development  projects  are  expected  to  impact  vegetation 
resources  on  approximately  14,000  acres  out  of  the  157,000  acres  of  similar  undeveloped  land 
in  Ivanpah  Valley,  or  approximately  9 percent.  The  magnitude  of  the  cumulative  impact  to 
native  vegetation  communities  is  small  given  that  there  are  approximately  157,000  acres  of 
undeveloped  desert  lands  within  Ivanpah  Valley.  The  contribution  of  the  Stateline  project  to  this 
impact  to  vegetation  communities  is  2, 023  acres , which  amounts  to  approximately  1 percent  of 
the  undeveloped  desert  lands  in  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis  area. 

The  proposed  developments  near  the  project  site  include  thousands  of  acres  of  projects  that 
would  have  the  potential  to  drastically  increase  the  total  area  of  long-term  vegetative 
disturbance  within  Ivanpah  Valley.  Cumulative  impacts  would  not  simply  be  associated  with 
construction  activities , but  with  the  removal  of  vegetation  and  maintenance  of  the  site  without 
vegetation  throughout  the  operations  and  decommissioning  phases.  Therefore,  cumulative 
impacts  are  not  magnified  through  concurrent  construction  periods  of  the  various  projects. 


Operations  and  Maintenance 

It  is  expected  that  all  of  the  cumulative  projects  described  above  would  be  operational  at  the 
same  time  as  the  Proposed  Action.  As  a result,  there  would  be  long-term  impacts  during 
operation  of  those  cumulative  projects  related  to  vegetation. 

The  Proposed  Action  would  contribute  to  these  possible  long-term  operational  cumulative 
impacts  since  thousands  of  acres  of  land  are  proposed  for  solar  energy  and  other 
developments  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  area.  The  conversion  of  these  lands  through  the  Proposed 
Action  and  other  projects  would  result  in  the  direct,  long-term  loss  of  native  and  sensitive 
vegetation  communities,  including  special  status  plant  species. 


Decommissioning 

The  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action  is  expected  to  result  in  adverse  impacts  similar  to 
those  identified  for  construction.  Disruptions  from  the  decommissioning  activities  associated 
with  other  renewable  energy  and  other  projects  would  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  those 
of  the  Proposed  Action,  which  could  result  in  an  adverse  cumulative  impact.  However,  the 
Proposed  Action’s  contribution  to  cumulative  impacts  to  vegetation  during  decommissioning 
would  be  temporary.  Following  decommissioning,  the  land  area  associated  with  the  Proposed 
Action  would  become  available  for  other  uses,  and  adverse  impacts  would  cease. 
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Table  4.17-7.  Cumulative  Impacts  to  Vegetation  Resources 


Resource 

Stateline 

Proposed 

Action 

Ivanpah 

SEGS 

EITP 

Silver  State 

JPOE 

Disturbance  (acres) 

Temporary 

4 

321 

316 

94 

0 

Lona-term 

2,023 

3,471 

55 

2,967 

133 

Vegetative  Communities  (acres) 

Mojave  creosote  bush 
scrub 

2,023 

3,492 

243 

-2.9671 

133 

Mixed  saltbush  scrub 

0 

0 

13.5 

zQ 

0 

Dry  Lake  Bed/Playa 

0 

0 

12.1 

z0 

0 

Black  bush  scrub 

0 

0 

1.4 

z0 

0 

Black  bush  scrub-Joshua 
tree  woodland 

0 

0 

8.4 

zQ 

0 

Creosote  scrub 

0 

0 

29.6 

zQ 

0 

Disturbed  creosote  scrub 

0 

0 

1.2 

zQ 

0 

Developed 

0 

0 

53 

zQ 

0 

Disturbed 

0 

0 

5.3 

z0 

0 

Undetermined 

0 

0 

443 

zQ 

0 

Specia 

-Status  Species  Plants  (number  of  occurrences/individuals) 

Desert  pincushion 

8 

8 

NR 

0 

0 

Mojave  milkweed 

10 

16 

NR 

0 

0 

Parish  club  cholla 

9 

5 

NR 

0 

0 

Small-flowered 

androstephium 

48 

0 

NR 

0 

0 

Rusby's  desert  mallow 

3 

7 

NR 

0 

0 

Utah  vine  milkweed 

4 

0 

NR 

0 

0 

Foxtail  cactus 

0 

0 

NR 

0 

0 

Nine-awned  pappus 
grass 

0 

3 

NR 

0 

0 

Death  Valley  ephedra 

0 

0 

0 

100’s 

0 

Jurisdictional  Waters  (acres) 

CDFW  Jurisdictional 
Ephemeral  Drainages 

146 

198 

5 

NA 

NR 

Waters  of  the  US/CDFW 
Jurisdictional  Lake 

0 

0 

13.9 

NR 

0 

NR  = Specific  numbers  not  reported  (For  EITP,  assumed  in  the  EIS  to  be  negligible) 

NA  = Not  applicable 

1 - The  Silver  State  EIS  does  not  provide  specific  acreages,  but  reports  that  the  Project  site  is  “primarily 
Mojave  creosote  bush-white  bursage  desert  scrub,  with  small  inclusions  of  several  Mojave  wash  scrub 
ephemeral  drainages”. 
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Table  4.17-8.  Acreage  of  Vegetation  Disturbance  Associated  with  Cumulative  Projects  in 
Combination  with  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives1 


Project 

Proposed 

Action 

(ac) 

Alt.  2 
(ac) 

Alt.  3 
(ac) 

Alt.  4 
(ac) 

Alt.  5 
(ac) 

Alt.  6 
(ac) 

Alt.  7 
(ac) 

Stateline 

2.143 

2.385 

1.685 

1.766 

0 

0 

0 

Ivanpah  SEGS 

3.471 

3,471 

3.471 

3.471 

3.471 

3.471 

3.471 

Desert  Xpress 

2.424 

2.424 

2.424 

2.424 

2,424 

2.424 

2.424 

Molvcorp 

2.222 

2.222 

2.222 

2.222 

2,222 

2.222 

2,222 

Calnev  Pipeline 

180 

180 

180 

180 

180 

180 

180 

Kern  River 
Lateral 

104 

104 

104 

104 

104 

104 

104 

JPOE 

133 

133 

133 

133 

133 

133 

133 

El  TP 

480 

480 

480 

480 

480 

480 

480 

Silver  State 
Solar 

2,967 

2,967 

2,967 

2,967 

2,967 

2,967 

2,967 

Total 

14.124 

14.366 

13.666 

13.747 

11.981 

11.981 

11.981 

1 - Note  that  total  disturbance  data  are  available  for  most  projects,  even  if  specific  species  counts  and 
acreage  of  vegetation  communities  are  not  available.  Therefore,  the  project  lists  in  Tables  4.17-7  and 
4.17-8  are  different. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  have  an  effect  on  future  land 
uses  that  are  authorized  within  the  newly  added  portions  of  the  DWMA.  The  land  use 
restrictions  that  are  currently  applied  to  the  37,280  acre  Ivanpah  DWMA,  which  are  discussed 
as  part  of  the  evaluation  of  the  Proposed  Action,  would  be  extended  to  cover  an  additional 
23,363  acres  within  the  Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  Unit.  These  land  use  restrictions  include  a 
cumulative  1 percent  total  surface  area  disturbance  within  the  DWMA.  Therefore,  expansion  of 
the  DWMA  would  have  the  beneficial  effect  of  protecting  special  status  plants  located  in  the 
23,363  acre  area  added  to  the  DWMA,  and  would  increase  protections  for  special  status  plants 
species  within  their  cumulative  analysis  area. 


4.1 7.1 0.5  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 
Veg-1 

Special  Status  Plant  Species 

As  discussed  in  Section  4.17.3.1,  impacts  to  six  special  status  plant  species  (desert  pincushion, 
Mojave  milkweed,  Parish  club-cholla,  small-flowered  androstephium  [pink  funnel  lily],  Rusby’s 
desert  mallow,  and  Utah  vine  milkweed)  would  result  from  proposed  Stateline  construction. 
The  total  number  of  occurrences  that  would  be  impacted  are  as  follows:  8 desert  pincushion 
occurrences  out  of  17  present  in  the  Project  Study  Area  (47  percent),  10  Mojave  milkweed 
occurrences  out  of  15  present  in  the  Project  Study  Area  (67  percent),  9 Parish  club  cholla 
occurrences  out  of  27  present  in  the  Project  Study  Area  (33  percent),  48  Small-flowered 
androstephium  occurrences  out  of  91  present  in  the  Project  Study  Area  (53  percent),  3 Rusby’s 
desert  mallow  occurrences  out  of  5 present  in  the  Project  Study  Area  (60  percent),  and  4 Utah 
vine  milkweed  occurrences  out  of  12  present  in  the  Project  Study  Area  (33  percent).  Because 
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operations  and  decommissioning  activities  would  occur  within  the  same  project  footprint,  these 
activities  would  not  directly  impact  any  additional  special  status  plant  species. 

In  the  aggregate,  the  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  within  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis 
area  would  impact  the  same  special  status  plant  species  as  the  proposed  project,  as  well  as 
additional  species.  Survey  data  providing  the  total  number  of  occurrences  of  each  of  the 
special  status  plant  species  in  the  area  are  not  available.  However,  the  total  undeveloped  land 
area  within  the  Ivanpah  DWMA,  including  the  proposed  new  addition  of  the  Northern  Ivanpah 
Unit,  is  more  than  59,000  acres.  An  additional  97,000  acres  of  similar  undeveloped  habitat  is 
present  in  the  Nevada  portion  of  Ivanpah  Valley.  These  areas  are  assumed  to  have  a similar 
distribution  of  special  status  plant  species  as  the  Proposed  Action  area.  The  total  land  area 
associated  with  the  cumulative  development  projects  located  on  similar  alluvial  fan  type-setting 
in  Ivanpah  Valley  is  shown  in  Table  4.17-8.  The  development  projects  are  expected  to  impact 
vegetation  resources  on  approximately  14,000  acres  out  of  the  157,000  acres  of  similar 
undeveloped  land  in  Ivanpah  Valley,  or  approximately  9 percent. 

As  shown  in  Table  4.17-7 , the  Proposed  Action  and  other  cumulative  projects  each  will  affect  a 
small  number  of  individual  special-status  species  plants.  Therefore,  cumulative  impacts  to 
special  status  plants  would  be  less  than  significant.  Mitigation  measures  MM-Veg-1,  MM-Veg- 
2,  and  MM-Veg-3  for  the  proposed  Stateline  facility  include  avoidance,  restoration,  and 
compensation  for  impacts  to  special  status  plant  species.  These  measures  would  further 
reduce  the  potential  impact  of  the  proposed  project  on  special  status  plants.  The  other 
cumulative  projects  will  be  subject  to  similar  mitigation  measures  to  mitigate  their  impacts  on 
special  status  plants.  Given  that  the  other  projects  also  do  not  affect  large  numbers  of 
individual  plants  and  would  be  subject  to  similar  mitigation  measures,  the  other  cumulative 
projects  each  would  be  expected  to  have  impacts  that  can  be  reduced  to  less  than  significant. 
Therefore,  although  there  would  be  a cumulative  effect  because  of  the  loss  of  individual  plants 
by  multiple  projects,  the  cumulative  impact  would  be  less  than  significant.  Given  the  amount  of 
undeveloped  lands  within  the  cumulative  analysis  impact  area  and  wide  distribution  and 
population  sizes  of  the  plant  species  found  on  the  proposed  Stateline  site,  the  contribution  of 
the  Stateline  project  would  not  be  cumulatively  considerable. 


Invasive  and  Noxious  Weeds 

Proposed  Stateline  facility  construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning  activities  would  result 
in  ground  disturbance  which  has  the  potential  to  result  in  the  introduction  or  spread  of  invasive 
weed  species.  Invasive  weed  species  exist  within  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis  area  as  a 
result  of  natural  events  such  as  wildfires,  as  well  as  from  past  and  ongoing  development.  The 
proposed  Stateline  facility  and  the  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  within  the  cumulative 
impacts  analysis  area  have  the  potential  to  introduce  or  spread  invasive  weed  species 
throughout  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis  area. 

The  proposed  Stateline  facility  and  the  other  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  would  be  required 
to  mitigate  impacts  associated  with  invasive  weed  species  through  the  preparation  and 
implementation  of  Weed  Management  Plans  and  Weed  Control  Plans.  Implementation  of 
mitigation  measure  MM-Veg-4,  (Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan)  would  reduce  the  potential 
impacts  associated  with  the  introduction  and  spread  of  invasive  weed  species  for  the  proposed 
Stateline  facility,  and  the  contribution  from  the  proposed  Stateline  project  to  the  cumulative 
impact  would  not  be  cumulatively  considerable.  As  invasive  and  noxious  weed  management 
would  be  addressed  as  part  of  the  reasonably  foreseeable  cumulative  projects’  mitigation  for 
potential  impacts  from  invasive  weeds,  the  overall  cumulative  impact  would  be  less  than 
significant  under  CEQA. 
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Dust 

Proposed  Stateline  facility  construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning  activities  could  result 
in  increased  levels  of  airborne  dust  that  may  settle  on  surrounding  vegetation.  Increased  levels 
of  dust  on  plants  can  significantly  impede  the  plants’  photosynthetic  capabilities  and  degrade 
the  overall  vegetation  community.  The  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  within  the  cumulative 
impacts  analysis  area  also  have  the  potential  to  result  in  increased  levels  of  airborne  dust. 

The  proposed  Stateline  facility  and  the  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  would  be  required  to 
mitigate  impacts  associated  with  fugitive  dust  through  the  preparation  and  implementation  of 
Dust  Control  Plans,  which  include  regular  watering  of  access  roads,  staging  areas,  and  other 
temporary  use  areas  during  clearing,  grading,  earth-moving,  excavation,  or  other  construction 
activities  and  establishing  a maximum  speed  limit  on  dirt  access  roads  to  reduce  the  amount  of 
airborne  dust  generated.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Air-1  for  the  proposed 
Stateline  facility,  combined  with  the  reasonably  foreseeable  cumulative  projects’  mitigation  for 
impacts  from  fugitive  dust,  would  reduce  the  impacts  on  surrounding  plants  and  vegetation 
communities  and  would  render  the  cumulative  impact  less  than  significant  under  CEQA. 


Veg-2 

Vegetation  Communities 

The  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  within  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis  area  would  likely 
impact  the  same  types  of  vegetation  communities  as  the  proposed  Stateline  facility.  As  shown 
in  Table  4.17-8 , the  cumulative  projects  would  disturb  a total  of  approximately  14,000  acres  of 
vegetation  within  Ivanpah  Valley.  Most  of  this  is  expected  to  consist  of  Mojave  creosote  bush 
scrub,  which  is  prevalent  on  the  slopes  of  the  alluvial  fans  in  Ivanpah  Valley.  Long-term  losses 
and  temporary  impacts  to  vegetation  associated  with  the  proposed  Stateline  facility,  combined 
with  losses  associated  with  past,  present,  and  future  projects,  are  considered  a cumulative 
effect  because  these  combined  impacts  have  potential  to  reduce  the  extent  of  those 
communities  within  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis  area. 

The  magnitude  of  the  cumulative  impact  to  native  vegetation  communities  is  small  given  that 
there  are  approximately  157,000  acres  of  undeveloped  desert  lands  within  Ivanpah  Valley.  The 
Stateline  project’s  long-term  impact  to  2,023  acres  of  vegetation  communities  amounts  to 
approximately  1 percent  of  the  undeveloped  desert  lands  in  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis 
area.  The  proposed  Stateline  facility  and  the  other  projects  would  be  required  to  mitigate 
impacts  to  sensitive  vegetation  communities,  and  a sufficient  amount  of  land  is  available  to 
provide  compensation  for  those  projects’  impacts.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM- 
Veg-1,  MM-Veg-2,  and  MM-Veg-3  would  help  to  reduce  the  proposed  Stateline  facility’s  impacts 
to  sensitive  vegetation  communities.  Similar  mitigation  measures  for  the  reasonably 
foreseeable  cumulative  projects  would  render  the  overall  cumulative  impact  less  than  significant 
under  CEQA. 


Jurisdictional  Drainages 

Construction  of  the  proposed  Stateline  facility  would  result  in  impacts  to  CDFW  jurisdictional 
drainages  through  vegetation  removal  and  site  grading.  Despite  measures  to  protect 
jurisdictional  resources  and  remediate  losses,  construction  of  the  proposed  facility  would  cause 
long-term  significant  impacts  to  146  acres  of  ephemeral  drainages.  The  reasonably  foreseeable 
projects  within  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis  area  would  likely  impact  the  same  types  of 
jurisdictional  resources  as  the  proposed  Stateline  facility.  Most  of  the  projects  in  Table  4. 1 7-8 
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would  impact  less  than  10  acres  of  jurisdictional  drainages,  with  the  exception  of  Ivanpah 
SEGS,  which  would  remove  approximately  198  acres  of  Waters  of  the  State. 

Impacts  to  jurisdictional  resources  associated  with  the  proposed  Stateline  facility,  combined 
with  impacts  associated  with  past,  present,  and  future  projects  are  considered  a cumulative 
effect  because  the  impacts  have  a potential  to  reduce  the  extent  of  those  jurisdictional 
resources  within  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis  area. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  magnitude  of  the  project’s  cumulative  impact  to  jurisdictional 
features  is  small  given  that  there  is  approximately  157,000  acres  of  alluvial  fan  habitat,  all  of 
which  includes  a similar  density  of  ephemeral  drainages.  The  proposed  Stateline  facility  and  the 
other  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  would  be  required  to  mitigate  impacts  to  jurisdictional 
resources,  and  a sufficient  amount  of  land  is  available  to  provide  compensation  for  those 
projects’  impacts  to  jurisdictional  resources.  Implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM-Veg-6 
(Streambed  Alteration  Agreement)  for  the  proposed  Stateline  project,  and  similar  mitigation 
requirements  for  the  other  reasonably  foreseeable  cumulative  projects,  would  render  the  overall 
cumulative  impact  to  jurisdictional  resources  less  than  significant  under  CEQA. 


4.17.10.6  Cumulative  Impacts  from  Alternatives 
Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 

Potential  cumulative  impacts  to  vegetation  under  Alternative  2 would  be  14,366  acres,  or  242 
acres  more  than  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts  associated  with 
Alternative  2 would  be  similar  to  but  slightly  higher  than  those  described  above  for  the 
Proposed  Action. 


Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 

Potential  cumulative  impacts  to  vegetation  under  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  13,666  acres, 
or  458  acres  less  than  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts  associated  with 
Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  similar  to,  but  lesser  in  magnitude  than,  those  described  above 
for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 

Potential  cumulative  impacts  to  vegetation  under  Alternative  4 would  be  13,747  acres,  or  377 
acres  less  than  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts  associated  with 
Alternative  4 would  similar  to,  but  lesser  in  magnitude  than,  those  described  above  for  the 
Proposed  Action. 


Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 

Alternative  5,  the  No  Action  Alternative,  would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts  to  existing 
native  or  sensitive  vegetation  communities. 


Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 

By  denying  the  solar  energy  application,  Alternative  6 would  allow  existing  land  uses  to  continue 
on  the  project  site  as  they  are  today.  Therefore,  this  alternative  would  not  contribute  to 
cumulative  impacts  to  existing  native  or  sensitive  vegetation  communities. 
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Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 

By  denying  the  solar  energy  application,  Alternative  7 would  allow  existing  land  uses  to  continue 
on  the  project  site  as  they  are  today.  Therefore , this  alternative  would  not  contribute  to 
cumulative  impacts  to  existing  native  or  sensitive  vegetation  communities. 


4.17.11  Mitigation  Measures 

MM-Veg-1:  Minimize  Impacts  to  Vegetation  Communities.  Final  engineering  of  the  project 
shall  reduce  the  size  of  the  temporary  construction  work  areas  where  possible  and  minimize  the 
impacts  to  sensitive  vegetation  communities.  Prior  to  the  start  of  construction,  work  areas 
(including,  but  not  limited  to,  staging  areas,  access  roads,  and  sites  for  temporary  placement  of 
construction  materials  and  spoils)  shall  be  delineated  with  orange  construction  fencing  or 
staking  to  clearly  identify  the  limits  of  work  and  shall  be  verified  by  the  biological  monitor  (MM- 
Veg-2)  prior  to  ground  disturbing  activities.  Fencing/staking  shall  remain  in  place  for  the 
duration  of  construction.  Spoils  shall  be  stockpiled  in  disturbed  areas  lacking  native  vegetation 
or  where  habitat  quality  is  poor.  To  the  extent  possible,  disturbance  of  shrubs  and  surface  soils 
due  to  stockpiling  shall  be  minimized.  All  disturbances,  vehicles,  and  equipment  shall  be 
confined  to  the  flagged  areas. 

When  feasible,  construction  activities  shall  drive  and  crush  over  vegetation  rather  than  grading, 
in  order  to  preserve  the  root  systems.  Construction  equipment  would  drive  over  and  crush 
native  plants  to  minimize  impacts  to  the  roots  of  desert  shrubs.  Drive  and  crush  is  expected  to 
reduce  the  recovery  time  of  desert  scrubs  within  the  temporary  construction  areas. 


MM-Veg-2:  Designated  Biologist.  Prior  to  ground  disturbing  activities,  one  or  more  individuals 
shall  be  designated  by  the  Applicant  and  approved  by  the  BLM  and  CDFW)  as  a Designated 
Biologist  (i.e.,  field  contact  representative).  A Designated  Biologist  will  be  assigned  for  the 
period  during  which  on-going  construction  and  post-construction  monitoring  and  reporting  by  an 
approved  biologist  is  required,  such  as  annual  reporting  on  vegetation  restoration.  The 
Designated  Biologist  shall  have  the  authority  and  responsibility  to  halt  activities  that  are  in 
violation  of  the  mitigation  measures.  To  avoid  and  minimize  effects  to  biological  resources,  the 
Designated  Biologist(s)  shall: 

• Notify  BLM’s  Authorized  Officer  and  the  wildlife  agencies  at  least  14  calendar  days 
before  initiating  ground  disturbing  activities. 

• Immediately  notify  BLM’s  Authorized  Officer  and  the  wildlife  agencies,  in  writing,  if  the 
project  Applicant  does  not  comply  with  any  of  the  mitigation  measures. 

• Conduct  compliance  inspections  at  a minimum  of  once  per  month  during  on-going 
construction  after  clearing,  grubbing,  and  grading  are  completed,  and  submit  a monthly 
compliance  report  to  BLM’s  Authorized  Officer  until  construction  is  complete. 

Prior  to  project  initiation,  the  Designated  Biologist(s)  shall  develop  and  implement  a Worker 
Education  Awareness  Program  (WEAP)  and  shall  be  available  in  English  and  Spanish.  Wallet- 
sized cards  summarizing  the  information  will  be  provided  to  all  construction  and  O&M 
personnel.  The  WEAP  shall  include  the  following: 

• An  explanation  of  the  function  of  flagging  that  designates  authorized  work  areas. 

• An  explanation  of  the  sensitivity  of  the  vegetation  communities  and  special  status  plant 
species  within  and  adjacent  to  work  areas. 
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• The  importance  of  avoiding  the  introduction  of  invasive  weeds  onto  the  proposed 
Stateline  site  and  surrounding  areas. 


MM-Veg-3:  Pre-Construction  Soil  and  Plant  Salvage. 

Prior  to  construction,  the  Applicant  shall  implement  their  Vegetation  Management  Plan  ( First 
Solar  201 2f).  The  Plan  would  be  amended  to  include  the  following  requirements: 


Soil  Characterization  and  Preservation 

A soil  baseline  characterization  shall  be  conducted  and  reported  to  the  BLM  prior  to  site 
disturbance.  The  characterization  shall  include: 

a.  Profile  description  of  three  representative  pedons.  (A  pedon  is  the  smallest  three 
dimensional  sa moling  unit  displaying  the  full  range  of  characteristics  of  a particular  soil 
and  typically  occupies  an  area  ranging  from  about  1 to  10  square  yards  l Brady  and  Weil , 
20021). 

b.  Characterization  of  surface  application  ( that  is,  is  desert  pavement  or 
cryptociamic  crust  present).  Description  of  cryptogamic  crust  shall  include  major  groups 
of  organisms  identified  at  the  site  ( filamentous  cyanobacteria,  other  cyanobacteria , 
mosses , lichens,  liverworts)  and  the  characteristics  by  which  they  were  identified. 

c.  Documentation  of  soil  macro-invertebrates  ( that  is,  presence  of  ants,  termites, 
and  other  significant  macro-invertebrates) 

d.  Soil  texture  ( that  is,  percent  sand , silt,  and  clay),  along  with  a reference  to  a 
widely  accepted  method  for  making  the  determination. 

e.  Bulk  density,  along  with  a reference  to  a generally  accepted  method  for  makino 
the  determination. 

f.  Fertility  ( that  is,  nutrient  status , electrical  conductivity , sodium  adsorption  ratio), 

along  with  methods  by  which  composite  samples  were  collected  and  the  laboratory 
methods  used  to  determine  these  properties.  Composite  samples  shall  contain  equal 
contributions  from  at  least  six  randomly-located  collection  points  within  the  soil  donor 
area. 

g.  Organic  matter  content  and  total  carbon  and  nitrogen  content , along  with  a 
reference  to  generally  accepted  methods  for  making  the  determinations. 

Soil  compaction  shall  be  determined  by  measurement  of  bulk  density  in  grams  per  cubic 
centimeter  (or  numerically  equivalent  units).  Bulk  density  may  be  determined  by  any  of  several 
standard  measurements , but  the  method  used  must  be  referenced  to  a widely-accepted  soil 
methodology  publication.  In  no  case  shall  soil  be  compacted  to  bulk  density  that  exceeds  1.6 
g/cc  except  where  no  planting  is  to  take  place.  Penetrometer  measurements  are  not  a 
substitute  for  bulk  density  measurements. 

Once  characterized , topsoil  for  this  project  shall  be  salvaged  and  stored  within  the  project  area. 
Topsoil  is  defined  as  the  soil  volume  from  the  original  surface  to  8 inches  in  depth.  The  upper 
1/4  inch  may  be  collected  separately  to  preserve  biological  crust  organisms.  Topsoil  may  not 
be  distinguishable  by  color  or  organic  content  but  shall  have  most  fine  roots  during  the  active 
growing  season.  Soil  shall  be  collected , transported , and  formed  into  stockpiles  only  while  the 
soil  is  dry.  The  vegetation  in  place  at  or  immediately  before  topsoil  collection  shall  be  healthy 
native  vegetation  with  less  than  15  percent  absolute  cover  of  exotic  weed  growth.  Soil 
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occupied  by  vegetation  of  high  plant  diversity  shall  be  given  priority  over  soil  occupied  by  low 
diversity  native  vegetation.  Soil  may  be  collected  with  a front  loader,  bulldozer,  or  scraper  and 
transported  to  storage  areas  by  front  loader , dump  truck , or  scraper.  The  equipment 
transporting  the  soil  may  not  travel  across  the  stockpile  more  than  the  minimum  number  of 
times  required  to  build  the  soil  to  its  intended  depth.  The  depth  of  the  stockpiles  shall  not 
exceed  4 feet  in  the  case  of  sandy  loam  or  loamy  sand  soils.  Topsoil  stockpiles  shall  be  kept 
dry  and  covered  if  no  vegetation  is  introduced.  If  native  vegetation  is  grown  on  the  stockpiles  to 
increase  seeds  and  soil  organisms , no  cover  is  required.  Artificial  watering  may  be  provided  at 
the  operator's  option. 

Stockpiled  topsoil  shall  be  used  to  grow  native  plant  species  for  the  purpose  of  producing  native 
seeds  and  building  beneficial  microorganisms  in  the  soil  volume.  All  native  plant  species 
encountered  in  the  vegetation  surveys  shall  be  included  in  the  growing  rotation  on  the 
stockpiles.  Most  growing  space  needs  to  be  dedicated  to  the  species  for  which  the  most  seeds 
shall  be  required.  At  least  half  by  area  of  the  growing  area  during  each  growing  cycle  shall  be 
dedicated  to  plant  species  known  to  be  good  mycorrhizal  host  plants.  Members  of  the  families 
Chenopodiaceae  and  Amaranthaceae  should  be  limited  to  less  than  half  the  area  of  the  soil 
stockpiles , with  the  other  half  occupied  by  known  mycorrhizal  host  plant  species. 


Biological  Crust  Characterization  and  Preservation 

Soil  biological  crust  is  defined  here  as  a mixture  of  organisms  that  occupy  and  protect  the 
surface  of  the  soil  in  most  desert  ecosystems.  The  organisms  often  include  filamentous  and 
non-filamentous  cyanobacteria , mosses,  lichens , liverworts  and  fungi.  Soil  biological  crust  shall 
be  preserved  by  collecting  the  upper  1/4  inch  of  topsoil  from  areas  to  be  graded.  The  applicant 
shall  collect  specific  areas  known  to  contain  biological  crust  organisms  or  collect  upper  soil  from 
the  entire  area.  Collections  are  to  emphasize  filamentous  cyanobacteria;  but  other 
cyanobacteria , mosses , lichens , and  liverworts  are  also  considered  valuable  contributors  to  the 
soil  biological  crust  and  shall  be  important  in  protecting  against  erosion  and  reducing  weed 
invasion.  Soil  surface  crust  shall  be  air  dried  and  stored  dry  in  a shaded  location  in  containers 
that  allow  air  movement,  such  as  loose-weave  fabric  bags.  In  no  case  may  the  stored  crust  be 
subject  to  wetting  or  direct  sunlight  during  storage.  All  containers  shall  be  clearly  labeled  with 
date  and  location  of  original  collection;  name  and  contact  information  of  persons  responsible  for 
identifying  suitable  material  to  collect;  and  the  persons  who  collected , stored , and  maintained 
collections. 

Soil  biological  crust  shall  be  re-applied  at  the  time  of  replanting  by  crumbling  the  stored  material 
and  broadcasting  it  on  the  surface  of  the  soil.  Approximately  10  percent  of  the  stored  material 
shall  be  broadcast  on  topsoil  storage  areas  among  plants  being  grown  for  seed  and  soil 
microorganisms.  When  the  growing  cycle  progresses  to  new  planting , the  soil  supporting 
biological  crust  shall  be  collected  and  stored  by  the  same  methods  prescribed  for  collections 
from  the  original  soil,  in  clearly  labeled  bags  or  other  suitable  containers. 


Succulent  Transplant 

The  majority  of  the  succulent  plants  located  in  areas  to  be  dragged,  rolled  or  spot  graded , or 
above  mowing  height  shall  be  salvaged  and  transplanted  into  a nursery  area.  Succulents  to  be 
transplanted  into  the  nursery  area  shall  be  placed  in  their  same  compass  orientation  as  they 
were  in  their  original  location.  The  salvaged  plants  also  shall  be  kept  in  long-term  soil 
stockpiles , along  with  natives  grown  on  the  stockpiles,  to  keep  the  soil  biota  fresh. 
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Succulent  transplants  done  during  preparation  of  the  project  site  shall  be  fully  documented  and 
serve  as  trials  of  methods  to  be  used  during  plant  salvage  on  the  project  site.  Records  shall  be 
maintained  for  each  transplanted  specimen  including  species,  height,  number  of  branches  or 
pads  as  appropriate,  donor  location  by  UTM  coordinates,  methods  used  to  remove,  transport 
and  store  the  plant , period  of  temporary  storage,  location,  facility  description  and  planting 
medium  used  for  storage,  and  frequency  of  watering  during  storage.  The  records  shall  include 
plant  application  of  planting  at  the  storage  area,  and  quarterly  during  storage  until  such  time  as 
each  plant  is  placed  in  the  field,  or  dies. 


Seed  Collection 

Seed  collection  shall  be  carried  out  within  the  project  area.  Future  seed  collection  in  the  project 
vicinity  shall  be  negotiated  separately  with  BLM.  Collection  areas  shall  be  within  10  miles  of  the 
boundaries  of  the  project  site  and  shall  be  on  similar  terrain , soil,  exposure , slope  and  elevation 
to  the  project  site.  Seed  collection  guidelines  shall  conform  to  all  laws  and  regulations  in  effect 
at  the  time  of  collection  and  shall  follow  the  guidelines  for  native  seed  collection  provided  by 
California  Native  Plant  Society.  Seed  collection  shall  include  all  plant  species  known  to  be 
removed  from  the  facility.  If  insufficient  seeds  are  provided  by  "seed  farming"  and  collection 
within  10  miles  of  the  site , BLM  may  approve  collection  from  a greater  distance  provided  other 
environmental  factors  at  the  collection  site  are  good  matches  to  the  project  site. 


MM-Veg-4:  Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan.  The  Applicant  shall  implement  their 
Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan  to  control  non-native  invasive  weeds,  as  developed  in 
cooperation  with  the  BLM  and  County  of  San  Bernardino.  The  Integrated  Weed  Management 
Plan  for  the  project  shall  include  a risk  assessment  of  the  invasive  weed  species  currently 
known  within  the  proposed  Stateline  site,  procedures  to  control  their  spread  on  site  and  to 
adjacent  off-site  areas,  and  procedures  to  help  minimize  the  introduction  of  new  weed  species. 
The  Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan  shall  be  implemented  prior  to,  during,  and  following  the 
completion  of  construction  for  the  life  of  the  project. 

MM-Veg-5:  Revegetation  of  Temporary  Disturbed  Areas  and  Project  Site.  The  full  project 
site  shall  be  revegetated  according  to  the  Applicant’s  Closure,  Decommissioning,  and 
Reclamation  Plan  (First  Solar  201 2d)  following  project  decommissioning.  In  addition , any  areas 
temporarily  disturbed  during  construction  would  be  re-vegetated , using  the  same  methods , as 
soon  as  construction  is  completed.  The  Plan  would  be  amended  to  include  the  following 
reguirements: 


Topsoil  Application 

Stored  topsoil  would  be  reapplied  as  a layer  over  decompacted  subgrade  material  as  a means 
of  implementing  the  restoration  program.  The  topsoil  layer  shall  be  a minimum  of  3 inches  in 
depth.  The  topsoil  layer  shall  be  bonded  to  the  subgrade  with  a lightly-loaded  sheepsfoot  roller, 
a land  imprinter,  or  other  implement  that  interlocks  material  from  the  two  layers  without  causing 
bulk  density  in  excess  of  1.6  grams  per  cubic  centimeter.  Seeds  may  be  distributed 
concurrently  with  layer  bonding  if  a land  imprinter  is  employed  for  both  purposes. 


Seed  Application 

The  vegetation  to  be  introduced  to  the  site  shall  consist  entirely  of  plant  species  native  to  the 
northern  Mojave  Desert.  No  exotic  plant  species  can  be  included  on  the  seed  lists  nor 
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introduced  with  native  species.  Exotic  species , regardless  of  their  presence  in  the  original 
vegetation , shall  not  be  counted  as  successful  vegetation  establishment. 

Batches  of  seeds  collected  or  produced  for  this  project  shall  be  tested  by  a certified  seed 
testing  laboratory  that  shall  provide  for  each  batch  of  seeds  determinations  of  purity, 
germination , and  seed  count.  Seeds  not  sorted  by  plant  species , including  collections  from 
under  shrubs,  from  depressions  in  the  soil , and  from  harvester  ant  caches,  shall  be  used  to 
supplement  defined  seed  batches  but  shall  not  be  included  in  the  claim  of  known  seed 
applications. 

Seed  application  would  be  done  by  methods  that  provide  good  soil  contact  and  protection  from 
granivores.  Information  about  the  imprinting  process  and  model  specifications  for  imprinting 
contracts  are  available  in  St.  John  and  Dixon  (1996).  Seed  shall  be  applied  by  methods  that 
provide  good  seed-soil  contact.  The  most  successful  methods  in  similar  conditions  are  land 
imprinting  or  broadcasting  followed  by  a roller  that  shall  press  seeds  into  the  soil  but  not  cause 
heavy  compaction. 

Mulch  application  is  done  at  the  option  of  the  operator.  Mulch  application  to  the  soil  needs  to 
consist  of  local  non-weedv  materials , the  collection  of  which  is  incidental  to  other  activities 
onsite.  In  no  case  may  mowing  or  grading  of  native  vegetation  be  carried  out  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  generating  mulch.  Mulch  needs  to  be  applied  only  to  the  soil  surface  unless  the  soil 
has  already  been  inverted  or  severely  disturbed  through  other  procedures.  Materials  of 
relatively  high  nitrogen  content , including  alfalfa  hay,  may  not  be  applied. 

Mycorrhizal  inoculation  shall  be  carried  out  in  all  planting  areas  having  fewer  than  one  spore  per 
cubic  centimeter  of  topsoil,  where  topsoil  is  defined  as  soil  between  the  surface  and  8 inches 
depth , or  to  bedrock  if  the  soil  is  less  than  8 inches  in  depth.  Spore  counts  shall  be  carried  out 
by  methods  given  in  Johnson  et  al.  or  other  accepted  methodology.  Inoculation  shall  result  in  a 
minimum  of  one  spore  per  cubic  centimeter  of  soil  as  defined  for  initial  spore  counts.  No 
inoculation  shall  be  reguired  in  areas  where  the  applicant  is  able  to  demonstrate  that  all  plant 
species  on  the  list  of  final  desired  vegetation  are  known  to  be  non-host  species.  This  condition 
might  be  found  in  saline  or  very  alkaline  soils. 

Succulent  Transplanting 

Revegetation  following  decommissioning  would  include  re-transplantation  of  succulents  within 
the  transplant  areas.  Eguipment  and  methods  to  be  used  would  be  the  same  as  those  used  for 
the  initial  removal  and  transplanting  from  the  project  area. 


Performance  Monitoring 

Qualitative  monitoring  shall  be  conducted  in  years  one  to  10  at  all  restored  areas.  The  goal  of 
Qualitative  monitoring  is  to  document  conditions  and  evaluate  the  need  for  remediation  to 
ensure  the  restored  areas  are  progressing  toward  the  performance  success  standard. 

During  monitoring , the  success  parameters  (cover,  density , and  richness  of  annual  and 
perennial  vegetation)  shall  be  estimated.  Other  site  characteristics  to  be  monitored  in  addition 
to  the  success  parameters  include  soil  erosion , natural  recruitment  of  native  plant  species , 
reproduction,  exotic  plant  species  abundance , animal  use,  and  pattern  of  established 
vegetation  ( i.e .,  presence  of  large  interspaces).  Lack  of  erosion  at  a site  provides  evidence  that 
soils  have  been  adeguatelv  stabilized,  while  natural  recruitment  and/or  reproduction  indicate 
that  important  functional  processes  are  in  place  that  initiate  regeneration,  such  as  pollination 
and  seed  dispersal.  Exotic  species  potentially  compete  with  native  perennial  species,  and 
relatively  high  abundance  can  have  a negative  effect  on  site  conditions.  Evidence  of  animal  use 
is  an  indicator  that  habitat  conditions  are  being  restored.  Patterns  of  established  vegetation  help 
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determine  whether  large  bare  areas  are  indicative  of  site  conditions  or  simply  a result  of  the 
patchiness  of  surrounding  vegetation. 

Based  on  monitoring  observations , the  restored  site  shall  be  given  a success  rating  of  Exceeds 
Objectives,  Acceptable,  Unacceptable , or  Severely  Deficient,  and  determinations  shall  be  made 
regarding  remediation  activities,  as  applicable.  Remediation  activities  shall  include  reseeding 
the  site,  spot  seeding,  adding  transplants,  erosion  control,  and  fencing.  Recommendations  may 
include  waiting  another  year  or  two  prior  to  any  remediation  to  allow  for  favorable 
germination/establishment  conditions,  with  approval  of  the  BLM. 

Photography  shall  be  used  to  help  document  the  status  of  recovery  at  all  sites.  Photo  points 
shall  be  established  and  photographs  shall  be  taken  prior  to  disturbance,  when  restoration 
efforts  are  completed,  and  during  each  monitoring  visit. 

Monitoring  shall  be  scheduled  and  reported  to  the  BLM  once  per  month  during  the  first  growing 
season  after  seed  application,  switching  to  once  per  guarter  starting  in  July  after  seed 
application.  Monitoring  may  be  reduced  to  once  per  year  in  late  March  through  mid-May  of 
each  year  after  the  second  growing  season. 

Performance  monitoring  shall  be  conducted  annually  during  the  spring  flowering  season, 
between  mid-March  and  mid-May  to  assess  restoration  performance.  Performance  monitoring 
surveys  of  all  vegetation  on  the  subject  sites  shall  be  carried  out  in  a manner  able  to  detect 
project  success.  The  entire  project  area  shall  be  divided  into  vegetation  types  as  described  by 
Sawyer  and  Keeler-Wolfe.  The  boundaries  of  each  vegetation  type  shall  be  compared  with  the 
baseline  survey  maps.  Each  vegetation  type  shall  have  soil,  terrain,  exposure,  elevation,  and 
slope  clearly  indicated.  For  each  vegetation  type,  a list  of  perennials  and  appropriate  annuals 
shall  be  provided.  Surveys  shall  be  performed  at  a season  when  the  year's  annuals  are 
identifiable;  generally  from  early  March  through  late  April.  Survey  methodology  should 
emphasize  accuracy  rather  than  precision.  BLM  shall  accept  rapid  methods  such  as  the  step- 
point  method  (Bonham  1988 ) provided  transects  are  laid  out  in  a manner  that  captures  the  true 
composition  of  the  vegetation.  The  combined  length  of  step-point  transects  in  each  vegetation 
type  shall  approximate  the  sguare  root  of  the  area  of  the  vegetation  type  or  at  least  400 
Intercepts  and  shall  be  laid  out  to  give  unbiased  representation  of  all  portions  of  the  vegetation 
type.  Vegetation  need  not  be  divided  into  herb  and  shrub  layers  as  long  as  all  species 
intercepted  by  points  are  included  in  the  survey.  Additional  species  not  encountered  on  the 
transects  shall  be  recorded  separately  on  a diversity  list. 

Restoration  shall  be  considered  successful  if  plant  cover,  density,  and  richness  of  native 
perennial  vegetation  (mainly  dominant  shrubs ) is  egual  to  or  exceeds  70  percent  for  these 
parameters  in  undisturbed  reference  areas.  A minimum  of  two  undisturbed  reference/control 
sites  in  the  western  Ivanpah  Valiev  area  shall  be  selected  in  cooperation  with  BLM. 


MM-Veg-6:  Streambed  Alteration  Agreement.  Given  the  anticipated  impacts  to  CDFW 
jurisdictional  areas,  the  Applicant  would  be  required  to  obtain  a Streambed  Alteration 
Agreement  from  the  CDFW  in  accordance  with  Section  1602  of  the  California  Fish  and  Game 
code.  This  permit  would  include  mitigation  measures  that  would  be  implemented  by  the 
Applicant. 


MM-Veg-7:  Restoration  of  Area  West  of  Whiskey  Pete’s.  The  Applicant  shall  perform 
restoration  of  a 6.4-acre  area  to  the  west  of  Whiskey  Pete’s  Hotel/Casino  parking  lot,  entirely 
within  California,  to  mitigate  for  ongoing  soil  compaction  and  vegetation  loss  from  cumulative 
projects  in  the  area. 
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Restoration  of  the  impacted  area  shall  include  the  physical  modifications  necessary  to  return 
the  area  to  a state  approaching  pre-disturbance  conditions.  Restoration  steps  shall  include 
ripping  to  decompact  the  soil,  vertical  mulching , relocation  of  native  shrubs , removal  of  a small 
stand  of  Russian  thistle  and  establishing  a single  access  route  from  the  hotel/casino  parking  lot 
through  the  disturbed  area. 

Small  to  medium-sized  boulders  shall  be  transported  from  nearby  areas  using  small  excavating 
eguipment.  Vertical  mulching , or  relocation  of  dead  vegetation  and  other  organic  material , into 
the  area  shall  be  performed  with  hand  eguipment  or  excavating  eouipment.  This  material,  as 
well  as  live  shrubs  for  replanting , shall  be  gathered  from  areas  to  be  disturbed  within  the 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  project  area. 

Only  as  many  plants  as  needed  to  mask  the  restoration  area  shall  be  used , and  shall  not 
exceed  15  percent  of  the  plants  in  the  surrounding  area.  Transplanted  plants  shall  consist 
solely  of  those  species  that  are  common  in  the  surrounding  plant  community  (e.g.,  creosote 
bush  fLarrea  tridentatal  cheesebush  I Ambrosia  salsolal  burrobush  [A.  dumosal  four-winged 
saltbush  I Atriplex  canescensl  cattle  spinach  I Atriplex  polycarpal  Mojave  yucca  (Yucca 
spp.schidigeral  and  succulents  t cholla , club  cholla , barrel  cactus,  hedgehog  cactus,  pincushion 
cactus!).  To  achieve  replanting , a hole  of  adeguate  size  to  accommodate  the  root  mass  of  the 
shrub  shall  be  manually  excavated,  and  the  shrub  shall  be  placed  in  the  hole  with  care  to 
minimize  damage  to  its  roots.  Caution  shall  be  exercised  to  minimize  and , where  possible , 
eliminate  crushing  of  vegetation  during  these  activities,  consistent  with  the  restoration 
objectives  of  the  project.  Water  shall  be  used  to  water  relocated  live  shrubs  after  planting. 
Water  shall  be  supplied  by  a water  truck  or  from  a water  tank  carried  on  a utility  truck.  The 
crew  for  the  reclamation  effort  shall  consist  of  not  more  than  10  persons  including  supervisory 
staff  and  monitors.  The  eguipment  that  may  be  used  shall  consist  of  pickup  trucks , flat-bed  214 
ton  truck  and  trailer , water  truck,  small  excavating  eguipment  ( such  as  backhoe  or  bobcat ) and 
a skip  loader. 

Daily  preconstruction  safety  meetings  shall  take  place  and  all  activities  shall  adhere  to  a site- 
specific  health  and  safety  plan. 

The  following  measures  shall  be  followed  to  avoid  impacts  during  the  restoration  activities: 

• Dust  Control.  Dust  control  measures  shall  be  implemented  to  minimize  fugitive  dust 
and  vehicle  emissions.  Water  shall  be  applied  to  dirt  surfaces  to  minimize  visible  dust. 
Rehabilitation  activities  shall  not  be  conducted  during  high  wind  warnings.  Work  shall  be 
suspended  if  watering  is  insufficient  to  prevent  visible  dust.  Vehicles  shall  be  washed  if 
visible  dust  accumulates  on  the  outside  or  undercarriage.  Motorized  vehicles  and 
eguipment  shall  be  kept  in  good  operating  condition  per  manufacturer  specifications  and 
not  allowed  to  idle. 

• Invasive  Non-Native  Weed  Species.  To  the  extent  feasible,  the  spread  of  invasive 
non-native  weed  species  shall  be  avoided  by  clean  vehicles/eguioment  and  limiting  the 
area  of  disturbance.  To  limit  the  potential  for  the  spread  of  noxious  weeds,  before 
entering  the  proposed  work  area , project  vehicles  shall  be  clean.  All  vehicles  shall  be 
inspected  daily  prior  to  entering  the  work  area  to  ensure  that  they  are  free  of  mud , dirt , 
and  vegetation.  Those  not  clean  shall  be  reguired  to  be  washed  at  an  offsite  vehicle 
wash  station  before  entering  the  proposed  work  area.  Biological  Monitors  shall  inspect 
visible  restoration  segment  prior  to  ground  disturbance  activities  for  presence  of  target 
noxious  weeds. 

• Wildlife.  To  avoid  impacts  to  sensitive  biological  resources,  biological  monitoring  of 
all  rehabilitation  shall  be  performed  during  implementation  of  the  proposed  activities.  All 
workers  shall  be  trained  to  recognize  desert  tortoise  and  other  important  sign,  and  to 
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notify  the  Biological  Monitor  of  any  tortoise  sign  observations.  The  approved  Biological 
Monitor  shall  remain  onsite  during  restoration  activities  to  monitor  for  compliance  with 
federal  agency  requirements.  The  Biological  Monitor  shall  have  the  authority  to  stop 
work  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  a resource  in  jeopardy , if  necessary.  Biological  Monitors 
shall  assure  that  all  project-generated  trash  and  food  items  are  placed  in  closed 
containers  and  removed  daily.  The  proposed  project  activities  shall  limit  the  disturbance 
area  to  the  minimum  required  to  perform  the  work.  Project  personnel  shall  carefully 
check  under  parked  vehicles  and  equipment  for  desert  tortoises  before  operation.  A 
USFWS-approved  Authorized  Biologist  shall  only  move  desert  tortoises  found  in 
imminent  danger  to  a location  away  from  danger  and  in  accordance  with  the  tortoise 
handling  procedures  described  in  the  Guidelines  for  Handling  Desert  Tortoise  During 
Construction  Projects  (Desert  Tortoise  Council,  1994).  In  the  event  of  a relocation  or 
observation  of  a recently  dead  or  injured  listed  species , the  Biological  Monitor  shall 
notify  the  Designated  Biologist , who  shall  notify  BLM’s  Authorized  Officer  and  USFWS 
immediately  by  phone  and  in  no  event  later  than  noon  on  the  business  day  following  the 
event,  if  it  occurs  outside  normal  business  hours,  so  that  the  agencies  can  determine 
what  further  actions,  if  any,  are  reguired  to  protect  listed  species.  The  Designated 
Biologist  shall  prepare  written  follow-up  notification  via  FAX  or  electronic  communication 
to  these  agencies  within  2 calendar  days  of  the  incident  and  include  the  following 
information,  as  relevant:  the  date,  time,  location,  circumstances  of  the  incident,  and  the 
name  of  the  approved  veterinary  facility  where  the  animal  was  taken. 

• Cultural  Resources.  Protection  measures  shall  be  implemented  to  mitigate  any 
potential  adverse  impacts  caused  by  inadvertent  discovery  of  buried  cultural  resources 
during  project  execution.  These  measures  include:  ( 1 ) designation  of  a cultural 
resources  specialist  to  be  on-call  to  investigate  any  cultural  resources  finds  made  during 
proposed  activities;  (2)  implementation  of  a construction  worker  training  program;  (3) 
procedures  for  halting  work  due  to  inadvertent  discovery  of  archaeological  deposits  or 
human  remains;  (4)  procedures  for  evaluating  an  inadvertent  archaeological  discovery; 
and  (5)  procedures  to  mitigate  adverse  impacts  on  any  inadvertent  discovery  of  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places  eligible  archaeological  resources. 

• Monitoring  and  Maintenance.  Upon  completion,  maintenance  activities  shall  consist 
of  irrigation  of  transplanted  vegetation  and  management  of  the  Russian  thistle  area. 
The  restoration  effort  shall  also  be  monitored  to  assess  the  effectiveness  of  the 
restoration,  and  additional  restoration  efforts  shall  be  conducted  as  needed  to  achieve 
the  objectives  of  the  proposed  action  over  a five-year  period.  Restoration  status  reports 
shall  be  submitted  to  the  BLM  annually. 


MM-Veg-8:  Revegetation  of  Solar  Arrays  Following  Construction.  As  discussed  in  Section 
2.8.3,  BLM  considered  evaluation  of  an  alternative  that  would  limit  site  preparation  tech  nig  ues 
to  mowing,  leaving  the  original  topography  and  vegetation  in  place.  As  discussed  in  that 
section,  this  alternative  was  determined  to  be  infeasible  due  to  construction  reguirements  and 
safety  considerations.  However,  those  constraints  apply  only  to  construction,  and  not  to 
operations.  Therefore,  the  Applicant  shall  de-compact  and  re-vegetate  the  solar  array  areas 
following  the  completion  of  construction. 

The  area  of  re-vegetation  would  include  only  areas  under  and  between  solar  panels  which  are 
not  used  for  vehicle  access  for  inspection  and  maintenance  of  panels.  The  20-foot  wide 
pathways  between  arrays  would  be  exempted,  and  would  continue  to  be  used  for  vehicle 
access.  Following  completion  of  construction,  the  Applicant  would  de-compact  the  soil.  If  the 
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space  between  arrays  is  too  narrow  to  allow  entry  of  small  equipment  ( such  as  a bobcat),  de- 
compaction would  be  done  using  hand-tools. 

The  de-compacted  areas  would  be  seeded  using  a seed  mix  agreed  upon  by  the  BLM.  The 
seed  mix  would  be  developed  to  encourage  growth  of  vegetation  with  the  following  properties: 

• Native  plants  only,  which  may  provide  forage  or  habitat  for  wildlife,  and  which  are 
desired  to  be  included  in  the  final  re-vegetation  following  decommissioning; 

• Build  soil  nutrients  and  discourage  weeds; 

• Assist  in  preventing  soil  loss; 

• Would  not  grow  to  heights  that  would  interfere  with  operations; 

• Provide  diversity  to  avoid  accumulation  of  plant  pests  and  diseases;  and 

• Have  shade-tolerance  and  root  system  properties  that  may  be  amenable  to  growth 
under  panels. 

Selection  of  the  seed  mix  may  vary  depending  on  the  area  of  the  site.  Investigation  of  growth 
which  is  successfully  occurring  under  mirrors  at  Ivan  pah  SEGS  shall  be  considered  when 
developing  the  seed  mix.  Upon  agreement  by  the  BLM  AO,  different  seed  mixes  may  be  used 
to  establish  test  plots  in  order  to  identify  species  with  the  greatest  potential  for  success.  The 
seed  source  and  application  method  would  be  the  same  as  described  in  mitigation  measure 
MM-Veg-5. 

De-compaction  and  re-vegetation  of  the  disc  and  roll  areas  would  be  initiated  within  one  year  of 
construction  completion , unless  otherwise  authorized  by  the  BLM  due  to  limited  freguencv  and 
duration  of  rainfall  events. 

Upon  completion  of  seeding , the  areas  would  be  subject  to  weed  control , monitoring,  reporting , 
and  re-seeding  as  specified  in  mitigation  measure  MM-Veg-5.  Under  no  circumstance  shall  a 
population  of  invasive  or  noxious  weeds  be  allowed  to  develop  within  the  re-vegetation  area.  Of 
particular  concern  are  Sahara  mustard  (Brassica  tournefortii)  and  saltcedar  ( Tamarix 
ramosissima ),  which  must  not  be  allowed  to  produce  seeds. 


4.17.12  Residual  Impacts  After  Mitigation 

Implementation  of  the  avoidance,  minimization,  and  mitigation  measures  described  in  Section 
4.17.11  would  mitigate  the  Proposed  Action’s  direct  and  indirect  impacts  to  vegetation 
resources,  including  long-term  and  temporary  impacts  to  vegetation  communities,  special  status 
plant  species,  and  state  jurisdictional  areas.  Implementation  of  the  planned  avoidance, 
minimization,  and  mitigation  measures  would  mitigate  impacts  to  vegetation  resources  to  a level 
below  the  CEQA  significance  threshold.  Implementation  of  the  required  mitigation  would  not 
result  in  any  additional  impacts  to  vegetation  resources.  However , given  the  length  of  time 
reguired  to  re-vegetate  desert  environments,  it  is  expected  that,  even  with  the  avoidance, 
minimization,  and  mitigation  measures,  the  Project’s  impacts  to  vegetation  would  remain  for  the 
long-term  following  decommissioning. 
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4.18  Visual  Resources 

This  section  discusses  effects  on  visual  resources  that  would  occur  with  implementation  of  the 
Proposed  Action  and  alternatives.  The  discussion  includes  cumulative  effects,  and  mitigation 
measures  to  avoid  or  reduce  visual  effects.  Overall,  the  project  would  result  in  the  long-term 
visual  alteration  of  landscapes  comprised  of  BLM-administered  lands,  other  public  lands,  and 
private  lands. 


4.1 8.1  Methodology  for  Analysis 

The  factors  considered  in  determining  impacts  on  visual  resources  included: 

(1 ) scenic  quality  of  the  project  site  and  vicinity; 

(2)  available  visual  access  and  visibility,  frequency  and  duration  that  the  landscape  is 
viewed; 

(3)  viewing  conditions  (distance,  angle  of  observation,  relative  size  or  scale,  spatial 
relationships,  motion,  light  conditions,  seasonable  variability  and  use,  atmospheric 
conditions,  and  recovery  time)  and  the  degree  to  which  project  components  would 
dominate  the  view  of  the  observer; 

(4)  resulting  contrast  (form,  line,  color,  and  texture)  of  the  proposed  facilities  or  activities 
with  existing  landscape  characteristics; 

(5)  the  extent  to  which  project  features  or  activities  would  block  views  of  higher  value 
landscape  features;  and 

(6)  the  level  of  public  interest  in  the  existing  landscape  characteristics  and  concern  over 
potential  changes. 

The  Applicant  used  computer  modeling  and  rendering  techniques  to  produce  simulations  of  the 
project  site  as  it  would  appear  with  project  implementation,  as  seen  from  several  Key 
Observation  Points  (KOPs).  BLM  and  the  County  used  the  project  simulations  and  on-site 
assessment  to  evaluate  the  contrast  of  the  project  with  existing  landscape  elements.  The 
project  contrast  with  those  elements  was  then  rated  as  none,  weak,  moderate,  or  strong. 

An  adverse  visual  impact  typically  occurs  within  public  view  when:  (1)  an  action  perceptibly 
changes  existing  features  of  the  physical  environment  so  that  they  no  longer  appear  to  be 
characteristic  of  the  subject  locality  or  region;  (2)  an  action  introduces  new  features  to  the 
physical  environment  that  are  perceptibly  uncharacteristic  of  the  region  and/or  locale;  or  (3) 
aesthetic  features  of  the  landscape  become  less  visible  (e.g.,  partially  or  totally  blocked  from 
view)  or  are  removed.  Changes  that  seem  uncharacteristic  are  those  that  appear  out  of  place, 
discordant,  or  distracting.  The  degree  of  the  visual  impact  depends  upon  how  noticeable  the 
adverse  change  may  be.  The  noticeability  of  a visual  impact  is  a function  of  project  features, 
context,  and  viewing  conditions  (angle  of  view,  distance,  primary  viewing  directions,  and 
duration  of  view). 

Impacts  on  visual  resources  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  could  result  from  various 
activities  including:  structure  construction,  establishment  of  construction  staging  areas  and 
access  roads,  and  project  operation  or  presence  of  the  built  facilities.  As  stated  in  Section  3.18, 
the  visual  resources  technical  approach  utilizes  the  BLM’s  Visual  Resource  Management  (VRM) 
System  methodology  (contrast  analysis)  for  BLM  administered  public  lands.  This  methodology 
utilizes  field  analysis,  photo-documentation,  and  visual  simulation  techniques.  The  methodology 
is  described  in  greater  detail  in  Appendix  C,  and  the  results  of  the  impact  assessment  are 
summarized  and  presented  as  a series  of  foldout  tables  in  Appendix  C.  Appendix  C also 
presents  the  VRM  Contrast  Rating  forms  for  each  KOP. 
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4.18.2  CEQA  Significance  Criteria 

The  significance  criteria  listed  below  were  used  to  determine  if  the  proposed  solar  facility  would 
result  in  impacts  to  visual  resources  under  CEQA.  These  are  the  same  significance  criteria  for 
aesthetics  listed  in  the  CEQA  Environmental  Checklist,  Appendix  G of  the  CEQA  Guidelines. 
The  criteria  used  to  assess  the  significance  of  visual  impacts  resulting  from  a project  take  into 
consideration  the  factors  described  in  Section  4.18.1  above,  as  well  as  federal,  state,  and  local 
policies  and  guidelines  pertaining  to  visual  resources.  Appendix  G of  the  CEQA  Guidelines 
identifies  four  circumstances  that  can  lead  to  a determination  of  significant  visual  impact. 
These  have  been  adapted  as  set  forth  below  for  the  analysis  that  follows. 

• Vis-1:  Project  construction  or  the  long-term  presence  of  project  components  would 
cause  a substantial  effect  on  a scenic  vista. 

• Vis-2:  Project  construction  or  the  long-term  presence  of  project  components  would 
substantially  damage  scenic  resources,  including  but  not  limited  to,  trees,  rock 
outcroppings,  and  historic  buildings  within  view  of  a State  Scenic  Highway. 

• Vis-3:  Project  construction  or  the  long-term  presence  of  project  components  would 
substantially  degrade  the  existing  visual  character  or  quality  of  the  site  and  its 
surrounding  landscape.  (Substantial  degradation  results  from  higher  levels  of  visual 
contrast,  project  dominance,  and  view  blockage.  Visual  contrast  relates  to  spatial 
characteristics,  visual  scale,  texture,  form,  line,  and  color.) 

• Vis-4:  Project  construction  or  the  long-term  presence  of  a project  would  create  a new 
source  of  substantial  light  or  glare  that  would  adversely  affect  day  or  nighttime  views  in 
the  area  or  be  hazardous  to  motorists  or  pedestrians. 


4.18.3  Additional  Criteria 

In  addition  to  the  four  CEQA  impact  significance  criteria  identified  above,  three  other  indicators 
of  the  occurrence  of  an  adverse  impact  include: 

• The  presence  of  a project  or  alternative  would  result  in  a long-term  (greater  than  three 
years)  inconsistency  with  established  (or  interim)  BLM  VRM  Class  objectives  (applies 
only  to  public  lands  administered  by  the  BLM). 

• Construction  of  a project  or  the  presence  of  project  components  would  result  in  an 
inconsistency  with  state  or  local  regulations,  plans,  and  standards  applicable  to  the 
protection  of  visual  resources. 

• The  presence  of  a project  would  add  to  a cumulative  visual  alteration. 


4.18.4  Alternative  1:  Proposed  Action 
4.18.4.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

The  analysis  of  direct  and  indirect  impacts  for  the  action  alternatives  (i.e.,  Alternatives  1 through 
4)  has  been  organized  according  to  the  following  project  phases:  construction,  operation  and 
maintenance,  and  decommissioning.  The  nature  and  severity  of  the  impacts  are  discussed 
below  under  each  subheading. 
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Construction 

Construction  of  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  facility  would  cause  temporary  visual 
impacts  due  to  the  presence  of  equipment,  materials,  and  workforce.  These  impacts  would 
occur  throughout  the  project  area.  Construction  would  involve  the  use  of  cranes,  heavy 
construction  equipment,  temporary  storage  and  office  facilities,  and  temporary  laydown/staging 
areas.  Construction  would  include  site  clearing  and  grading;  erection  of  the  PV  arrays,  O&M 
Building,  substation,  and  transmission  lines;  and  site  cleanup  and  restoration.  Visible  traffic 
would  also  increase  along  1-15,  Yates  Well  Road,  and  the  BLM  recreational  access  roads. 
Construction  and  grading  activities  would  generate  dust  clouds,  which  can  be  visually 
distracting  if  not  controlled  properly.  Construction  activities  would  be  visible  from  1-15  (the 
primary  travel  corridor  in  the  region),  the  town  of  Nipton,  drivers  on  Nipton  Road,  the  Primm 
Valley  Golf  Course,  the  Primm  Resorts,  BLM  recreational  access  roads,  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake, 
Stateline  and  Mesquite  Wilderness  areas,  Clark  Mountain  ACEC)  and  other  portions  of  the 
Mojave  National  Preserve,  and  the  Ivanpah  DWMA. 

Throughout  the  construction  period,  the  industrial  character  of  the  activities  would  constitute 
adverse  visual  impacts  due  to  removal  of  vegetation  and  earth  moving  activities.  However,  the 
vast  majority  of  the  area  disturbed  by  construction  would  eventually  be  occupied  by  solar 
arrays.  The  visual  impact  during  construction  would  be  temporary,  lasting  for  the  construction 
period  of  2 to  4 years.  Some  areas  of  disturbed  soil  surfaces  (characterized  by  high  color,  line 
and  texture  contrasts)  would  still  remain  and  would  be  visible  from  the  various  viewing  vantage 
points.  Revegetation  of  areas  in  this  desert  region  are  difficult  and  generally  of  limited  success. 
Thus,  visual  recovery  from  residual  land  disturbance  would  likely  occur  only  over  a very  long 
period  of  time  and  would  require  successful  restoration,  as  stipulated  in  mitigation  measure 
MM-VR-1 . 


Lighting  Impacts 

Once  solar  modules  have  been  installed,  certain  construction  activities  potentially  would  take 
place  at  night,  especially  when  needed  to  perform  electrical  work  while  the  PV  modules  are  not 
generating  electricity.  The  Applicant  would  implement  their  Lighting  Management  Plan  (First 
Solar  20121),  which  establishes  the  following  objectives: 

• Install  and  operate  lights  and  reflectors  so  that  they  are  not  directly  visible  from  beyond 
the  site  boundary; 

• Minimize  the  potential  for  excessive  glare; 

• Avoid  direct  lighting  that  illuminates  the  night  time  sky; 

• Minimize  the  illumination  of  the  project  site  and  immediate  vicinity;  and 

• Comply  with  applicable  BLM  and  local  policies  and  standards. 

Even  with  implementation  of  the  Lighting  Management  Plan,  construction  lighting  would  still  be 
visible  in  the  area,  and  would  be  an  adverse  impact.  Mitigation  measure  MM-VR-2  would  be 
required  to  reduce  impacts  associated  with  night  lighting. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

An  analysis  of  operation  and  maintenance  impacts  of  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  was 
conducted  for  the  view  areas  represented  by  the  KOPs  selected  for  in-depth  visual  analysis 
(KOPs  3,  5,  6,  7,  9,  10,  and  12;  see  Figure  3.18-1).  The  results  of  the  impact  analysis  are 
discussed  below  by  KOP  and  presented  in  the  Visual  Analysis  Summary  Table  included  as 
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Appendix  C.  For  each  of  the  selected  KOPs,  a contrast  rating  analysis  was  conducted  to 
determine  the  level  of  change  that  would  be  caused  by  project  implementation  and  the  facility’s 
consistency  with  the  applicable  VRM  class  management  objectives.  Contrast  Rating  Data 
Sheets  are  also  provided  in  Appendix  C. 

In  addition  to  contrast  rating,  the  effect  of  the  project  on  the  factor  ratings  for  scenic  quality, 
sensitivity  level,  and  distance  zone,  as  established  in  BLM’s  visual  resource  inventory  (VRI)  of 
the  area  (BLM  2010),  is  evaluated.  In  that  inventory,  the  area  was  assigned  an  overall  Visual 
VRI  Class  III,  based  on  the  following  factors: 

• The  Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit  (SQRU)  for  Primm  Valley  (SQRU  009)  was  assigned  a 
Scenic  Quality  Classification  of  Class  C; 

• The  Sensitivity  Level  Rating  Unit  (SLRU)  for  Primm  Valley  (SLRU  09),  the  Mojave 
National  Preserve  Park  Boundary  (SLRU  48),  and  Clark  Mountain  Climbing  Area  (SLRU 
50)  each  received  a Sensitivity  Level  Rating  of  H;  and 

• The  Foreground-Middleground  distance  zone  was  used  for  the  entire  Field  Office  area. 

The  factor  ratings  for  scenic  quality  were  provided  in  Table  3.18-1,  and  the  factor  ratings  for 
sensitivity  level  were  provided  in  Table  3.18.2. 

In  general,  the  project  would  not  affect  the  sensitivity  level  rating  for  the  SLRU.  This  is  because 
the  project  would  not  affect  any  of  the  factors  (type  of  use,  amount  of  use,  public  interest, 
adjacent  land  uses,  special  area  sensitivity,  or  other  factors)  that  are  used  in  assessing 
sensitivity  level.  The  expected  effect  of  the  project  on  these  factors  is  as  follows: 

• Type  of  User:  Maintenance  of  visual  quality  is  expected  to  remain  a major  concern  for 
most  users. 

• Amount  of  Use:  Use  of  the  area  is  expected  to  remain  high,  and  even  increase  in  the 
future,  even  with  development  of  the  project. 

• Public  Interest:  Maintenance  of  visual  quality  was  judged  to  be  a moderate  public  issue 
in  the  VRI  analysis.  The  project  would  not  reduce  this  to  a minor  public  issue. 

• Adjacent  Land  Uses:  Maintenance  of  visual  quality  to  sustain  adjacent  land  use 
objectives  was  judged  to  be  moderately  important  in  the  VRI.  The  project  is  not 
expected  to  change  this  conclusion  to  slightly  important. 

• Other:  The  project  would  not  affect  the  cultural  issues  in  the  southern  part  of  the  SLRU. 

Similarly,  the  project  would  not  affect  the  distance  zone,  which  was  established  as  Foreground- 
Middleground  throughout  the  Needles  Field  Office  area  (BLM  2010). 

The  project  would  also  not  affect  the  factors  of  landform,  water,  adjacent  scenery,  or  scarcity, 
which  are  some  of  the  factors  that  are  used  to  establish  scenic  quality.  The  project  could  affect 
vegetation,  color,  and  cultural  modification,  which  are  other  factors  used  to  evaluate  scenic 
quality.  The  analysis  includes  an  evaluation  of  the  effect  of  the  project  and  alternatives  on 
these  four  factors.  The  evaluation  of  the  effect  of  the  project  on  vegetation,  color,  and  cultural 
modification  is  the  same  for  all  KOPs,  so  is  summarized  as  follows,  for  all  KOPs: 

• Vegetation.  In  BLM’s  VRI,  the  Primm  Valley  SQRU  received  a vegetation  factor  rating 
of  2,  out  of  a scale  ranging  from  1 (least  variety)  to  5 (most  variety).  By  removing 
vegetation  from  a large  portion  of  the  viewshed,  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  increase 
this  rating,  and  could  potentially  reduce  the  rating  to  1. 

• Color.  In  BLM’s  VRI,  the  Primm  Valley  SQRU  received  a color  factor  rating  of  3,  out  of  a 
scale  ranging  from  1 (subtle  variation  and  muted  tones)  to  5 (rich  combinations  or 
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variety,  pleasing  contrast  in  the  soil,  rock,  or  vegetation  fields).  While  the  Proposed 
Action  would  increase  color  variation,  that  variation  would  present  an  industrial,  man- 
made color  against  the  natural  soil,  rock,  and  vegetation  fields  that  would  likely  not  be 
considered  a pleasing  contrast.  Therefore,  the  color  factor  could  be  reduced  from  3 to 
2. 

• Cultural  Modification.  In  BLM’s  VRI,  the  Primm  Valley  SQRU  received  a cultural 
modification  factor  rating  of  -1,  out  of  a scale  ranging  from  -4  (modifications  are 
discordant  and  promote  disharmony)  to  2 (modifications  add  favorably  to  visual  variety 
while  promoting  visual  harmony).  The  SQRU  received  a rating  of  -1  due  to  the 
presence  of  the  Primm  Valley  casinos  and  golf  course.  It  is  likely  that  the  presence  of 
the  Proposed  Action  would  further  reduce  this  rating,  as  it  would  introduce  additional 
visual  elements  that  would  be  considered  discordant  with  the  surrounding  rock, 
vegetation,  and  soil  fields. 

It  should  be  noted  that  these  changes  would  not  result  in  any  change  to  the  Scenic  Quality 
Classification  of  the  SQRU,  or  to  the  overall  VRI  Class.  This  because  the  SQRU  had  already 
received  a Scenic  Quality  Classification  of  “C”,  which  is  the  lowest  possible  class.  Although  the 
evaluation  of  the  vegetation,  color,  and  cultural  modification  factors  above  would  result  in  a 
lower  Total  Score  for  Scenic  Quality,  it  would  not  result  in  a lower  class.  Because  the  Scenic 
Quality  Classification,  Sensitivity  Level  Rating,  and  Distance  Zone  would  not  change,  the  overall 
VRI  Class  (of  which  these  are  the  components)  would  also  not  change. 

The  vast  majority  of  the  area  disturbed  by  construction  would  eventually  be  occupied  by  solar 
arrays,  so  it  is  unlikely  that  areas  of  disturbed  soil  surfaces  (characterized  by  high  color,  line 
and  texture  contrasts)  would  still  remain  and  be  visible  from  the  various  viewing  vantage  points 
after  construction  is  completed.  Impacts  associated  with  the  visual  appearance  of  project 
infrastructure  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-VR-3 
(treatment  of  the  surfaces  of  project  structures)  and  mitigation  measures  MM-VR-4  (project 
design). 


View  from  KOPs  along  Interstate  15 

Of  the  KOPs  selected  for  analysis,  three  (KOPs  3,  5,  and  9)  represent  locations  near  Interstate 
15  ( the  highway  shoulder  and  overpasses),  and  are  intended  to  represent  views  that  would  be 
experienced  by  viewers  in  vehicles  on  the  highway.  The  subsections  below  describe  the  visual 
appearance  of  the  facility  from  each  of  those  locations.  The  following  paragraphs  describe  how 
the  angle  of  view  would  change  for  a viewer  traveling  along  the  highway,  and  duration  of  views 
that  would  be  expected. 

Viewers  traveling  southbound  on  1-15  would  not  be  able  to  see  the  facility  until  they  crossed  the 
California-Nevada  state  line  at  Primm,  at  which  point  they  would  be  within  2 miles  of  the  facility. 
From  near  KOP-3  near  the  state  line,  these  viewers  would  view  the  facility  almost  directly  in 
front  of  them,  and  slightly  to  the  right,  as  they  leave  Primm  and  travel  across  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake. 
However,  within  less  than  4 minutes  (4  miles  south  at  approximately  70  mph),  the  facility  would 
be  behind  the  viewers,  and  the  view  would  be  blocked  by  the  golf  course.  Once  past  the  golf 
course  near  KOP-5,  the  facility  would  continue  to  be  visible,  but  would  be  directly  behind  the 
viewers.  The  facility  would  remain  behind  the  viewers  for  another  6 minutes  (6  additional  miles 
south  at  70  mph),  and  would  then  disappear  as  the  viewers  passed  KOP-9  (at  the  Nipton  Road 
exit)  and  entered  Wheaton  Wash.  Overall,  the  facility  would  be  visible  to  these  viewers  for 
approximately  10  minutes,  of  which  the  facility  would  be  at  a convenient  viewing  angle  (in  front 
or  slightly  to  the  side)  for  only  2 or  3 minutes.  For  the  remainder  of  the  time,  the  facility  would 
be  behind  the  viewers  and  receding,  and  would  therefore  not  interfere  with  their  view  of  the 
Clark  Mountains. 
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Viewers  traveling  northbound  on  1-15  would  not  be  able  to  see  the  facility  until  they  passed  the 
Nipton  Road  exit  (KOP-9)  when  they  exited  Wheaton  Wash.  Upon  passing  the  Nipton  Road 
exit,  the  facility  would  be  visible  almost  directly  in  front  of  the  viewers,  and  slightly  to  the  left,  at 
a distance  of  approximately  10  miles.  The  facility  would  remain  at  this  angle  of  view  for 
approximately  8 minutes,  and  would  grow  in  size  as  the  viewers  came  closer.  The  facility  would 
be  blocked  briefly  by  the  golf  course  near  KOP-5,  but  would  again  be  visible  on  the  viewers’  left 
for  another  few  minutes  as  the  vehicle  crossed  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake.  For  the  last  2 minutes,  the 
facility  would  be  behind  the  viewers,  until  the  vehicle  crossed  the  state  line  at  Primm.  Overall, 
the  facility  would  be  visible  to  these  viewers  for  approximately  10  minutes,  of  which  the  facility 
would  be  at  a convenient  viewing  angle  (in  front  or  slightly  to  the  side)  for  approximately  8 
minutes.  For  the  duration  of  that  time,  the  facility  would  be  very  prominent  in  the  viewscape, 
and  very  noticeable  to  the  viewers. 


Analysis  of  Specific  KOPs 

Table  4.19-1  provides  a summary  of  the  evaluation  of  the  view  from  each  KOP  with  respect  to 
the  environmental  factors  specified  in  the  BLM  Visual  Resource  Manual  8341.  The  table  is 
followed  by  a discussion  of  the  contrast  that  would  be  visible  from  each  KOP. 


Table  4. 18-1.  Summary  of  Factor  Evaluation  of  KOPs1 


Factor 

KOP-3 

KOPS 

KOPS 

KOP-7 

KOPS 

KOP-10 

KOP-12 

Distance 

Relatively 

close 

Relatively 
close  in 
Alts.  1,  3, 
and  4,  very 
close  in  Alt. 
2 

Relatively 

close 

Relatively 
close  in 
Alts.  1.  3. 
and  4,  very 
close  in  Alt. 
2 

Relatively 

far 

Relatively 

far 

Relatively 

close 

Ancle  of  View 

Flat 

Flat 

Flat 

Flat 

Flat 

Elevated 
relative  to 
the  flat 
KOPs 

Elevated 
relative  to 
the  flat 
KOPs 

Duration 

Short 
duration 
view  from 
movinq 
vehicle 

Short 
duration 
view  from 
movinq 
vehicle 

Viewer 
would  be 
stationary 
on  qolf 
course,  but 
likely  short 
duration 
view 

Viewer 
would  be 
stationary 
on  qolf 
course,  but 
likely  short 
duration 
view 

Short 
duration 
view  from 
movinq 
vehicle 

Viewer 
would  be 
stationary 
in  hikinq 
area,  and 
mav  be 
exposed  to 
view  for 
long 
duration 

Viewer 
would  be 
stationary 
in  hikinq 
area,  and 
mav  be 
exposed  to 
view  for 
long 
duration 

Relative  Scale 

Small 

compared 

to 

surroundinq 

mountains 

Small 

compared 

to 

surroundinq 

mountains 

Small 

compared 

to 

surroundinq 

mountains 

Small 

compared 

to 

surroundinq 

mountains 

Small 

compared 

to 

surroundinq 

mountains 

Small 

compared 

to 

surroundinq 

mountains 

Small 

compared 

to 

surroundinq 

mountains 

Season 

Same 
number  of 
viewers 
vear-round 

Same 
number  of 
viewers 
vear-round 

Probably 
more 
visitors  in 
sprinq. 

Probably 
more 
visitors  in 
sprinq. 

Same 
number  of 
viewers 
vear-round 

Probably 
more 
visitors  in 
sprinq. 

Probably 
more 
visitors  in 
sprinq, 
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Table  4. 18-1.  Summary  of  Factor  Evaluation  of  KOPs1 


Factor 

KOP-3 

KOPS 

KOPS 

KOP-7 

KOPS 

KOP-10 

KOP-12 

summer, 
and  fall, 
and  fewer 
in  winter 

summer, 
and  fall, 
and  fewer 
in  winter 

summer, 
and  fall, 
and  fewer 
in  winter 

summer, 
and  fall, 
and  fewer 
in  winter 

Llqht 

Temporary 

Does  not 

Does  not 

Does  not 

Does  not 

Does  not 

Does  not 

Conditions 

d urine  low 
anale  sun 
conditions 

affect  views 

affect  views 

affect  views 

affect  views 

affect  views 

affect  views 

Recovery  Time 

Lona-term 

Lone-term 

Lone-term 

Lone-term 

Lone-term 

Lone-term 

Lone-term 

impact  due 

impact  due 

impact  due 

impact  due 

impact  due 

impact  due 

impact  due 

to  re- 

to  re- 

to  re- 

to  re- 

to  re- 

to  re- 

to  re- 

veoetation 

veoetation 

veoetation 

veoetation 

veoetation 

veoetation 

veoetation 

recovery 

recovery 

recovery 

recovery 

recovery 

recovery 

recovery 

time 

time 

time 

time 

time 

time 

time 

Spatial 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

View  in  Alt. 

Low 

Relationship 

position 

position 

position 

position 

position 

2 covers 

position 

aaainst 

aeainst 

aeainst 

aeainst 

aeainst 

wider  field 

aeainst 

land 

land 

land 

land 

land 

of  view 

land 

backdrop 

backdrop 

backdrop 

backdrop 

backdrop 

than  other 

action 

alternatives 

backdrop 

Atmospheric 

Does  not 

Does  not 

Does  not 

Does  not 

Does  not 

Does  not 

Does  not 

Condition 

affect  views 

affect  views 

affect  views 

affect  views 

affect  views 

affect  views 

affect  views 

Motion 

Not 

Not 

Not 

Not 

Not 

Not 

Not 

applicable 

applicable 

applicable 

applicable 

applicable 

applicable 

applicable 

to  area 

to  area 

to  area 

to  area 

to  area 

to  area 

to  area 

1 - Evaluation  is  applicable  to  all  action  alternatives  except  where  otherwise  noted. 


KOP-3  - Interstate  15  south  of  Primm 

Figure  4. 18-1 A presents  the  existing  view  from  KOP-3  on  northbound  1-15  about  2 miles  south 
of  Primm.  The  view  is  to  the  west  and  southwest  towards  the  Clark  Mountain  Range  with 
Interstate,  and  shows  1-15  in  the  foreground,  and  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  and  the  alluvial  fan  in  the 
middle  ground.  Figure  4.1 8-1 B presents  a visual  simulation  that  depicts  the  addition  of  the 
proposed  solar  arrays  in  Alternative  1.  As  shown  in  the  simulation,  the  reflected  sunlight  (PV 
panels  absorb  most  sunlight)  from  the  panels  as  they  face  the  KOP  would  appear  as  a lighter, 
silver-gray  color  that  would  have  a moderate  contrast  with  adjacent  darker  soils  and  vegetation 
for  a maximum  of  14  hour  in  the  morning  during  summer  months.  The  panels  would  appear  as 
a dark  horizontal  band  located  at  slightly  more  than  one  mile  from  the  KOP  that  is  somewhat 
indistinct  from  the  surrounding  landscape. 

The  PV  panels  appear  to  be  approximately  the  same  elevation  as  the  surrounding  landscape  as 
seen  from  KOP  3.  This  is  because  of  a relatively  low  profile  (5  feet  above  ground  surface),  and 
because  the  supporting  infrastructure  is  hidden  from  view  by  the  terrain  or  6-foot  fencing 
treated  or  painted  to  reduce  visual  impacts.  Supporting  infrastructure  such  as  roads  and  the 
Gen-Tie  line  are  visible,  but  small  in  scale  relative  to  existing  landscape  features. 

The  dark  color  of  the  PV  modules  recedes  into  the  landscape,  and  the  rectangular  form  and 
horizontal  line  of  the  arrays  repeat  the  horizontal  planes  and  lines  of  the  valley  landscape.  The 
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contrasts  of  the  panel  arrays  would  be  low  because  of  the  large  scale  of  the  array,  which  is 
about  1.4  miles  west  of  the  KOP,  would  be  subordinate  to  the  overall  scale  of  the  landscape. 
Alternative  1 would  meet  the  VRM  Class  III  objective  to  partially  retain  the  existing  character  of 
the  landscape. 


KOP-5  - Interstate  15  south  of  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club 

Figure  4.18-2A  presents  the  existing  view  from  KOP-5  on  the  Yates  Well  Road  overpass  over  I- 
15  about  0.5  miles  south  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club.  The  view  is  to  the  northwest  towards 
the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area  in  the  Mesquite  Range.  Figure  4.18-2B  presents  a visual 
simulation  that  depicts  the  addition  of  the  proposed  solar  arrays  in  Alternative  1.  The  solar 
array  would  be  located  about  2.3  miles  northwest  of  KOP  5,  and  would  be  mostly  hidden  by  the 
trees  of  the  golf  course.  The  solar  array  would  be  very  difficult  to  discern  from  the  surrounding 
landscape  because  form,  line  and  color  contrasts  would  be  diffused  by  the  distance.  The 
rectangular  form  and  horizontal  lines  of  the  arrays  repeat  the  horizontal  planes  and  lines  of  the 
valley  landscape.  The  overall  level  of  change  would  be  low  as  seen  from  the  KOP  primarily 
because  of  the  muted  dark  tones  and  low  profile  of  the  panels,  and  the  scale  of  the  facilities 
would  be  subordinate  to  the  landscape.  Alternative  1 would  meet  the  VRM  Class  III  objective  to 
partially  retain  the  existing  character  of  the  landscape. 


KOP-6  - Northwest  Corner  of  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club 

Figure  4.18-3A  presents  the  existing  view  from  KOP-6  from  a high  point  within  the  golf  course. 
This  KOP  represents  a worst-case  scenario , as  views  towards  the  proposed  project  from  much 
of  the  golf  course  would  be  screened  by  a berm  along  the  course  perimeter.  The  view  is  to  the 
northwest  and  north,  and  includes  the  golf  course  greens  and  landscaping,  and  winding  paved 
path,  sparse  golf  course  structures.  Beyond  the  golf  course,  the  lattice  towers  of  a 
transmission  line  extend  from  the  foreground  to  the  background;  the  town  of  Primm  is  visible  in 
the  background  to  the  north.  The  rugged  Clark  Mountain  Range  provides  a backdrop  to  KOP 
views.  The  Ivanpah  SEGS  is  currently  under  construction  to  the  west  and  southwest  of  the 
KOP;  the  visual  simulations  depict  the  completed  Ivanpah  project.  Figure  4.18-3B  presents  a 
visual  simulation  that  depicts  the  addition  of  the  proposed  solar  arrays  in  Alternative  1.  The 
reflected  sunlight  (PV  panels  absorb  most  sunlight)  from  the  panels  as  they  face  the  KOP 
would  appear  as  a light,  silvery-gray  color  that  would  have  a moderate  contrast  with  adjacent 
darker  soils  and  vegetation  for  an  estimated  !4  hour  during  morning  hours.  The  panels  would 
appear  as  a dark  horizontal  band  located  at  slightly  more  than  0.8  mile  north  of  the  KOP,  and 
would  have  low  color  contrasts  with  the  surrounding  landscape.  The  low  color  contrasts  reduce 
and  mute  the  straight  edge  line  and  large-scale,  geometric  form  contrasts. 

The  PV  panels  appear  to  be  approximately  the  same  elevation  as  the  surrounding  landscape  as 
seen  from  KOP-6.  This  is  because  of  a relatively  low  profile  (5  feet  above  ground  surface),  and 
because  the  supporting  infrastructure  is  hidden  from  view  by  the  terrain  or  6-foot  fencing 
treated  or  painted  to  reduce  visual  impacts.  Supporting  infrastructure  such  as  roads  and  the 
Gen-Tie  line  either  are  not  visible,  or  appear  to  very  similar  adjacent  existing  structures. 

The  dark  color  of  the  PV  modules  recedes  into  the  landscape,  and  the  form  and  horizontal  line 
of  the  arrays  repeat  the  horizontal  planes  and  lines  of  the  valley  landscape;  however,  the 
contrasts  of  the  panel  arrays  would  be  moderate  because  of  the  large  scale  of  the  array,  which 
is  about  0.8  miles  from  the  KOP  and  extends  across  a broad  horizontal  extent  of  the  field  of 
view.  Alternative  1 would  meet  the  VRM  Class  III  objective  to  partially  retain  the  existing 
character  of  the  landscape. 
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KOP-7  - Southwest  Comer  of  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club 

Figure  4.18-4A  presents  the  existing  view  from  KOP-7  from  the  southwest  corner  of  Primm  Golf 
Course.  The  view  is  to  the  west,  and  includes  the  golf  course  ditch  at  the  course  perimeter,  a 
fence,  and  the  gently  rising  alluvial  fan  to  the  west  of  the  course.  The  Ivanpah  SEGS  is 
currently  under  construction  to  the  northwest,  west  and  southwest  of  the  KOP;  the  visual 
simulations  depict  the  completed  Ivanpah  project.  Figure  4.18-4B  presents  a visual  simulation 
that  depicts  the  addition  of  the  proposed  solar  arrays  in  Alternative  1 . The  solar  array  is  not 
visible  in  southwest  views  from  the  KOP,  as  shown  in  the  simulation  for  Alternative  1,  KOP-7; 
however,  in  views  to  the  north  to  northwest,  the  solar  array  would  appear  as  a horizontal  band 
extending  across  a 1.5  mile  distance  located  at  slightly  more  than  1.5  mile  north  of  the  KOP. 
The  facility  would  be  visible,  but  the  dark  color  of  the  PV  modules  recedes  into  the  landscape, 
and  the  rectangular  form  and  horizontal  line  of  the  arrays  repeat  the  horizontal  planes  and  lines 
of  the  valley  landscape.  The  contrasts  of  the  panel  arrays  would  also  be  low  because  of  the 
large  scale  of  the  north  array  would  be  subordinate  to  the  overall  scale  of  the  landscape. 
Alternative  1 would  meet  the  VRM  Class  III  objective  to  partially  retain  the  existing  character  of 
the  landscape. 


KOP-9  - Nipton  Road  Overpass 

Figure  4.18-5A  presents  the  existing  view  from  KOP-9.  KOP-9  provides  a view  to  the  north- 
northwest  from  the  Nipton  Road  overpass  at  1-15  nearly  10  miles  south  of  Primm,  Nevada  (the 
KOP  is  in  California).  The  highway  and  Nipton  Road  on  the  overpass  are  in  the  immediate 
foreground.  The  Clark  Mountain  Range  provides  a rugged  backdrop  to  the  foreground  to 
background  views  of  the  flat  Ivanpah  Valley.  The  Ivanpah  SEGS  is  currently  under  construction 
to  the  west  and  southwest  of  the  KOP;  the  visual  simulations  depict  the  completed  Ivanpah 
project.  Figure  4.18-5B  presents  a visual  simulation  that  depicts  the  addition  of  the  proposed 
solar  arrays  in  Alternative  1.  The  KOP  is  about  6.7  miles  south  of  the  solar  array.  The  panels 
would  not  face  KOP-9.  The  panels  would  appear  as  a distant,  dark  and  muted  horizontal  band 
that  is  somewhat  indistinct  from  the  surrounding  landscape. 

The  form,  line  and  color  contrasts  of  the  panel  arrays  would  be  low;  primarily  because  the 
distance  of  more  than  6 miles  diffuses  contrasts  into  the  surrounding  landscape,  and  the  scale 
of  the  facility  is  small  relative  to  surrounding  landforms.  The  overall  level  of  change  would  be 
low  as  seen  from  the  KOP.  Alternative  1 would  meet  the  VRM  Class  III  objective  to  partially 
retain  the  existing  character  of  the  landscape. 


KOP- 10  - Clark  Mountain  Range  near  Benson  Mine 

Figure  4.18-6A  presents  the  existing  view  from  KOP-1Q  from  the  Mojave  National  Preserve 
near  Clark  Mountain.  KOP-10  provides  a view  to  the  east  and  northeast  from  Colosseum  Road 
in  the  Mojave  National  Preserve.  The  KOP  overlooks  part  of  Ivanpah  Valley  and  Ivanpah  Dry 
Lake.  Hills  at  the  base  of  the  Clark  Mountain  Range  frame  the  view  of  the  valley.  The  Lucy 
Gray  Mountains  are  in  background  views.  The  Ivanpah  SEGS  is  currently  under  construction  to 
the  west  and  southwest  of  the  KOP;  the  visual  simulations  depict  the  completed  Ivanpah 
project.  Figure  4.18-6B  presents  a visual  simulation  that  depicts  the  addition  of  the  proposed 
solar  arrays  in  Alternative  1 . The  KOP  is  about  5 miles  west-southwest  of  the  solar  array.  The 
reflected  sunlight  (PV  panels  absorb  most  sunlight)  from  the  panels  as  they  face  the  KOP 
would  appear  as  a silvery-gray  color  with  a moderate  contrast  with  adjacent  darker  soils  and 
vegetation  for  a very  brief  interval  of  time  in  the  late  afternoon.  The  panels  would  appear  as  a 
dark  horizontal  band  that  is  somewhat  indistinct  from  the  surrounding  landscape. 
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The  form,  line  and  color  contrasts  of  the  panel  arrays  would  be  low;  primarily  because  the 
distance  of  5 miles  diffuses  contrasts  into  the  surrounding  landscape,  and  the  scale  of  the 
facility  is  small  relative  to  surrounding  landforms.  The  overall  level  of  change  for  all  facilities 
would  be  low  as  seen  from  the  KOP.  Alternative  1 would  meet  the  VRM  Class  III  objective  to 
partially  retain  the  existing  character  of  the  landscape. 


KOP- 12  - Stateline  Wilderness  Area 

Figure  4.18-7A  presents  the  existing  view  from  KOP-12  from  the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area 
north  of  the  project  site.  KOP-12  is  on  a transmission  line  access  road  2.8  miles  west  of 
Primm.  The  view  is  to  the  south,  and  includes  a broad  expanse  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  with  a 
mountainous  backdrop  to  the  southeast,  south,  and  southwest.  The  rugged  Clark  Mountain 
Range  provides  a backdrop  to  KOP  views.  The  Ivanpah  SEGS  is  currently  under  construction 
to  the  west  and  southwest  of  the  KOP;  the  visual  simulations  depict  the  completed  Ivanpah 
project.  Figure  4.18-7B  presents  a visual  simulation  that  depicts  the  addition  of  the  proposed 
solar  arrays  in  Alternative  1 . The  solar  array  would  be  within  0.40  miles  of  KOP-12.  The  panels 
would  not  face  KOP-12.  The  panels  would  appear  as  a horizontal  band  extending  across  a 
wide  field  of  view  within  in  close  proximity  to  the  KOP.  The  supporting  infrastructure  and  the 
shielded  night-lighting  would  be  visible  due  to  the  close  proximity  of  the  array.  The  overall  level 
of  change  would  be  moderate,  because  the  large  scale  of  the  array  to  the  viewpoint  would  be 
lessened  by  the  muted  dark  colors,  which  recede  into  the  landscape;  the  low  profile  of  the 
arrays  appear  to  be  almost  flush  with  the  ground  surface;  and  because  the  dominant  horizontal 
lines  and  form  of  the  facility  repeats  the  horizontal  lines  of  the  valley  as  seen  from  the  KOP. 
The  facility  would  be  noticeable,  but  would  not  dominate  the  view.  Alternative  1 would  meet  the 
VRM  Class  III  objective  to  partially  retain  the  existing  character  of  the  landscape.  The  impacts 
to  viewers  at  the  KOP  are  larger  under  Alternative  1 than  under  Alternative  2,  because  the 
facility  is  closer  to  the  viewer,  and  would  appear  larger  in  scale. 


Glint  and  Glare  Impacts 

An  issue  of  public  concern  regarding  the  installation  of  solar  arrays,  including  PV  modules,  is 
adverse  visual  impacts  and  the  potential  for  air  traffic  hazards  from  glint  and  glare  effects.  Glint 
(specular  reflection)  is  produced  from  the  reflection  of  the  sun  on  a reflective  surface.  Glint  is  a 
potential  source  of  viewer  distraction  from  the  strong  contrasts  and  intense  reflected  light  from 
reflective  surfaces.  Glare  is  a reflection  of  the  bright  sky  that  is  less  intense  than  glint,  and  is  a 
continuous  source  of  brightness  during  daylight  hours. 

PV  panels  are  designed  to  absorb  solar  energy  to  produce  electricity.  The  PV  panels  used  for 
the  Stateline  project  are  black  and  absorb  over  90  percent  of  received  solar  energy  (First  Solar 
2011).  The  glass  used  in  PV  panels  has  a much  lower  reflectance  level  than  standard  glass 
and  other  common  reflective  surfaces  (SunPower  2009).  There  is  very  little  potential  for  glint 
and  glare  from  the  proposed  PV  modules  because  of  the  dark  color  and  low  reflectivity  of  the 
PV  panels. 

A glint  and  glare  analysis  prepared  for  a similar  PV  project,  located  at  a slightly  more  northerly 
latitude  than  the  Stateline  project,  used  3-D  modeling  to  calculate  the  potential  for  glint  and 
glare  effects  to  KOPs  (Power  Engineers  2010).  The  study  assumed  a worst  case  scenario  of 
high  PV  panel  reflectivity,  which  would  not  occur  under  the  proposed  Stateline  project  because 
the  project  would  use  PV  panels  with  a very  low  reflectivity.  The  PV  arrays  in  the  3-D  model 
were  oriented  to  follow  the  sun  throughout  the  day.  The  glint  and  glare  analysis  concluded  that 
due  to  the  low  angle  of  the  sun  in  the  sky  during  winter  months,  glint  and  glare  would  only  occur 
during  the  summer  months  for  KOPs  looking  east  and  northeast  to  the  solar  array  during 
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morning  hours,  and  KOPs  looking  west  and  northwest  to  the  solar  array  during  evening  hours. 
KOPs  north  of  the  solar  array  looking  in  a southern  direction  experienced  no  glint  or  glare 
during  any  season.  Glint  effects  lasted  approximately  y2  hour  for  all  KOPs. 

The  orientation  of  the  proposed  project  PV  panels  with  respect  to  the  viewing  locations  is 
similar  to  the  solar  array  assessed  in  the  Power  Engineers  glint  and  glare  analysis.  Glint 
effects,  if  any,  would  affect  proposed  project  KOPs  3,  5,  6,  and  7 for  an  estimated  !4  hour  in  the 
morning  during  summer  months;  and  KOP  10  for  an  estimated  y2  hour  in  the  evening  during  the 
summer  months.  There  would  be  no  potential  glint  effect  to  KOP  12  or  KOP  9,  because  the 
panels  would  not  face  towards  these  locations.  Glint  and  glare  effects  from  the  proposed 
project  would  be  non-existent  to  very  minor.  There  would  be  no  noticeable  effect  to  the  visual 
quality  of  the  landscape,  and  no  hazard  to  viewers  from  glint  and  glare  effects. 

The  closest  public  airport  that  serves  the  valley  is  in  Las  Vegas,  nearly  24  miles  northeast  of  the 
project.  The  planned  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport  (analysis  of  the  airport  is  currently 
suspended)  may  be  constructed  north  of  Primm,  approximately  3 miles  northeast  of  the 
proposed  project  (FAA  2012).  The  SunPower  Solar  Module  Glare  and  Reflectance  Technical 
Note  T09014  (SunPower  2009)  notes  that  existing  PV  solar  array  projects  installed  near 
airports  or  on  air  force  bases  have  passed  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  or  Air  Force 
standards,  and  been  determined  as  “no  hazard  to  air  navigation”.  The  possible  glint  and  glare 
from  PV  panels  are  at  safe  levels,  and  usually  considerably  lower  than  other  common  reflective 
surfaces.  There  would  be  no  hazard  to  existing  or  planned  airport  operations  from  glint  and 
glare  effects  of  the  proposed  facility. 


Lighting  Impacts 

Like  construction,  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  proposed  facility  would  be  performed  in 
accordance  with  the  Applicant’s  Lighting  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  20121).  Under  this  plan, 
no  lighting  would  be  placed  on  the  facility  perimeter  fence  surrounding  the  2,143  acre  facility. 
Lighting  would  only  be  placed  at  the  O&M  Building,  substation,  entrance  gate,  and  security 
guard  booth,  all  of  which  are  located  in  a limited  area  near  the  facility  entrance.  The  lighting 
would  be  shielded  and  directed  downward,  and  would  be  controlled  by  manual  switch  or  by 
motion  sensor  adjusted  to  human  height. 

Although  impacts  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  this  plan,  facility  lighting  would 
still  be  visible  at  night  from  all  KOPs.  Mitigation  measure  MM-VR-2  would  be  required  to  reduce 
impacts  associated  with  night  lighting. 

Decommissioning 

After  the  end  of  the  project’s  useful  life,  decommissioning  would  involve  removal  of  all  built 
project  structures  and  site  restoration  in  accordance  with  the  approved  Decommissioning  Plan 
(First  Solar  201 2d).  The  decommissioning  of  the  project  would  be  similar  to  the  construction 
activities  described  earlier,  and  would  include  demolition  and  removal  of  above-ground  and 
subsurface  facilities  and  site  contouring  and  restoration.  However,  the  duration  of 
decommissioning  would  be  shorter  than  the  duration  of  construction.  Complete  removal  of  the 
facility  would  leave  an  adverse  visual  impact  over  the  entire  site  due  to  the  strong  color  contrast 
created  between  graded,  disturbed  soil  areas  and  undisturbed  soil  areas  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
project  site.  Revegetation  in  this  desert  region  is  difficult  and  generally  of  limited  success. 
Thus,  visual  recovery  from  land  disturbance  of  closure  and  decommissioning  would  likely  occur 
only  over  a very  long  period  of  time.  To  ensure  site  revegetation  and  restoration  as  rapidly  as 
possible,  mitigation  measure  MM-VR-1  is  recommended  to  achieve  site  restoration  to  the  extent 
feasible. 


November  2013 


4.18-11 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.18  Visual  Resources 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  have  an  adverse  impact 
on  visual  resources  in  the  area.  The  establishment  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  in  the  NEMO  plan 
amendments  (BLM  2002)  specified  that  additional  cumulative  surface  disturbance  within  the 
DWMA  is  limited  to  1 percent  of  the  total  area  of  the  DWMA.  This  restriction  would  place 
substantial  limits  on  future  development  that  could  take  place  on  the  additional  23,363  acres 
that  would  be  added  to  the  DWMA  under  the  Proposed  Action,  thus  making  it  unlikely  that 
development  projects  that  would  create  adverse  visual  impacts  would  be  implemented  in  the 
future.  As  a result,  the  current  visual  character  of  the  area  would  remain  in  its  current  condition. 
Therefore,  the  modification  of  the  DWMA  boundary  would  constitute  a beneficial  impact  to 
visual  resources. 


4.18.4.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

This  analysis  considered  the  potential  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  in  relation  to  the  four 
significance  criteria  for  visual  resource  impacts  listed  in  Appendix  G of  the  CEQA  Guidelines, 
under  Aesthetics,  and  the  three  additional  criteria  presented  in  Section  4.18.2  above. 


Vis-1 

Construction 

Although  no  designated  scenic  vistas  exist  in  the  study  area,  viewpoints  in  the  Clark  Mountains 
within  the  Mojave  National  Preserve  and  the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area  may  be  considered 
scenic  vistas  due  both  to  their  very  high  scenic  quality  and  high  levels  of  recreational  use.  As 
shown  in  Figure  4.18-6B  for  KOP-10  in  the  Clark  Mountains,  and  Figure  4.18-7B  for  KOP-12  in 
the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area,  the  proposed  Stateline  facility  would  be  visible  from  elevated 
vantage  points  in  the  area.  However,  although  vegetation  removal  on  an  area  of  2,143  acres 
would  occur  during  construction,  the  construction  area  would  not  be  prominently  visible  in  the 
views  from  either  KOP-10  or  KOP-12.  Construction  would  not  involve  any  structures  that  are 
elevated  more  than  approximately  12  feet  above  the  ground  surface.  From  KOP-10,  the 
construction  site  would  be  located  approximately  5 miles  away.  Although  the  site  would  be 
located  much  closer  to  KOP-12  (within  less  than  1 mile),  the  site  view  from  that  location  would 
be  dominated  by  transmission  towers  in  the  foreground,  and  the  low-lying  construction  site 
would  not  be  prominently  visible. 

View  corridors  to  Clark  Mountain  from  1-15  could  also  be  considered  to  be  a scenic  vista  in  light 
of  the  County  scenic  designation  of  1-15  within  Ivanpah  Valley.  Although  the  construction  area 
of  proposed  facility  would  be  visible  from  1-15  (see  Figures  4.1 8-1 B and  4.18-2B),  it  would  not 
substantially  obstruct  these  scenic  views  because  of  the  low  height  of  any  construction 
equipment. 

Overall,  the  impact  of  construction  on  scenic  vistas  would  be  less  than  significant.  In  addition, 
the  impact  associated  with  construction  would  be  temporary.  All  disturbed  areas  would 
eventually  either  be  covered  by  PV  arrays,  or  would  be  restored  as  required  by  mitigation 
measure  MM-VR-1. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

As  with  construction,  the  completed,  operational  facility  would  be  visible  from  elevated  vantage 
points  in  the  area  (KOP-10  and  KOP-12),  and  from  1-15  (KOP-3  and  KOP-5).  However,  similar 
to  construction,  the  view  of  the  operational  facility  from  the  KOPs  that  provide  scenic  vistas 

November  201 3 4.1 8-1 2 Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.18  Visual  Resources 


would  not  be  prominent  for  several  reasons.  The  completed  solar  arrays  would  not  have  any 
structures  greater  than  approximately  12  feet  in  height,  and  the  configuration  of  the  solar  arrays 
in  low  lying;  horizontal  rows  would  appear  as  a dark  horizontal  band  that  is  somewhat  indistinct 
from  the  surrounding  landscape.  Also,  the  views  of  the  facility  would  be  much  less  prominent 
than  those  of  the  adjacent  Ivanpah  SEGS  facility,  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  and  transmission 
towers,  each  of  which  includes  elements  that  have  a greater  height  above  the  ground  surface 
than  would  the  Stateline  facility. 

Overall,  the  impact  of  the  proposed  facility  on  scenic  vistas  would  be  less  than  significant.  In 
addition,  the  visibility  of  the  facility  would  also  be  reduced  through  the  treatment  of  the  surfaces 
of  structures  (required  in  mitigation  measure  MM-VR-3)  and  design  elements  intended  to 
reduce  the  visual  contrast  to  the  landscape  (required  in  mitigation  measures  MM-VR-4). 


Decommissioning 

The  visual  impacts  of  the  proposed  facility  on  scenic  vistas  during  decommissioning  would  be 
similar  to  those  described  for  construction.  Visibility  of  project  structures  would  be  reduced  as 
decommissioning  proceeded  as  transmission  lines  and  solar  arrays  are  removed  from  the  site. 
The  removal  of  the  existing  facility  would  leave  an  adverse  visual  appearance  over  the  entire 
site  due  to  the  strong  color  contrast  created  between  graded,  disturbed  soil  areas  and 
undisturbed  soil  areas  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site.  However,  this  appearance  would  not  be 
prominently  visible  from  KOP-3,  KOP-5,  KOP-IO,  or  KOP-12  because  it  would  include  no 
structures  elevated  above  the  surrounding  vegetation,  it  would  appear  in  only  in  middle  and 
distant  ground  views,  and  it  would  be  partially  shielded  by  other  manmade  facilities  (Ivanpah 
SEGS,  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  and  transmission  lines).  Therefore,  the  impact  of 
decommissioning  of  the  proposed  facility  on  scenic  vistas  would  be  less  than  significant. 
Revegetation  of  areas  in  this  desert  region  are  difficult  and  generally  of  limited  success.  Thus, 
visual  recovery  from  land  disturbance  of  closure  and  decommissioning  would  likely  occur  only 
over  a very  long  period  of  time.  To  ensure  site  revegetation  and  restoration  as  rapidly  as 
possible,  mitigation  measure  MM-VR-1  is  recommended  to  achieve  site  restoration  to  the  extent 
feasible. 


Vis-2 

The  proposed  facility  site  is  located  adjacent  to  1-15,  which  is  not  a designated  State  Scenic 
Highway.  In  addition,  there  are  no  notable  scenic  features  or  historic  structures  located  within 
the  site.  Therefore,  the  project  would  not  substantially  damage  scenic  resources  such  as  trees, 
rock  outcroppings,  or  historic  buildings  along  a State  Scenic  Highway  and  the  resulting  visual 
impact  would  be  less  than  significant  under  this  criterion. 


Vis-3 

Construction 

Although  vegetation  removal  on  an  area  of  2,143  acres  would  occur  during  construction,  the 
construction  area  would  not  be  prominently  visible  in  the  views  from  any  of  the  KOPs.  The 
closest  KOP  would  be  located  more  than  1 mile  from  the  proposed  facility,  and  because 
construction  would  not  involve  any  structures  that  are  elevated  more  than  approximately  12  feet 
above  the  ground  surface,  the  cleared  area  would  not  be  prominently  visible  or  block  views 
from  any  KOP.  Also,  the  views  of  the  cleared  area  would  be  much  less  prominent  than  those 
associated  with  the  adjacent  Ivanpah  SEGS  facility,  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  and 
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transmission  towers,  each  of  which  includes  elements  that  have  a greater  height  above  the 
ground  surface  than  would  the  Stateline  facility. 

Overall,  the  impact  of  the  proposed  facility  on  the  existing  visual  character  of  the  site  and  its 
surrounding  landscape,  as  viewed  from  any  of  the  KOPs,  would  be  less  than  significant.  In 
addition,  the  impact  associated  with  construction  would  be  temporary.  All  disturbed  areas 
would  eventually  either  be  covered  by  PV  arrays,  or  would  be  restored  as  required  by  mitigation 
measure  MM-VR-1. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

As  discussed  in  Section  4.18.3.1  of  this  analysis,  the  proposed  Stateline  facility  would  introduce 
structures  with  industrial  character  into  the  foreground  to  background  views  from  1-15  (KOP-3, 
KOP-5,  and  KOP-9),  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  (KOP-6  and  KOP-7),  the  Mojave  National 
Preserve  (KOP-IO),  and  the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area  (KOP-12).  For  the  KOPs  from  which 
the  facility  would  be  visible  in  the  middle  ground  or  background  (KOPs-3,  5,  9,  10,  and  12),  the 
dark  color  of  the  PV  modules  would  recede  into  the  landscape,  and  the  rectangular  form  and 
horizontal  line  of  the  arrays  would  repeat  the  horizontal  planes  and  lines  of  the  valley 
landscape.  Although  KOP-6  and  KOP-7  are  located  much  closer  to  the  proposed  facility,  the 
facility  would  still  not  be  prominent  in  views  from  these  locations.  The  completed  solar  arrays 
would  not  have  any  structures  greater  than  approximately  12  feet  in  height,  so  would  not  block 
views  from  any  KOPs.  The  configuration  of  the  solar  arrays  in  low  lying,  horizontal  rows  would 
appear  as  a dark  horizontal  band  that  is  somewhat  indistinct  from  the  surrounding  landscape, 
so  they  would  not  create  substantial  levels  of  visual  contrast.  Also,  the  views  of  the  facility 
would  be  much  less  prominent  than  those  associated  with  the  adjacent  Ivanpah  SEGS  facility, 
Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  and  transmission  towers,  each  of  which  includes  elements  that  have 
a greater  height  above  the  ground  surface  than  would  the  Stateline  facility. 

Overall,  the  impact  of  the  proposed  facility  on  the  existing  visual  character  of  the  site  and  its 
surrounding  landscape,  as  viewed  from  any  of  the  KOPs,  would  be  less  than  significant.  In 
addition,  the  visibility  of  the  facility  would  also  be  reduced  through  the  treatment  of  the  surfaces 
of  structures  (required  in  mitigation  measure  MM-VR-3)  and  design  elements  intended  to 
reduce  the  visual  contrast  to  the  landscape  (required  in  mitigation  measures  MM-VR-4). 


Decommissioning 

The  visual  impacts  of  the  proposed  facility  during  decommissioning  would  be  similar  to  those 
described  for  construction.  Visibility  of  project  structures  would  be  reduced  as 
decommissioning  proceeded  as  transmission  lines  and  solar  arrays  are  removed  from  the  site. 
The  removal  of  the  existing  facility  would  leave  an  adverse  visual  appearance  over  the  entire 
site  due  to  the  strong  color  contrast  created  between  graded,  disturbed  soil  areas  and 
undisturbed  soil  areas  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site.;  However,  this  appearance  would  not  be 
prominently  visible  from  any  KOPs  because  it  would  include  no  structures  elevated  above  the 
surrounding  vegetation,  it  would  appear  in  only  in  middle  and  distant  ground  views,  and  it  would 
be  partially  shielded  by  other  manmade  facilities  (Ivanpah  SEGS,  the  Primm  Valley  Golf 
Course,  and  transmission  lines).  Therefore,  the  impact  of  decommissioning  of  the  proposed 
facility  on  the  existing  visual  character  of  the  site  and  its  surrounding  landscape,  as  viewed  from 
any  of  the  KOPs,  would  be  less  than  significant.  Revegetation  of  areas  in  this  desert  region  are 
difficult  and  generally  of  limited  success.  Thus,  visual  recovery  from  land  disturbance  of 
closure  and  decommissioning  would  likely  occur  only  over  a very  long  period  of  time.  To 
ensure  site  revegetation  and  restoration  as  rapidly  as  possible,  mitigation  measure  MM-VR-1  is 
recommended  to  achieve  site  restoration  to  the  extent  feasible. 
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Vis-4 

The  proposed  facility  would  not  create  a new  source  of  substantial  light  that  would  adversely 
affect  nighttime  views  in  the  area.  Lighting  would  be  used  on  occasion  during  construction,  and 
lighting  would  be  installed  on  the  operational  facility  in  accordance  with  the  Applicant’s  Lighting 
Management  Plan  (First  Solar  20121).  Although  lighting  would  be  visible  from  all  KOPs  at  night, 
it  would  be  located  in  a limited  area  near  the  facility  entrance,  and  would  be  only  one  of 
numerous  sources  of  lighting  in  the  area.  Therefore,  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 
Mitigation  measure  MM-VR-2  would  further  assist  in  maintaining  night  lighting  impacts  to  less 
than  significant  levels. 


4.18.4.3  Additional  Criteria  Determinations 

Would  the  presence  of  the  project  or  alternative  result  in  a long-term  (greater  than  three 
years)  inconsistency  with  established  (or  interim)  BLM  VRM  class  objectives? 

No.  As  discussed  in  Section  4.18.3.1  of  this  analysis,  the  proposed  facility  would  be  visible, 
and  would  introduce  structures  with  industrial  character  into  the  foreground  to  background 
views  from  1-15  (KOP-3,  KOP-5,  and  KOP-9),  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  (KOP-6  and  KOP- 
7),  the  Mojave  National  Preserve  (KOP-10),  and  the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area  (KOP-12).  The 
configuration  of  the  solar  arrays  in  low  lying,  horizontal  rows  would  appear  as  a dark  horizontal 
band  that  is  somewhat  indistinct  from  the  surrounding  landscape,  so  they  would  not  create 
substantial  levels  of  visual  contrast.  Also,  the  views  of  the  facility  would  be  much  less 
prominent  than  those  associated  with  the  adjacent  Ivanpah  SEGS  facility,  Primm  Valley  Golf 
Course,  and  transmission  towers,  each  of  which  includes  elements  that  have  a greater  height 
above  the  ground  surface  than  would  the  Stateline  facility.  Therefore,  Alternative  1 would  meet 
the  VRM  Class  III  objective  to  partially  retain  the  existing  character  of  the  landscape. 


Would  the  construction  or  presence  of  the  project  and  any  of  its  components  result  in  an 
inconsistency  with  local  regulations , plans,  and  standards  applicable  to  the  protection  of 
visual  resources? 

Yes.  As  discussed  in  Section  3.18.2,  the  proposed  facility  would  not  be  consistent  with  Goal 
OS-5  of  the  Open  Space  Element  of  the  San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan.  The  proposed 
project  would  be  visible  from  1-15,  which  is  designated  as  a scenic  route  by  the  County.  The 
project  would  not  be  perceived  as  maintaining  or  enhancing  the  visual  character  of  the  area  as 
seen  from  1-15.  However,  the  San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan  is  not  applicable  to  projects 
located  entirely  on  public  lands. 


Would  the  presence  of  the  proposed  facility  add  to  a cumulative  visual  alteration? 

Yes.  The  analysis  and  conclusions  regarding  visual  effects  are  discussed  in  Section  4.18.10 
below. 


4.18.5  Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 
4.18.5.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

The  direct  and  indirect  impacts  of  Alternative  2 would  be  greater  than  those  described  for 
Alternative  1 (Proposed  Action).  The  Solar  Farm  site,  gen-tie  corridor,  and  access  corridor 
under  Alternative  2 would  require  approximately  2,385  acres  of  land  managed  by  the  BLM, 
which  is  242  acres  (or  about  12  percent)  more  than  the  Proposed  Action.  Alternative  2 would 
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also  include  implementation  of  a portion  of  the  solar  farm  in  a separate  area  to  the  south  of  the 
Primm  Valley  Golf  Course.  The  southern  parcel  of  solar  arrays  under  Alternative  2 would  be 
much  closer  to  several  of  the  KOPs  than  Alternative  1,  resulting  in  greater  visibility  to  the  viewer 
from  those  locations.  The  differences  in  distance  from  these  KOPs  is  as  follows: 

• KOP-5.  Under  Alternative  1,  the  closest  solar  arrays  would  be  located  2.2  miles  from 
viewers  on  1-15  at  this  KOP  location.  Under  Alternative  2,  the  closest  arrays  would  be 
located  approximately  0.5  miles  from  viewers  on  1-15. 

• KOP-7.  Under  Alternative  1,  the  closest  solar  array  would  be  located  approximately  0.5 
miles  from  this  KOP.  Under  Alternative  2,  the  array  located  0.5  miles  away  would  still  be 
in  that  location.  However,  as  additional  array  would  be  located  a few  hundred  feet 
away,  directly  across  the  road  from  the  golf  course. 

• KOP-10.  From  KOP-10,  the  solar  array  in  Alternative  1 would  be  located  in  the 
background  views.  Under  Alternative  2,  the  arrays  would  still  be  in  the  background 
views,  but  there  would  be  two  separate  arrays  visible  instead  of  one. 


Construction 

The  types  of  construction  impacts  resulting  from  Alternative  2 would  be  essentially  the  same  as 
for  Alternative  1.  These  would  include  the  contrast  created  by  the  removal  of  vegetation,  the 
appearance  of  construction  equipment,  and  the  presence  of  lighting.  As  discussed  above,  the 
construction  would  occur  in  a location  that  would  be  more  visible,  and  therefore  create  more  of 
an  adverse  impact,  from  three  of  the  KOP  locations.  The  visual  impact  during  construction 
would  be  temporary,  lasting  for  the  construction  period  of  2 to  4 years. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

An  analysis  of  operation  and  maintenance  impacts  of  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  was 
conducted  for  the  view  areas  represented  by  the  KOPs  selected  for  in-depth  visual  analysis 
(KOPs  3,  5,  6,  7,  8,  10,  and  12;  see  Figure  3.18-1).  The  results  of  the  impact  analysis  are 
discussed  below  by  KOP  and  presented  in  the  Visual  Analysis  Summary  Table  included  as 
Appendix  C.  For  each  of  the  selected  KOPs,  a contrast  rating  analysis  was  conducted  to 
determine  the  level  of  change  that  would  be  caused  by  project  implementation  and  the  facility’s 
consistency  with  the  applicable  VRM  class  management  objectives.  Contrast  Rating  Data 
Sheets  are  also  provided  in  Appendix  C.  The  vast  majority  of  the  area  disturbed  by 
construction  would  eventually  be  occupied  by  solar  arrays,  so  it  is  unlikely  that  areas  of 
disturbed  soil  surfaces  (characterized  by  high  color,  line  and  texture  contrasts)  would  still 
remain  and  be  visible  from  the  various  viewing  vantage  points  after  construction  is  completed. 
Impacts  associated  with  the  visual  appearance  of  project  infrastructure  would  be  reduced 
through  implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-VR-3  (treatment  of  the  surfaces  of  project 
structures)  and  mitigation  measures  MM-VR-4  (project  design). 


KOP-3  - Interstate  15  south  of  Primm 

Figure  4. 18-1 A presents  the  existing  view  from  KOP-3  on  northbound  1-15  about  2 miles  south 
of  Primm.  The  view  is  to  the  west  and  southwest  towards  the  Clark  Mountain  Range  with 
Interstate,  and  shows  1-15  in  the  foreground,  and  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  and  the  alluvial  fan  in  the 
middle  ground.  Figure  4.18-1C  presents  a visual  simulation  that  depicts  the  addition  of  the 
proposed  solar  arrays  in  Alternative  2.  The  impacts  and  the  degree  of  contrast  under 
Alternative  2 would  appear  very  similar  to  Alternative  1,  with  the  exception  that  the  horizontal 
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extent  of  the  panels  is  longer  than  Alternative  1,  and  interrupted  by  a break  between  two 
separated  arrays. 


KOP-5  - Interstate  15  south  of  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club 

Figure  4.18-2A  presents  the  existing  view  from  KOP-5  at  the  Yates  Well  Road  exit  on  Interstate 
15  about  0.5  miles  south  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club.  The  view  is  to  the  northwest  towards 
the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area  in  the  Mesquite  Range.  Figure  4.18-2C  presents  a visual 
simulation  that  depicts  the  addition  of  the  proposed  solar  arrays  in  Alternative  2.  This 
simulation  shows  two  arrays.  The  north  array  would  appear  very  similar  to  Alternative  1,  being 
located  approximately  2.2  miles  north  of  the  KOP.  The  south  array  is  in  close  proximity  to  the 
KOP,  within  0.5  miles.  The  reflected  sunlight  (PV  panels  absorb  most  sunlight)  from  the  south 
array  panels  as  they  face  the  KOP  would  appear  as  a silvery-gray  color  that  would  have  a 
moderate  contrast  with  adjacent  darker  soils  and  vegetation  for  a maximum  of  V2  hour  in  the 
morning  during  summer  months.  The  panels  would  appear  as  a dark  horizontal  band  located  at 
slightly  more  than  0.5  mile  from  the  KOP  that  is  somewhat  indistinct  from  the  surrounding 
landscape. 

The  dark  color  of  the  PV  modules  recedes  into  the  landscape,  and  the  form  and  horizontal  line 
of  the  arrays  repeat  the  horizontal  planes  and  lines  of  the  valley  landscape;  however,  the 
contrasts  of  the  panel  arrays  would  be  moderate  because  of  the  large  scale  of  the  south  array, 
which  is  in  close  proximity  to  the  KOP  and  extends  across  a broad  horizontal  extent  of  the  field 
of  view.  Supporting  infrastructure  such  as  roads  and  the  Gen-Tie  line  are  visible,  but  small  in 
scale  relative  to  existing  landscape  features. 

The  overall  level  of  change  would  be  moderate  as  seen  from  the  KOP  primarily  because  of  the 
large  scale  of  the  south  array  as  seen  from  KOP  5.  Alternative  2 would  meet  the  VRM  Class  III 
objective  to  partially  retain  the  existing  character  of  the  landscape. 


KOP-6  - Northwest  Corner  of  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club 

Figure  4.18-3A  presents  the  existing  view  from  KOP-6  from  a high  point  within  the  golf  course. 
Views  towards  the  proposed  project  from  much  of  the  golf  course  would  be  screened  by  a berm 
along  the  course  perimeter.  The  view  is  to  the  northwest  and  north,  and  includes  the  golf 
course  greens  and  landscaping,  and  winding  paved  path,  sparse  golf  course  structures. 
Beyond  the  golf  course,  the  lattice  towers  of  a transmission  line  extend  from  the  foreground  to 
the  background;  the  town  of  Primm  is  visible  in  the  background  to  the  north.  The  rugged  Clark 
Mountain  Range  provides  a backdrop  to  KOP  views.  The  Ivanpah  SEGS  is  currently  under 
construction  to  the  west  and  southwest  of  the  KOP;  the  visual  simulations  depict  the  completed 
Ivanpah  project. 

Figure  4.18-3C  presents  a visual  simulation  that  depicts  the  addition  of  the  proposed  solar 
arrays  in  Alternative  2.  The  northern  portion  of  the  Alternative  2 array  would  be  very  similar  in 
appearance  as  seen  from  KOP-6  as  described  for  Alternative  1;  the  smaller  footprint  would  not 
change  the  appearance  because  of  the  view  angle.  The  south  array  would  be  about  0.73  miles 
southwest  of  the  KOP.  The  additive  effect  of  the  south  array  would  increase  the  visibility  of 
Alternative  2 to  a substantially  greater  degree  than  Alternative  1.  Alternative  2 would  not  meet 
the  VRM  Class  III  objective  to  partially  retain  the  existing  character  of  the  landscape  as  seen 
from  KOP-6.  Alternative  2 would  have  the  largest  impact  of  the  four  alternatives,  because  the 
north  and  south  arrays  would  be  visible  from  the  KOP. 
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KOP-7  - Southwest  Comer  of  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club 

Figure  4.18-4A  presents  the  existing  view  from  KOP-7  from  the  southwest  corner  of  Primm  Golf 
Course.  The  view  is  to  the  west,  and  includes  the  golf  course  ditch  at  the  course  perimeter,  a 
fence,  and  the  gently  rising  alluvial  fan  to  the  west  of  the  course.  The  Ivanpah  SEGS  is 
currently  under  construction  to  the  northwest,  west  and  southwest  of  the  KOP;  the  visual 
simulations  depict  the  completed  Ivanpah  project.  Figure  4.18-4C  presents  a visual  simulation 
that  depicts  the  addition  of  the  proposed  solar  arrays  in  Alternative  2.  The  southern  portion  of 
Alternative  2 would  be  within  0.10  miles  of  KOP-7. 

The  reflected  sunlight  (PV  panels  absorb  most  sunlight)  from  the  panels  as  they  face  the  KOP 
would  appear  as  a light,  silvery-gray  color  that  would  contrast  with  adjacent  darker  soils  and 
vegetation  for  a very  brief  period  in  the  morning.  The  supporting  infrastructure  (tall,  narrow, 
straight  edge  distribution  line  poles,  and  the  shielded  night-lighting)  would  be  visible  due  to  the 
close  proximity  of  the  array.  The  facility  would  dominate  the  view,  and  the  overall  level  of 
change  would  be  high  because  of  the  large  scale  and  close  proximity  of  the  array  to  the  KOP. 
Alternative  2 would  not  meet  the  VRM  Class  III  objective  to  partially  retain  the  existing  character 
of  the  landscape  as  seen  from  KOP-7.  The  impacts  to  viewers  at  the  golf  course  are 
substantially  larger  under  Alternative  2 than  under  Alternatives  1 , 3,  or  4. 


KOP-9  - Nipton  Road  Overpass 

Figure  4.18-5A  presents  the  existing  view  from  KOP-9.  KOP-9  provides  a view  to  the  north- 
northwest  from  the  Nipton  Road  overpass  at  1-15  nearly  10  miles  south  of  Primm,  Nevada  (the 
KOP  is  in  California).  The  highway  and  Nipton  Road  on  the  overpass  are  in  the  immediate 
foreground.  The  Clark  Mountain  Range  provides  a rugged  backdrop  to  the  foreground  to 
background  views  of  the  flat  Ivanpah  Valley.  The  Ivanpah  SEGS  is  currently  under  construction 
to  the  west  and  southwest  of  the  KOP;  the  visual  simulations  depict  the  completed  Ivanpah 
project. 

Figure  4.18-5C  presents  a visual  simulation  that  depicts  the  addition  of  the  proposed  solar 
arrays  in  Alternative  2.  The  impacts  from  the  north  array  are  identical  to  the  impacts  described 
for  Alternative  1.  The  south  array  is  about  4 miles  north  of  KOP-9.  The  impacts  and  the 
degree  of  contrast  from  the  south  array  would  be  very  similar  to  the  north  array.  There  would 
be  a slightly  greater  level  of  contrast  under  Alternative  2 than  from  Alternative  1 primarily 
because  both  arrays  are  visible,  increasing  the  overall  scale  of  the  project.  The  panels  would 
appear  distant,  dark  and  muted  horizontal  bands  that  are  somewhat  indistinct  from  the 
surrounding  landscape.  Alternative  2 would  meet  the  VRM  Class  III  objective  to  partially  retain 
the  existing  character  of  the  landscape. 


KOP-IO  - Clark  Mountain  Range  near  Benson  Mine 

Figure  4.18-6A  presents  the  existing  view  from  KOP-IO  from  the  Mojave  National  Preserve 
near  Clark  Mountain.  KOP-IO  provides  a view  to  the  east  and  northeast  from  Colosseum  Road 
in  the  Mojave  National  Preserve.  The  KOP  overlooks  part  of  Ivanpah  Valley  and  Ivanpah  Dry 
Lake.  Hills  at  the  base  of  the  Clark  Mountain  Range  frame  the  view  of  the  valley.  The  Lucy 
Gray  Mountains  are  in  background  views.  The  Ivanpah  SEGS  is  currently  under  construction  to 
the  west  and  southwest  of  the  KOP;  the  visual  simulations  depict  the  completed  Ivanpah 
project. 

Figure  4.18-6C  presents  a visual  simulation  that  depicts  the  addition  of  the  proposed  solar 
arrays  in  Alternative  2.  The  impacts  from  the  north  array  are  identical  to  the  impacts  described 
for  Alternative  1.  The  south  array  is  about  4.8  miles  east  of  KOP-IO.  The  impacts  and  the 
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degree  of  contrast  from  the  south  array  would  be  very  similar  to  the  north  array.  There  would 
be  a slightly  great  level  of  contrast  under  Alternative  2 than  from  Alternative  1 primarily  because 
both  arrays  increase  the  overall  scale  of  the  project.  The  panels  would  appear  distant,  dark  and 
muted  horizontal  bands  that  are  somewhat  indistinct  from  the  surrounding  landscape. 
Alternative  2 would  meet  the  VRM  Class  III  objective  to  partially  retain  the  existing  character  of 
the  landscape. 


KOP-12  - Stateline  Wilderness  Area 

Figure  4.18-7A  presents  the  existing  view  from  KOP-12  from  the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area 
north  of  the  project  site.  KOP-12  is  on  a transmission  line  access  road  2.8  miles  west  of 
Primm.  The  view  is  to  the  south,  and  includes  a broad  expanse  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  with  a 
mountainous  backdrop  to  the  southeast,  south,  and  southwest.  The  rugged  Clark  Mountain 
Range  provides  a backdrop  to  KOP  views.  The  Ivanpah  SEGS  is  currently  under  construction 
to  the  west  and  southwest  of  the  KOP;  the  visual  simulations  depict  the  completed  Ivanpah 
project. 

Figure  4.18-7C  presents  a visual  simulation  that  depicts  the  addition  of  the  proposed  solar 
arrays  in  Alternative  2.  The  north  solar  array  would  be  nearly  1 mile  south  of  KOP-12;  the  south 
array  would  be  screened  by  the  north  array.  The  impacts  and  contrasts  would  be  very  similar  to 
Alternative  1;  however,  the  overall  degree  of  impact  would  be  less  because  the  facility  and 
associated  contrasts  are  reduced  in  scale  relative  to  the  landscape.  Alternative  2 would  meet 
the  VRM  Class  III  objective  to  partially  retain  the  existing  character  of  the  landscape. 


Decommissioning 

After  the  end  of  the  project’s  useful  life,  decommissioning  would  involve  removal  of  all  built 
project  structures  and  site  restoration  in  accordance  with  the  approved  Decommissioning  Plan 
(First  Solar  201 2d).  Complete  removal  of  the  facility  would  leave  an  adverse  visual  impact  over 
the  entire  site  due  to  the  strong  color  contrast  created  between  graded,  disturbed  soil  areas  and 
undisturbed  soil  areas  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site.  Revegetation  in  this  desert  region  is 
difficult  and  generally  of  limited  success.  Thus,  visual  recovery  from  land  disturbance  of 
closure  and  decommissioning  would  likely  occur  only  over  a very  long  period  of  time.  To 
ensure  site  revegetation  and  restoration  as  rapidly  as  possible,  mitigation  measure  MM-VR-1  is 
recommended  to  achieve  site  restoration  to  the  extent  feasible. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  approximately  the  same 
under  Alternative  2 as  Alternative  1.  The  establishment  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  in  the  NEMO 
plan  amendments  (BLM  2002)  specified  that  additional  cumulative  surface  disturbance  within 
the  DWMA  is  limited  to  1 percent  of  the  total  area  of  the  DWMA.  This  restriction  would  place 
substantial  limits  on  future  development  that  could  take  place  on  the  additional  23, 121  acres 
that  would  be  added  to  the  DWMA  under  Alternative  2,  thus  making  it  unlikely  that  development 
projects  that  would  create  adverse  visual  impacts  would  be  implemented  in  the  future.  As  a 
result,  the  current  visual  character  of  the  area  would  remain  in  its  current  condition.  Therefore, 
the  modification  of  the  DWMA  boundary  would  constitute  a beneficial  impact  to  visual 
resources. 


November  2013 


4.18-19 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.18  Visual  Resources 


4.18.5.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

The  impact  significance  determinations  for  Alternative  2 would  be  the  same  as  for  Alternative  1. 


4.18.5.3  Additional  Criteria  Determinations 

Would  the  presence  of  the  project  or  alternative  result  in  a long-term  (greater  than  three 
years)  inconsistency  with  established  (or  interim)  BLM  VRM  class  objectives? 

Yes.  The  additive  effect  of  the  south  array  in  Alternative  2 would  increase  the  visibility  of  the 
facility  from  KOP-6  and  KOP-7  to  a substantially  greater  degree  than  Alternative  1 . Alternative 
2 would  not  meet  the  VRM  Class  III  objective  to  partially  retain  the  existing  character  of  the 
landscape  as  seen  from  KOP-6  or  7. 


The  other  additional  determinations  made  for  Alternative  1 would  also  apply  to  Alternative  2. 


4.18.6  Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 
4.18.6.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

The  direct  and  indirect  impacts  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  essentially  be  the  same  as  for 
Alternative  1 (Proposed  Action).  In  general,  the  acreage  of  the  two  alternatives  is 
approximately  the  same,  and  their  location  with  respect  to  the  KOP  locations  is  approximately 
the  same.  Therefore,  the  visual  appearance  and  impacts  of  construction,  operations,  and 
decommissioning  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  similar  to  that  described  for  the  Proposed 
Action. 


Construction 

Construction  impacts  resulting  from  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  essentially  the  same  as  for 
Alternative  1.  The  reader  is  referred  to  Section  4.18.3.1  above  for  a complete  discussion  of  the 
visual  impacts  that  would  be  experienced  during  project  construction. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operation  and  maintenance  impacts  resulting  from  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  essentially 
the  same  as  for  Alternative  1.  Impacts  associated  with  the  visual  appearance  of  project 
infrastructure  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-VR-3 
(treatment  of  the  surfaces  of  project  structures)  and  mitigation  measures  MM-VR-4  (project 
design).  The  visual  simulations  presented  for  Alternative  3 in  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  are  still 
applicable  for  Revised  Alternative  3,  except  the  visual  portion  of  the  facility  in  Revised 
Alternative  3 would  be  slightly  smaller  than  that  shown  in  the  simulations. 


KOP-3  - Interstate  15  south  of  Primm 

Figure  4.1 8-1 A presents  the  existing  view  from  KOP-3  on  northbound  1-15  about  2 miles  south 
of  Primm.  The  view  is  to  the  west  and  southwest  towards  the  Clark  Mountain  Range  with 
Interstate,  and  shows  1-15  in  the  foreground,  and  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  and  the  alluvial  fan  in  the 
middle  ground.  Figure  4.18-ID  presents  a visual  simulation  that  depicts  the  addition  of  the 
proposed  solar  arrays  in  Alternative  3.  The  impacts  and  the  degree  of  contrast  under 
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Alternative  3 would  appear  very  similar  to  Alternative  1;  the  horizontal  band  would  appear  wider. 
The  degree  of  contrast  is  slightly  larger  in  extent;  but  otherwise  very  similar. 


KOP-5  - Interstate  15  south  of  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club 

Figure  4.18-2A  presents  the  existing  view  from  KOP-5  at  the  Yates  Well  Road  exit  on  1-15 
about  0.5  miles  south  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club.  The  view  is  to  the  northwest  towards  the 
Stateline  Wilderness  Area  in  the  Mesquite  Range.  Figure  4.18-2D  presents  a visual  simulation 
that  depicts  the  addition  of  the  proposed  solar  arrays  in  Alternative  3.  The  impacts  and  the 
degree  of  contrast  under  Alternative  3 would  appear  identical  to  Alternative  1 . 


KOP-6  - Northwest  Corner  of  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club 

Figure  4.18-3A  presents  the  existing  view  from  KOP-6  from  a high  point  within  the  golf  course. 
Views  towards  the  proposed  project  from  much  of  the  golf  course  would  be  screened  by  a berm 
along  the  course  perimeter.  The  view  is  to  the  northwest  and  north,  and  includes  the  golf 
course  greens  and  landscaping,  and  winding  paved  path,  sparse  golf  course  structures. 
Beyond  the  golf  course,  the  lattice  towers  of  a transmission  line  extend  from  the  foreground  to 
the  background;  the  town  of  Primm  is  visible  in  the  background  to  the  north.  The  rugged  Clark 
Mountain  Range  provides  a backdrop  to  KOP  views.  The  Ivanpah  SEGS  is  currently  under 
construction  to  the  west  and  southwest  of  the  KOP;  the  visual  simulations  depict  the  completed 
Ivanpah  project.  Figure  4.18-3D  presents  a visual  simulation  that  depicts  the  addition  of  the 
proposed  solar  arrays  in  Alternative  3.  The  impacts  and  the  degree  of  contrast  under 
Alternative  3 would  appear  identical  to  Alternative  1 . 


KOP-7  - Southwest  Corner  of  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club 

Figure  4.18-4A  presents  the  existing  view  from  KOP-7  from  the  southwest  corner  of  Primm  Golf 
Course.  The  view  is  to  the  west,  and  includes  the  golf  course  ditch  at  the  course  perimeter,  a 
fence,  and  the  gently  rising  alluvial  fan  to  the  west  of  the  course.  The  Ivanpah  SEGS  is 
currently  under  construction  to  the  northwest,  west  and  southwest  of  the  KOP;  the  visual 
simulations  depict  the  completed  Ivanpah  project.  Figure  4.18-4D  presents  a visual  simulation 
that  depicts  the  addition  of  the  proposed  solar  arrays  in  Alternative  3.  The  impacts  and  the 
degree  of  contrast  under  Alternative  3 would  appear  identical  to  Alternative  1. 


KOP-9  ~ Nipton  Road  Overpass 

Figure  4.18-5A  presents  the  existing  view  from  KOP-9.  KOP-9  provides  a view  to  the  north- 
northwest  from  the  Nipton  Road  overpass  at  1-15  nearly  10  miles  south  of  Primm,  Nevada  (the 
KOP  is  in  California).  The  highway  and  Nipton  Road  on  the  overpass  are  in  the  immediate 
foreground.  The  Clark  Mountain  Range  provides  a rugged  backdrop  to  the  foreground  to 
background  views  of  the  flat  Ivanpah  Valley.  The  Ivanpah  SEGS  is  currently  under  construction 
to  the  west  and  southwest  of  the  KOP;  the  visual  simulations  depict  the  completed  Ivanpah 
project.  Figure  4.18-5D  presents  a visual  simulation  that  depicts  the  addition  of  the  proposed 
solar  arrays  in  Alternative  3.  The  impacts  and  the  degree  of  contrast  under  Alternative  3 would 
appear  identical  to  Alternative  1. 


November  2013 


4.18-21 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.18  Visual  Resources 


KOP-IO  - Clark  Mountain  Range  near  Benson  Mine 

Figure  4.18-6A  presents  the  existing  view  from  KOP-IO  from  the  Mojave  National  Preserve 
near  Clark  Mountain.  KOP-IO  provides  a view  to  the  east  and  northeast  from  Colosseum  Road 
in  the  Mojave  National  Preserve.  The  KOP  overlooks  part  of  Ivanpah  Valley  and  Ivanpah  Dry 
Lake.  Hills  at  the  base  of  the  Clark  Mountain  Range  frame  the  view  of  the  valley.  The  Lucy 
Gray  Mountains  are  in  background  views.  The  Ivanpah  SEGS  is  currently  under  construction  to 
the  west  and  southwest  of  the  KOP;  the  visual  simulations  depict  the  completed  Ivanpah 
project.  Figure  4.18-6D  presents  a visual  simulation  that  depicts  the  addition  of  the  proposed 
solar  arrays  in  Alternative  2.  The  impacts  and  the  degree  of  contrast  under  Alternative  3 would 
appear  identical  to  Alternative  1. 


KOP-12  - Stateline  Wilderness  Area 

Figure  4.18-7A  presents  the  existing  view  from  KOP-12  from  the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area 
north  of  the  project  site.  KOP-12  is  on  a transmission  line  access  road  2.8  miles  west  of 
Primm.  The  view  is  to  the  south,  and  includes  a broad  expanse  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  with  a 
mountainous  backdrop  to  the  southeast,  south,  and  southwest.  The  rugged  Clark  Mountain 
Range  provides  a backdrop  to  KOP  views.  The  Ivanpah  SEGS  is  currently  under  construction 
to  the  west  and  southwest  of  the  KOP;  the  visual  simulations  depict  the  completed  Ivanpah 
project.  Figure  4.18-7D  presents  a visual  simulation  that  depicts  the  addition  of  the  proposed 
solar  arrays  in  Alternative  3.  The  impacts  and  the  degree  of  contrast  under  Alternative  3 would 
appear  identical  to  Alternative  1 . 


Decommissioning 

After  the  end  of  the  project’s  useful  life,  decommissioning  would  involve  removal  of  all  built 
project  structures  and  site  restoration  in  accordance  with  the  approved  Decommissioning  Plan 
(First  Solar  201 2d).  Complete  removal  of  the  facility  would  leave  an  adverse  visual  impact  over 
the  entire  site  due  to  the  strong  color  contrast  created  between  graded,  disturbed  soil  areas  and 
undisturbed  soil  areas  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site.  Revegetation  in  this  desert  region  is 
difficult  and  generally  of  limited  success.  Thus,  visual  recovery  from  land  disturbance  of 
closure  and  decommissioning  would  likely  occur  only  over  a very  long  period  of  time.  To 
ensure  site  revegetation  and  restoration  as  rapidly  as  possible,  mitigation  measure  MM-VR-1  is 
recommended  to  achieve  site  restoration  to  the  extent  feasible. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  approximately  the  same 
under  Revised  Alternative  3 as  Alternative  1.  The  establishment  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  in  the 
NEMO  plan  amendments  (BLM  2002)  specified  that  additional  cumulative  surface  disturbance 
within  the  DWMA  is  limited  to  1 percent  of  the  total  area  of  the  DWMA.  This  restriction  would 
place  substantial  limits  on  future  development  that  could  take  place  on  the  additional  23, 821 
acres  that  would  be  added  to  the  DWMA  under  Revised  Alternative  3,  thus  making  it  unlikely 
that  development  projects  that  would  create  adverse  visual  impacts  would  be  implemented  in 
the  future.  As  a result,  the  current  visual  character  of  the  area  would  remain  in  its  current 
condition.  Therefore,  the  modification  of  the  DWMA  boundary  would  constitute  a beneficial 
impact  to  visual  resources. 
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4.18.6.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

The  impact  significance  determinations  for  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  the  same  as  for 
Alternative  1 . 


4.18.6.3  Additional  Criteria  Determinations 

The  additional  determinations  made  for  Alternative  1 would  also  apply  to  Revised  Alternative  3. 


4.18.7  Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 
4.18.7.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  4 is  conceptually  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1 ),  but  would  be  placed 
within  a different  land  area  which  comprises  1,766  acres.  The  land  area  associated  with 
Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  the  northern  portion  of  the  bifurcated  footprint  of  Alternative 
2.  The  direct  and  indirect  impacts  of  Alternative  4 would  be  reduced  from  those  associated  with 
the  Proposed  Action  due  to  the  smaller  size  of  the  project  footprint  and  reduced  number  of  solar 
arrays. 


Construction 

The  types  of  visual  impacts  resulting  from  project  construction,  including  the  contrast  created  by 
the  removal  of  vegetation,  the  appearance  of  construction  equipment,  and  the  presence  of 
lighting,  would  be  the  same  of  those  described  for  the  Proposed  Action.  However,  the 
magnitude  of  these  impacts  would  be  reduced  by  the  smaller  size  of  the  project  footprint.  In 
addition,  the  duration  of  the  impact  would  be  reduced  due  to  the  shorter  construction  time. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operation  and  maintenance  impacts  resulting  from  Alternative  4 would  be  essentially  the  same 
as  for  Alternatives  1 and  3.  The  visual  appearance  of  the  facility  under  Alternative  4 was  not 
simulated  separately  from  the  other  action  alternatives.  However,  the  appearance  of  the 
alternative,  and  the  visual  impacts,  would  be  most  similar  to  the  visual  simulations  for 
Alternative  3.  Like  the  Proposed  Action,  impacts  associated  with  the  visual  appearance  of 
project  infrastructure  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  mitigation  measure  MM-VR- 
3 (treatment  of  the  surfaces  of  project  structures)  and  mitigation  measures  MM-VR-4  (project 
design). 


Decommissioning 

After  the  end  of  the  project’s  useful  life,  decommissioning  would  involve  removal  of  all  built 
project  structures  and  site  restoration  in  accordance  with  the  approved  Decommissioning  Plan 
(First  Solar  201 2d).  Complete  removal  of  the  facility  would  leave  an  adverse  visual  impact  over 
the  entire  site  due  to  the  strong  color  contrast  created  between  graded,  disturbed  soil  areas  and 
undisturbed  soil  areas  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site.  Revegetation  in  this  desert  region  is 
difficult  and  generally  of  limited  success.  Thus,  visual  recovery  from  land  disturbance  of 
closure  and  decommissioning  would  likely  occur  only  over  a very  long  period  of  time.  To 
ensure  site  revegetation  and  restoration  as  rapidly  as  possible,  mitigation  measure  MM-VR-1  is 
recommended  to  achieve  site  restoration  to  the  extent  feasible. 
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Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  approximately  the  same 
under  Alternative  4 as  Alternative  1.  The  establishment  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  in  the  NEMO 
plan  amendments  (BLM  2002)  specified  that  additional  cumulative  surface  disturbance  within 
the  DWMA  is  limited  to  1 percent  of  the  total  area  of  the  DWMA.  This  restriction  would  place 
substantial  limits  on  future  development  that  could  take  place  on  the  additional  23, 740  acres 
that  would  be  added  to  the  DWMA  under  Alternative  4,  thus  making  it  unlikely  that  development 
projects  that  would  create  adverse  visual  impacts  would  be  implemented  in  the  future.  As  a 
result,  the  current  visual  character  of  the  area  would  remain  in  its  current  condition.  Therefore, 
the  modification  of  the  DWMA  boundary  would  constitute  a beneficial  impact  to  visual 
resources. 


4.18.7.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

The  impact  significance  determinations  for  Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  for  Alternative  1. 
Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  a substantial  lessening  of  any  significant  environmental  impacts 
as  compared  to  the  other  alternatives. 


4.18.7.3  Additional  Criteria  Determinations 

The  additional  determinations  made  for  Alternative  1 would  also  apply  to  Alternative  4. 


4.18.8  Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 
4.18.8.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Under  this  alternative,  the  BLM  would  not  approve  the  proposed  solar  facility  and  would  not 
amend  the  CDCA  Plan.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be  constructed,  and  the  BLM 
would  continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the  existing  land  use  designation  in  the 
CDCA  Plan. 

Because  there  would  be  no  amendment  to  the  CDCA  Plan  and  no  solar  project  approved  for 
the  site  under  this  alternative,  no  new  structures  or  facilities  would  be  constructed  or  operated 
on  the  site  and  no  new  ground  disturbance  would  occur.  As  a result,  none  of  the  impacts  on 
visual  resources  from  construction  or  operation  of  the  project  would  occur.  However,  if  the 
Proposed  Action  is  not  approved,  renewable  projects  would  likely  be  developed  on  other  sites  in 
San  Bernardino  County,  in  other  areas  of  California,  or  in  adjacent  states  within  the  Desert 
Southwest  as  developers  strive  to  provide  renewable  power  that  complies  with  utility 
requirements  and  State  and  Federal  mandates.  Construction  and  operation  impacts  to  visual 
resources  would  occur  at  these  other  sites,  similar  to  those  described  for  the  proposed  Stateline 
Solar  Farm  facility. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  the  No  Action 
Alternative.  Land  uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today, 
and  the  beneficial  impacts  that  would  result  from  the  modification  of  the  DWMA  boundary  would 
not  occur.  The  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  have  any  adverse  impact  on  visual  resources, 
but  it  also  would  not  have  any  of  the  beneficial  impacts  associated  with  limiting  future  land  uses. 
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4.18.8.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

There  would  be  no  impacts  to  visual  resources  under  Alternative  5. 


4.18.8.3  Additional  Criteria  Determinations 

Would  the  presence  of  the  project  or  alternative  result  in  a long-term  (greater  than  three 
years)  inconsistency  with  established  (or  interim)  BLM  VRM  class  objectives? 

No.  The  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  result  in  any  inconsistency  with  BLM  VRM  class 
objectives. 


Would  the  construction  or  presence  of  the  project  and  any  of  its  components  result  in  an 
inconsistency  with  local  regulations,  plans,  and  standards  applicable  to  the  protection  of 
visual  resources? 

No.  There  would  be  no  construction  of  a project  or  components,  and  therefore  no  in 
consistency  with  local  regulations,  plans  or  standards. 


Would  the  presence  of  the  proposed  facility  add  to  a cumulative  visual  alteration? 

No.  The  analysis  and  conclusions  regarding  visual  effects  are  discussed  in  Section  4.18.10 
below. 


4.18.9  Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 
4.18.9.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  6 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  not  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  and  no  project  would  be  approved.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be 
constructed  on  the  site,  and  the  BLM  would  continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the 
existing  land  use  designation  in  the  CDCA  Plan. 

Because  the  CDCA  Plan  would  be  amended  to  make  the  area  unavailable  for  future  solar 
energy  development,  it  is  expected  that  the  site  would  remain  in  its  existing  condition  unless 
another  use  is  designated  in  this  amendment.  As  such,  this  No  Project  Alternative  would  have 
no  adverse  impact  on  visual  resources  within  and  adjacent  to  the  site.  However,  renewable 
projects  would  likely  be  developed  on  other  sites  in  San  Bernardino  County,  in  other  areas  of 
California,  or  in  adjacent  states  within  the  Desert  Southwest  as  developers  strive  to  provide 
renewable  power  that  complies  with  utility  requirements  and  state  and  Federal  mandates. 
Construction  and  operation  impacts  to  visual  resources  could  occur  at  these  other  sites,  similar 
to  those  described  for  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  facility. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivan  pah  DWMA  would  be  approximately  the  same 
under  Alternative  6 as  Alternative  1.  The  establishment  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  in  the  NEMO 
plan  amendments  (BLM  2002)  specified  that  additional  cumulative  surface  disturbance  within 
the  DWMA  is  limited  to  1 percent  of  the  total  area  of  the  DWMA.  This  restriction  would  place 
substantial  limits  on  future  development  that  could  take  place  on  the  additional  25,506  acres 
that  would  be  added  to  the  DWMA  under  Alternative  6,  thus  making  it  unlikely  that  development 
projects  that  would  create  adverse  visual  impacts  would  be  implemented  in  the  future.  As  a 
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result,  the  current  visual  character  of  the  area  would  remain  in  its  current  condition.  Therefore, 
the  modification  of  the  DWMA  boundary  would  constitute  a beneficial  impact  to  visual 
resources. 


4.18.9.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

There  would  be  no  impacts  to  visual  resources  under  Alternative  6. 


4.18.9.3  Additional  Criteria  Determinations 

The  additional  determinations  made  for  Alternative  5 would  also  apply  to  Alternative  6. 


4.18.10  Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 
4.18.10.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  7 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  although  none  of  the  action  alternatives  would  be  approved.  The  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  Project  would  not  be  constructed  on  the  project  site  and  the  project  site  would  remain 
vacant  in  the  near-term.  It  is  possible  that  another  solar  energy  project  could  be  constructed  on 
the  site.  If  this  were  to  occur,  it  is  likely  that  construction  and  operation  impacts  to  visual 
resources  would  be  similar  to  the  impacts  described  for  Alternative  1. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  this  alternative,  so 
the  beneficial  impact  of  that  action  would  not  occur.  Land  uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah 
DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today.  If  a solar  or  other  renewable  energy  facility  is 
proposed  on  the  site  in  the  future,  the  impact  on  visual  resources  would  be  considered  in  a 
project-specific  environmental  analysis  that  would  occur  at  that  time. 


4.18.10.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

There  would  be  no  impacts  to  visual  resources  under  Alternative  7. 


4.18.10.3  Additional  Criteria  Determinations 

The  additional  determinations  made  for  Alternative  5 would  also  apply  to  Alternative  7. 


4.18.11  Cumulative  Impacts 

Under  CEQA,  a project  may  result  in  a significant  adverse  cumulative  impact  where  its  effects 
are  cumulatively  considerable.  “Cumulatively  considerable”  means  that  the  incremental  effects 
of  an  individual  project  are  significant  when  viewed  in  connection  with  the  effects  of  past 
projects,  the  effects  of  other  current  projects,  and  the  effects  of  probable  future  projects 
(California  Code  Regulation,  Title  14,  section  15130).  This  concept  is  similar  to  NEPA,  which 
states  that  cumulative  effects  can  result  from  individually  minor  but  collectively  significant 
actions  taking  place  over  a period  of  time  (40  CFR  §1508.7).  Cumulative  effects  could  result 
from  the  construction,  operation  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning  phases  of  a project. 
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Cumulative  impacts  to  visual  resources  would  occur  where  project  facilities  or  activities  occupy 
the  same  field  of  view  as  other  built  facilities  or  impacted  landscapes,  and  an  adverse  change  in 
the  visible  landscape  character  is  perceived.  A cumulative  impact  could  also  occur  if  a viewer 
perceives  that  the  general  visual  quality  or  landscape  character  of  a localized  or  regional  area 
(such  as  Ivanpah  Valley  or  the  1-15  corridor)  is  diminished  by  the  proliferation  of  visible  similar 
structures  or  construction  effects,  even  if  the  changes  are  not  within  the  same  field  of  view  as 
existing  (or  future)  structures  or  facilities.  The  result  is  a perceived  “industrialization”  or 
“urbanization”  of  the  existing  rural  or  undeveloped  landscape  character. 

There  is  the  potential  for  substantial  future  development  along  the  1-15  corridor  and  in  Ivanpah 
Valley.  A list  of  the  existing  and  reasonably  foreseeable  cumulative  projects  is  provided  in 
Table  4.1-1. 


4.18.11.1  Geographic  Extent/Context 

Cumulative  impacts  to  visual  resources  could  occur  if  implementation  of  the  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  project  would  combine  with  those  of  other  local  or  regional  projects.  The  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  project  is  potentially  associated  with  two  types  of  cumulative  impacts: 

• Local  cumulative  impacts  within  the  immediate  project  viewshed  (local  projects  within 
Ivanpah  Valley);  and 

• Regional  cumulative  impacts  beyond  the  immediate  project  viewshed,  including  the 
existing  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  solar  and  other  energy  and  development 
projects  along  the  1-15  corridor.  These  projects,  while  not  located  within  the  same  field 
of  view  as  the  proposed  Stateline  facility,  would,  in  combination  with  the  Stateline 
project,  contribute  to  a sense  of  industrialization  or  urbanization  of  the  existing 
landscape  character  as  travelers  travel  along  1-15. 


4.1 8.1 1 .2  Existing  Cumulative  Conditions 

The  visual  characteristics  of  the  project  viewshed,  including  the  cumulative  impact  of  existing 
developments,  were  described  in  Section  3.18.1.3.  That  discussion  summarized  the  Ivanpah 
Dry  Lake  surface,  vegetated  alluvial  fans,  and  rugged  mountain  slopes  as  the  predominant 
nature  features  of  the  viewshed.  In  addition,  that  discussion  described  the  man-made 
developments  in  the  viewshed,  including  transportation  infrastructure  (1-15  and  the  Union 
Pacific  Railroad),  recreational  developments  (Primm  casinos  and  the  Primm  Valley  Golf 
Course),  and  electric  power  system  developments  (transmission  lines,  Ivanpah  SEGS  facility, 
Silver  State  Solar  facility,  and  Walter  Higgins  Bighorn  Generating  Station).  These 
developments  have  contributed  to  an  industrial,  commercialized  appearance  from  most  viewing 
points  within  Ivanpah  Valley.  In  addition,  the  location  of  this  area  within  approximately  30  miles 
of  the  major  metropolitan  area  of  Las  Vegas  results  in  a visual  corridor  along  1-15  that  becomes 
increasingly  urbanized  and  less  scenically  intact  as  one  progresses  northward. 

The  Visual  Resources  Inventory  of  the  area  was  conducted  by  the  BLM  Needles  Field  Office  in 
January  2010,  which  was  before  construction  of  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  project  began.  The  Scenic 
Quality  Rating  of  the  Primm  Valiev  SQRU  was  rated  at  that  time  as  a “C”,  the  lowest  possible 
score,  so  the  inclusion  of  Ivanpah  SEGS  would  not  have  resulted  in  a lower  rating.  However, 
the  Sensitivity  Level  was  rated  H,  the  highest  possible  rating.  It  is  possible  that  a new  analysis 
following  construction  of  Ivanpah  SEGS  may  reduce  this  rating  to  M,  which  would  result  in  a 
VRI  Class  of  IV,  rather  than  the  current  VRI  Class  III  assignment. 
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4.1 8.11.3  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Projects 

Table  4.1-1  provides  a list  of  current  and  reasonably  foreseeable  projects,  including  other 
proposed  or  approved  renewable  energy  projects;  various  BLM  authorized  actions/activities, 
proposed  or  approved  projects  within  the  County’s  jurisdiction,  and  other  actions/activities  that 
the  agencies  consider  reasonably  foreseeable.  Table  4.1-2  summarizes  the  cumulative 
projects  that  would  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  the  Proposed  Action  and  result  in 
cumulative  impacts  to  visual  resources.  Most  of  these  projects  have  either  undergone 
independent  environmental  review  pursuant  to  NEPA  and/or  CEQA,  or  will  do  so  prior  to 
approval.  Even  if  environmental  review  has  not  been  completed  for  the  cumulative  projects 
described  in  Table  4.1-2,  their  effects  were  considered  in  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis  in  the 
PA  and  EIS/EIR. 

Note  that,  although  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  solar  facility  is  still  under  construction,  the  baseline 
visual  simulations  for  this  analysis  included  simulation  of  that  facility  as  a completed  facility. 
This  is  because  much  of  the  visual  impact  from  that  facility,  including  the  visual  contrast  from 
the  removal  of  3,471  acres  of  vegetation  and  construction  of  three  459-foot  tall  towers,  already 
exists.  As  a result,  Ivanpah  SEGS  is  considered  to  be  an  existing  facility  that  forms  part  of  the 
baseline  for  the  analysis  of  the  proposed  Stateline  facility. 

Proposed  projects  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility  that  would  have  potentially  adverse 
impacts  to  visual  resources  include  the  the  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport,  Desert 
Xpress  high  speed  passenger  rail  line,  Silver  State  Phase  2 solar  facility,  and  the  Calnev 
Pipeline  Expansion  Project. 


4.18.11.4  Cumulative  Impacts  associated  with  Proposed  Action 
Construction 

It  is  expected  that  one  or  more  of  the  cumulative  projects  described  above  may  be  under 
construction  at  the  same  time  as  the  Proposed  Action.  In  particular,  construction  of  the  Ivanpah 
SEGS  facility  is  expected  to  continue  through  2013,  and  construction  of  the  Calnev  Pipeline 
Expansion  Project  and  JPOE  are  expected  to  occur  in  2013.  If  construction  at  these  locally 
cumulative  project  locations  were  to  occur  at  the  same  time  as,  or  consecutively  before  or  after, 
construction  of  the  proposed  Stateline  facility,  construction  activities,  equipment  and  night 
lighting  from  these  sites  would  combine  with  similar  activities  and  equipment  from  the  Stateline 
site.  Construction  of  the  proposed  Stateline  facility  and  the  other  cumulative  projects  in  the 
immediate  project  vicinity  would  lead  to  the  continued  presence  of  construction  equipment  on 
roads  and  in  the  landscape  in  the  local  project  region  for  several  years,  and  would  cause  a 
substantial  cumulative  visual  impact. 


Operations  and  Maintenance 

It  is  expected  that  all  of  the  cumulative  projects  described  above  would  be  operational  at  the 
same  time  as  the  Proposed  Action.  As  a result,  there  would  be  long-term  adverse  visual 
impacts  during  operation  of  those  cumulative  projects.  The  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental 
Airport  would  be  located  at  a sufficiently  great  distance  to  not  be  within  the  same  viewshed  as 
the  proposed  Stateline  facility,  Ivanpah  SEGS,  and  Primm,  and  would  therefore  have  limited 
visual  interaction  with  the  Proposed  Action  project.  However,  the  other  projects,  including  the 
Stateline  Solar  Farm,  Ivanpah  SEGS,  and  Silver  State  solar  projects;  the  EITP  and  other 
transmission  lines;  the  existing  Walter  Higgins  Bighorn  Generating  Station;  Primm  casinos  and 
golf  course;  and  transportation  infrastructure  (1-15  and  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad)  would  all 
simultaneously  be  visible  within  middle-ground  distance  to  1-15  motorists,  and  also  be 
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cumulatively  dominant  from  viewpoints  in  the  Clark  Mountains  and  the  Stateline  Wilderness 
Area.  This  cumulative  effect  would  be  substantially  more  adverse  than  the  adverse  impacts  of 
the  Stateline  project  alone.  Overall,  the  proposed  Stateline  project  under  any  alternative 
contributes  a relatively  small,  incremental  impact  to  the  valley  landscape  when  considered 
cumulatively  with  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  project  and  other  developments. 

For  1-15  motorists,  the  cumulative  effect  of  Ivanpah  SEGS,  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  and 
casinos,  the  JPOE,  the  Silver  State  solar  projects,  the  Walter  Higgins  Bighorn  Generating 
Station,  transmission  lines,  and  the  Desert  Xpress  projects  would  be  substantially  adverse, 
converting  the  majority  of  the  western  highway  frontage  within  the  valley  to  a more  urbanized, 
developed  foreground  view  with  potential  to  intrude  into  scenic  westward  highway  views  of  the 
Clark  Mountains.  Regarding  the  Desert  Xpress  project,  although  the  specific  technology  that 
would  be  utilized  is  not  known,  the  most  common  High  Speed  Rail  technologies  in  current  use 
require  continuous  above-ground  catenary  power  lines  that  are  highly  urban  in  character, 
similar  to  light  rail  systems,  as  well  as  continuous  safety  fencing  and  other  ancillary  project 
features.  These  continuous  vertical  and  linear  features  would  intrude  into  the  foreground  of 
views  of  Clark  Mountain  as  seen  from  the  highway. 

These  projects,  taken  together,  have  resulted,  and  will  continue  to  result,  in  a marked 
transformation  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  Valley  landscape  into  a more  urbanized  visual  setting, 
particularly  as  seen  by  1-15  motorists  in  the  northern  portion  of  the  valley  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
Stateline  project.  In  addition,  there  would  be  some  likelihood  of  cumulative  light  pollution 
impacts  due  to  an  accumulation  of  night-time  light  sources,  including  lighting  associated  with 
the  Stateline  facility,  lights  associated  with  Ivanpah  SEGS  aircraft  lighting,  the  JPOE,  and  other 
new  and  existing  power  plant  lighting. 


Decommissioning 

Cumulative  impacts  associated  with  decommissioning  of  the  proposed  Stateline  facility  or  an 
alternative  would  include  the  removal  and  disposal  of  solar  arrays,  aboveground  electrical  tower 
components,  and  substation  components.  Restoration  of  the  site  would  include  returning  the 
area  as  close  as  reasonably  possible  to  pre-construction  conditions,  in  accordance  with  the 
Applicant’s  Decommissioning  Plan  (First  Solar  201 2d).  Complete  removal  of  the  facility  would 
leave  an  adverse  visual  impact  over  the  entire  site  due  to  the  strong  color  contrast  created 
between  graded,  disturbed  soil  areas  and  undisturbed  soil  areas  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project 
site.  Revegetation  in  this  desert  region  is  difficult  and  generally  of  limited  success.  Thus,  visual 
recovery  from  land  disturbance  of  closure  and  decommissioning  would  likely  occur  only  over  a 
very  long  period  of  time.  To  ensure  site  revegetation  and  restoration  as  rapidly  as  possible, 
mitigation  measure  MM-VR-1  is  recommended  to  achieve  site  restoration  to  the  extent  feasible. 
However,  visual  impacts  would  continue  for  the  long-term.  Decommissioning  and  restoration 
would  not  eliminate  the  proposed  facility’s  contribution  to  local  and  regional  cumulative  impacts 
on  visual  resources,  and  adverse  impacts  would  occur. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  have  an  adverse  impact 
on  visual  resources  in  the  area,  and  would  therefore  not  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts  to 
visual  resources.  In  addition,  the  establishment  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  in  the  NEMO  plan 
amendments  (BLM  2002)  specified  that  additional  cumulative  surface  disturbance  within  the 
DWMA  is  limited  to  1 percent  of  the  total  area  of  the  DWMA.  This  restriction  would  place 
substantial  limits  on  future  development  that  could  take  place  on  the  additional  23,363  acres 
that  would  be  added  to  the  DWMA  under  the  Proposed  Action,  thus  making  it  unlikely  that 
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development  projects  that  would  create  adverse  visual  impacts  would  be  implemented  in  the 
future.  As  a result,  the  modification  of  the  DWMA  boundary  would  result  in  limiting  future 
developments  that  could  contribute  to  adverse  impacts  to  visual  resources.  Therefore,  the 
action  of  modifying  the  DWMA  boundary  would  be  beneficial  in  retaining  the  current  visual 
character  of  the  area. 


4.1 8.1 1 .5  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

The  proposed  Stateline  facility’s  contribution  to  the  visible  industrialization  of  the  desert 
landscape  would  constitute  a significant  visual  impact  when  considered  in  the  context  of 
existing  cumulative  conditions  and  reasonably  foreseeable  projects. 


Vis-1 

Although  no  designated  scenic  vistas  exist  in  the  study  area,  viewpoints  in  the  Clark  Mountains 
within  the  Mojave  National  Preserve  and  the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area  may  be  considered 
scenic  vistas  due  both  to  their  very  high  scenic  quality  and  high  levels  of  recreational  use.  In 
addition,  view  corridors  to  Clark  Mountain  from  1-15  could  also  be  considered  to  be  a scenic 
vista  in  light  of  the  County  scenic  designation  of  1-15  within  Ivanpah  Valley.  The  proposed 
Stateline  facility  would  be  visible  in  the  same  field  of  view  as  many  of  the  other  man-made 
developments  in  the  valley,  including  Ivanpah  SEGS,  numerous  transmission  lines,  and  the 
Primm  Valley  Golf  Course.  The  introduction  of  industrial  character  and  structural  visual  contrast 
would  result  in  substantial  adverse  effects  on  these  vista  views.  The  resulting  cumulative  visual 
impact  would  be  significant  and  unavoidable.  The  proposed  Stateline  facility  plus  the 
reasonably  foreseeable  projects  would  contribute  to  the  conversion  of  natural  desert 
landscapes  to  landscapes  with  prominent  industrial  character  (complex  industrial  forms  and 
lines  and  surface  textures  and  colors  not  found  in  natural  desert  landscapes). 

Although  the  overall  cumulative  visual  impact  would  be  significant  and  unavoidable,  the  views  of 
the  Stateline  facility  itself  would  be  much  less  prominent  than  those  of  the  adjacent  Ivanpah 
SEGS  facility,  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  and  transmission  towers,  each  of  which  includes 
elements  that  have  a greater  height  above  the  ground  surface  than  would  the  Stateline  facility. 
Therefore,  the  contribution  of  the  proposed  Stateline  facility  to  the  overall  impact  would  not  be 
cumulatively  considerable.  In  addition,  the  visibility  of  the  facility  would  be  reduced  through  the 
treatment  of  the  surfaces  of  structures  (required  in  mitigation  measure  MM-VR-3)  and  design 
elements  intended  to  reduce  the  visual  contrast  to  the  landscape  (required  in  mitigation 
measures  MM-VR-4). 


Vis-2 

The  proposed  facility  site  and  other  cumulative  projects  are  located  adjacent  to  1-15,  which  is 
not  a designated  State  Scenic  Highway.  In  addition,  there  are  no  notable  scenic  features  or 
historic  structures  located  within  in  the  area.  Therefore,  the  combined  projects  would  not 
substantially  damage  scenic  resources  such  as  trees,  rock  outcroppings,  or  historic  buildings 
along  a State  Scenic  Highway.  Therefore,  the  resulting  cumulative  visual  impact  would  be  less 
than  significant. 


Vis-3 

The  proposed  Stateline  facility  would  introduce  structures  with  industrial  character  into  the 
foreground  to  background  views  from  1-15  (KOP-3,  KOP-5,  and  KOP-9),  the  Primm  Valley  Golf 
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Course  (KOP-6  and  KOP-7),  the  Mojave  National  Preserve  (KOP-IO),  and  the  Stateline 
Wilderness  Area  (KOP-12).  These  structures  would  be  visible  in  the  same  field  of  view  as 
many  of  the  other  man-made  developments  in  the  valley,  including  Ivanpah  SEGS,  numerous 
transmission  lines,  and  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course.  The  long-term  presence  of  components 
of  each  of  these  projects  would  substantially  degrade  the  existing  visual  character  of  the  site 
and  its  surrounding  landscape.  These  projects  would  create  higher  levels  of  visual  contrast, 
would  be  visually  dominant,  and  would  block  views  of  portions  of  the  surrounding  landscape. 
Contrast  would  result  from  introduction  of  industrial  forms,  lines,  surface  textures,  and  colors 
not  found  in  natural  desert  landscapes,  including  introduction  of  vertical  forms  into  a landscape 
dominated  by  horizontal  lines.  The  visual  contrast  would  also  result  from  the  large  scale  of  the 
developments,  with  solar  facilities  comprising  approximately  5,550  acres  of  the  29,000  acres 
area  of  alluvial  fan  between  1-15  and  the  Clark  Mountains.  The  resulting  cumulative  visual 
impact  would  be  significant  and  unavoidable. 

Although  the  overall  cumulative  visual  impact  would  be  significant  and  unavoidable,  the  views  of 
the  Stateline  facility  itself  would  be  much  less  prominent  than  those  of  the  adjacent  Ivanpah 
SEGS  facility,  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  and  transmission  towers,  each  of  which  includes 
elements  that  have  a greater  height  above  the  ground  surface  than  would  the  Stateline  facility. 
The  completed  solar  arrays  would  not  have  any  structures  greater  than  approximately  12  feet  in 
height,  so  would  not  block  views  from  any  KOPs.  The  configuration  of  the  solar  arrays  in  low 
lying,  horizontal  rows  would  appear  as  a dark  horizontal  band  that  is  somewhat  indistinct  from 
the  surrounding  landscape,  so  they  would  not  create  substantial  levels  of  visual  contrast. 
Therefore,  the  contribution  of  the  proposed  Stateline  facility  to  the  overall  impact  would  not  be 
cumulatively  considerable.  In  addition,  the  visibility  of  the  facility  would  be  reduced  through  the 
treatment  of  the  surfaces  of  structures  (required  in  mitigation  measure  MM-VR-3)  and  design 
elements  intended  to  reduce  the  visual  contrast  to  the  landscape  (required  in  mitigation 
measures  MM-VR-4). 


Vis-4 

The  proposed  facility  would  not  create  a new  source  of  substantial  light  that  would  adversely 
affect  nighttime  views  in  the  area.  Lighting  would  be  used  on  occasion  during  construction,  and 
lighting  would  be  installed  on  the  operational  facility  in  accordance  with  the  Applicant’s  Lighting 
Management  Plan  (First  Solar  20121).  Although  lighting  would  be  visible  from  all  KOPs  at  night, 
it  would  be  located  in  a limited  area  near  the  facility  entrance,  and  would  be  only  one  of 
numerous  sources  of  lighting  in  the  area.  Additional  light  sources  that  would  comprise  a long- 
term part  of  the  landscape  include  vehicle  lights  on  1-15;  lights  associated  with  industrial 
facilities  such  as  Molycorp,  Ivanpah  SEGS,  the  JPOE,  Walter  Higgins  Bighorn  Generating 
Station,  and  the  Silver  State  solar  power  plants;  and  lights  associated  with  urban  and 
commercial  development  (Primm  and  Las  Vegas). 

For  the  Stateline  project,  mitigation  measure  MM-VR-2  would  be  implemented  to  reduce  night 
lighting  impacts  to  less  than  significant  levels.  Several  of  the  other  projects,  including  Ivanpah 
SEGS  and  the  Silver  State  solar  power  plants,  would  implement  similar  mitigation  measures. 
However,  several  of  the  other  developments  would  not  be  designed  and  operated  to  reduce 
night  lighting  impacts.  The  Primm  developments  specifically  use  bright  lighting  to  attract 
patrons.  Also,  although  the  solar  power  plants  would  largely  be  closed  at  night  and  would  need 
no  lighting,  other  projects  (including  Molycorp,  the  JPOE,  and  the  Walter  Higgins  Bighorn 
Generating  Station)  would  operate  at  night,  and  therefore  require  night  lighting  for  operations. 
Therefore,  although  the  cumulative  effect  of  the  projects  in  the  area  would  be  significant  and 
unavoidable,  the  contribution  of  the  proposed  Stateline  facility  to  this  impact  would  not  be 
cumulatively  considerable. 
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4.18.11.6  Additional  Criteria  Determinations 

Would  the  presence  of  the  project  or  alternative  result  in  a long-term  (greater  than  three 
years)  inconsistency  with  established  (or  interim)  BLM  Visual  Resource  Management 
(VRM)  Class  objectives? 

No.  As  discussed  in  Section  4.18.3.1  of  this  analysis,  the  proposed  facility  would  be  visible, 
and  would  introduce  structures  with  industrial  character  into  the  foreground  to  background 
views  from  1-15  (KOP-3,  KOP-5,  and  KOP-9),  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  (KOP-6  and  KOP- 
7),  the  Mojave  National  Preserve  (KOP-IO),  and  the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area  (KOP-12).  The 
configuration  of  the  solar  arrays  in  low  lying,  horizontal  rows  would  appear  as  a dark  horizontal 
band  that  is  somewhat  indistinct  from  the  surrounding  landscape,  so  they  would  not  create 
substantial  levels  of  visual  contrast.  Also,  the  views  of  the  facility  would  be  much  less 
prominent  than  those  associated  with  the  adjacent  Ivanpah  SEGS  facility,  Primm  Valley  Golf 
Course,  and  transmission  towers,  each  of  which  includes  elements  that  have  a greater  height 
above  the  ground  surface  than  would  the  Stateline  facility.  Therefore,  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternatives  would  meet  the  VRM  Class  III  objective  to  partially  retain  the  existing  character  of 
the  landscape. 


Would  the  construction  or  presence  of  the  project  and  any  of  its  components  result  in  an 
inconsistency  with  local  regulations,  plans,  and  standards  applicable  to  the  protection  of 
visual  resources? 

Yes.  The  proposed  facility,  in  combination  with  the  other  past,  current,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable  future  projects  would  not  be  consistent  with  Goal  OS-5  of  the  Open  Space  Element 
of  the  San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan.  The  proposed  project  and  the  other  cumulative 
projects  would  be  visible  from  1-15,  which  is  designated  as  a scenic  route  by  the  County.  The 
projects  would  not  be  perceived  as  maintaining  or  enhancing  the  visual  character  of  the  area  as 
seen  from  1-15.  However,  the  San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan  is  not  applicable  to  projects 
located  entirely  on  public  lands. 


Would  the  presence  of  the  proposed  facility  add  to  a cumulative  visual  alteration? 

Yes.  As  discussed  in  Section  4.18.11.4 , Stateline,  in  conjunction  with  both  existing  and 
reasonably  foreseeable  cumulative  projects,  would  contribute  to  a substantial  cumulative  visual 
impact. 


4.18.11.7  Alternatives 
Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 

As  discussed  in  Section  4.18.4.1,  the  direct  and  indirect  impacts  of  Alternative  2 would  be 
greater  than  those  described  for  Alternative  1 (Proposed  Action).  The  Solar  Farm  site,  gen-tie 
corridor,  and  access  corridor  under  Alternative  2 would  require  approximately  2,385  acres  of 
land  managed  by  the  BLM,  which  is  242  acres  (or  about  12  percent)  more  than  the  Proposed 
Action.  Alternative  2 would  also  include  implementation  of  a portion  of  the  solar  farm  in  a 
separate  area  to  the  south  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course.  The  southern  parcel  of  solar 
arrays  under  Alternative  2 would  be  much  closer  to  several  of  the  KOPs  than  Alternative  1, 
resulting  in  greater  visibility  to  the  viewer  from  those  locations.  In  addition,  Alternative  2 would 
place  solar  arrays  in  two  separate  locations  more  than  1 mile  apart,  thus  creating  the 
impression  of  two  separate  industrial  facilities  instead  of  one,  one  to  the  north  of  the  golf  course 
and  one  to  the  south.  Although  each  would  be  of  a smaller  size  than  the  array  in  the  Proposed 


November  2013 


4.18-32 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.18  Visual  Resources 


Action,  the  existence  of  two  separate  arrays  would  give  the  visual  impression  of  a larger 
number  of  industrial  facilities  in  the  area,  further  contributing  to  the  cumulative  visual  impact 
created  by  industrial  and  commercial  development. 


Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 

The  visual  impacts  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  similar  to  those  associated 
with  the  Proposed  Action.  Overall,  the  appearance  of  the  facility  from  the  KOPs  would  be 
approximately  the  same  as  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  contribution  of  Revised 
Alternative  3 to  adverse  cumulative  impacts  would  be  the  same  as  the  Proposed  Action. 


Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 

As  discussed  in  Section  4.18.6,  visual  impacts  of  Alternative  4 would  be  reduced  from  those 
associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  due  to  the  smaller  size  of  the  project  footprint  and  reduced 
number  of  solar  arrays.  However,  like  the  Proposed  Action,  this  alternative  would  contribute  to 
an  increasingly  industrial  and  commercial  character  of  the  area.  Although  the  project  footprint 
would  be  smaller,  the  large  scale  of  the  facility  under  this  alternative  (1,766  acres)  would  still  be 
substantially  visible  to  viewers  throughout  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  and  viewers  would  likely  still  view 
the  facility  as  an  adverse  impact.  Therefore,  the  contribution  of  this  alternative  to  adverse 
cumulative  visual  impacts  would  likely  be  the  same  as  that  of  the  Proposed  Action. 


Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 

The  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  have  adverse  cumulative  impacts,  and  would  therefore  not 
contribute  to  an  adverse  cumulative  impact  in  the  area.  However,  if  the  Proposed  Action  is  not 
approved,  renewable  projects  would  likely  be  developed  on  other  sites  in  San  Bernardino 
County,  in  other  areas  of  California,  or  in  adjacent  states  within  the  Desert  Southwest  as 
developers  strive  to  provide  renewable  power  that  complies  with  utility  requirements  and  State 
and  Federal  mandates.  Construction  and  operation  impacts  to  visual  resources  would  occur  at 
these  other  sites,  and  would  likely  contribute  to  cumulative  visual  impacts  in  those  areas. 


Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 

Under  this  alternative,  the  BLM  would  not  approve  the  proposed  Stateline  solar  facility  and 
would  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  to  make  the  proposed  site  unavailable  for  future  solar  energy 
development.  Because  the  CDCA  Plan  would  be  amended  to  make  the  area  unavailable  for 
future  solar  energy  development,  this  No  Project  Alternative  would  not  contribute  to  adverse 
cumulative  impacts  on  visual  resources  in  the  project  area  Like  the  No  Action  Alternative, 
renewable  projects  would  likely  be  developed  on  other  sites  in  San  Bernardino  County,  in  other 
areas  of  California,  or  in  adjacent  states  within  the  Desert  Southwest  as  developers  strive  to 
provide  renewable  power  that  complies  with  utility  requirements  and  State  and  Federal 
mandates.  Construction  and  operation  impacts  to  visual  resources  would  occur  at  these  other 
sites,  and  would  likely  contribute  to  cumulative  visual  impacts  in  those  areas. 


Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 

Under  this  alternative,  the  BLM  would  not  approve  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  facility,  but 
would  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  to  allow  for  other  solar  projects  on  the  site.  As  a result,  it  is 
possible  that  another  solar  energy  project  could  be  constructed  on  the  site.  If  this  were  to 
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occur,  it  is  likely  that  the  contribution  to  adverse  cumulative  impacts  to  visual  resources  would 
be  similar  to  the  contribution  described  for  Alternative  1 . 


4.18.12  Mitigation  Measures 

Impacts  to  visual  resources  would  be  reduced  by  implementation  of  the  following  mitigation 
measures. 


MM-VR-1:  The  Applicant  shall  revegetate  disturbed  soil  in  temporarily  disturbed  areas  following 
completion  of  contruction.  In  order  to  specifically  address  visual  concerns,  the 
Decommissioning  and  Restoration  plans  shall  include  reclamation  of  the  area  of  disturbed  soils 
used  for  laydown,  project  construction,  and  siting  of  the  other  ancillary  operation  and  support 
structures.  Revegetation  shall  re-establish  the  pre-existing  colors,  textures  and  form  to  the 
landscape  and  visually  integrate  into  the  adjacent  edges  removing  the  lines  of  demarcation. 


MM-VR-2:  The  Applicant  shall  design  and  install  all  long-term  exterior  lighting  and  all  temporary 
construction  lighting  such  that:  (a)  lamps  and  reflectors  are  not  visible  from  beyond  the  project 
site,  including  any  off-site  security  buffer  areas;  (b)  lighting  does  not  cause  reflected  glare;  (c) 
illumination  of  the  project  and  its  immediate  vicinity  is  minimized;  and  (d)  the  plan  complies  with 
local  policies  and  ordinances.  The  Applicant  shall  submit  to  the  BLM  and  San  Bernardino 
County  for  review  and  approval  a lighting  mitigation  plan  that  includes  the  following: 

• Location  and  direction  of  light  fixtures  that  take  the  lighting  mitigation  requirements  into 
account; 

• Lighting  design  that  considers  setbacks  of  project  features  from  the  site  boundary  to  aid 
in  satisfying  the  lighting  mitigation  requirements; 

• Lighting  shall  incorporate  fixture  hoods/shielding,  with  light  directed  downward  or  toward 
the  area  to  be  illuminated; 

• Light  fixtures  that  are  visible  from  beyond  the  project  boundary  shall  have  cutoff  angles 
that  are  sufficient  to  prevent  lamps  and  reflectors  from  being  visible  beyond  the  project 
boundary,  except  where  necessary  for  security; 

• All  lighting  shall  be  of  minimum  necessary  brightness  consistent  with  operational  safety 
and  security;  and 

• Lights  in  high  illumination  areas  not  occupied  on  a continuous  basis  (such  as 
maintenance  platforms)  shall  have  (in  addition  to  hoods)  switches;  timer  switches,  or 
motion  detectors  so  that  the  lights  operate  only  when  the  area  is  occupied. 


MM-VR-3:  The  Applicant  shall  treat  the  surfaces  of  all  Project  structures  and  buildings  visible  to 
the  public  such  that  a)  their  colors  minimize  visual  contrast  by  blending  with  the  characteristic 
landscape  colors;  b)  their  colors  and  finishes  do  not  create  excessive  glare;  and  c)  their  colors 
and  finishes  are  consistent  with  local  policies  and  ordinances.  The  transmission  line  conductors 
shall  be  non-specula  and  nonreflective,  and  the  insulators  shall  be  nonreflective  and 
non  refractive.  The  Applicant  shall  comply  with  BLM  requirements  regarding  appropriate 
surface  treatments  for  Project  elements.  BLM’s  color  shadow  gray  shall  be  used  for  all 
buildings  and  other  structures  unless  otherwise  directed  by  BLM  when  under  development. 

Additional  mitigation  measures  include: 
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• Color  treat  the  inverter  boxes,  office  buildings , storage  facilities , non-lattice  transmission 
towers,  electrical  substation  equipment  and  components  shadow  gray  from  the  BLM 
Environmental  Color  Chart,  as  has  been  done  on  previous  PV  projects  in  the  area; 

• Use  dark  gray  gravels  or  color  treat  the  gravel  surfaces  with  Permeon  or  other  coloring 
agent  on  roads  and  exposed  perimeter  graveled  surfaces,  where  appropriate ; 

• Chain  link  fence  shall  be  either  powder  coated,  fused  vinyl  bonded  coated  dark  green  or 
black  or  acid  etched/  washed  to  achieve  a non-soecular  treatment 

• PV  panel  supports  and  holding  pins  shall  be  powder  coated,  fused  vinyl  bonded  coated 
dark  green  or  black  or  acid  etched/  washed  to  achieve  a non-soecular  treatment. 

• Lattice  transmission  towers  and  electrical  conductors  shall  be  non-soecular. 


MM-VR-4:  The  Applicant  shall  use  proper  design  fundamentals  to  reduce  the  visual  contrast  to 
the  characteristic  landscape.  These  include  proper  siting  and  location;  reduction  of  visibility; 
repetition  of  form,  line,  color,  and  texture  of  the  landscape;  and  reduction  of  unnecessary 
disturbance.  Design  strategies  to  address  these  fundamentals  shall  be  based  on  the  following 
factors: 


Earthwork:  Select  locations  and  alignments  that  fit  into  the  landforms  to  minimize  the 
size  of  cuts  and  fills. 

Vegetation  Manipulation:  Retain  as  much  of  the  existing  vegetation  as  possible.  Use 
existing  vegetation  to  screen  the  development  from  public  viewing.  Use  scalloped, 
irregular  cleared  edges  to  reduce  line  contrast.  Use  irregular  clearing  shapes  to  reduce 
form  contrast.  Feather  and  thin  the  edges  of  cleared  areas  and  retain  a representative 
mix  of  plant  species  and  sizes. 

Structures:  Minimize  the  number  of  structures  and  combine  different  activities  in  one 
structure.  Use  natural,  self-weathering  materials  and  chemical  treatments  on  surfaces 
to  reduce  color  contrast.  Bury  all  or  part  of  the  structure.  Use  natural  appearing  forms 
to  complement  the  characteristic  landscape.  Screen  the  structure  from  view  by  using 
natural  land  forms  and  vegetation.  Reduce  the  line  contrast  created  by  straight  edges. 
Use  road  aggregate  and  concrete  colors  that  match  the  color  of  the  characteristic 
landscape  surface.  Co-locate  facilities  within  the  same  disturbed  corridor. 


4.18.13  Residual  Impacts  After  Mitigation 

Vegetation  clearance  and  presence  of  infrastructure.  It  is  expected  that  even  with  effective 
implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM-VR-1,  MM-VR-3,  and  MM-VR-4,  the  residual 
impacts  associated  with  land  scarring  and  vegetation  clearance  would  remain  for  several  years 
given  the  difficulty  of  successful  revegetation  in  an  arid  environment.  In  combination  with  the 
continued  presence  of  solar  arrays,  transmission  lines,  and  other  project  structures  through  the 
lifespan  of  the  project,  this  would  result  in  an  unavoidable,  long-term,  adverse  impact  to  visual 
resources. 

Night  lighting.  In  conjunction  with  both  existing  and  reasonably  foreseeable  cumulative 
projects,  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  are  not  expected  to  create  a new  source  of 
substantial  light  that  would  adversely  affect  nighttime  views  in  the  area.  Specifically,  motion 
activated  safety  and  security  lighting  is  to  be  installed  at  the  substation,  interconnection 
switchyard,  and  O&M  building.  Furthermore,  the  effective  implementation  of  the  lighting  control 
steps  contained  in  mitigation  measure  MM-VR-2  would  ensure  that  night  lighting  impacts  are 
reduced  to  the  degree  feasible. 
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4.19  Water  Resources 

4.1 9.1  Methodology  for  Analysis 

This  section  describes  effects  on  water  resources  that  would  be  caused  by  implementation  of 
the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  facility  and  alternatives.  The  following  discussion  addresses 
potential  environmental  impacts  associated  with  implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  and 
recommends  measures  to  reduce  or  avoid  adverse  impacts  anticipated  from  construction, 
operation,  and  decommissioning  of  the  proposed  facility  and  alternatives.  A discussion  of 
cumulative  impacts  related  to  water  resources  is  also  included  in  this  section.  Impacts  to  water 
resources  were  identified  based  on  the  predicted  interaction  between  construction,  operation, 
and  decommissioning  and  the  environmental  setting. 


4.19.2  CEQA  Significance  Criteria 

The  criteria  listed  below  were  used  to  determine  the  significance  of  impacts  to  water  resources 
of  the  proposed  facility  pursuant  to  CEQA.  These  indicators  are  the  same  as  the  significance 
criteria  for  hydrology  and  water  quality  listed  in  the  CEQA  Environmental  Checklist,  Appendix  G 
of  the  CEQA  Guidelines. 

• WR-1:  Violate  any  water  quality  standards  or  waste  discharge  requirements,  create  any 
substantial  new  sources  of  polluted  runoff,  or  otherwise  degrade  surface  water  or 
groundwater  quality; 

• WR-2:  Substantially  deplete  groundwater  supplies  or  interfere  with  groundwater 
recharge,  such  that  there  would  be  a net  deficit  in  aquifer  volume  or  a lowering  of  the 
local  groundwater  table  (e.g.,  the  production  rate  of  pre-existing  nearby  wells  would  drop 
to  a level  which  would  not  support  existing  land  uses  or  planned  uses  for  which  permits 
have  been  granted); 

• WR-3:  Substantially  alter  the  existing  drainage  pattern  of  the  site  or  area,  including 
through  the  alteration  of  the  course  of  a stream  or  river,  in  a manner  which  would  result 
in  substantial  erosion  or  siltation  on  site  or  off  site; 

• WR-4:  Substantially  alter  the  existing  drainage  pattern  of  the  site  or  area,  including 
through  the  alteration  of  the  course  of  a stream  or  river,  or  substantially  increase  the 
rate  or  amount  of  surface  runoff  in  a manner  which  would  result  in  flooding  on  site  or  off 
site; 

• WR-5:  Create  or  contribute  runoff  water  which  would  exceed  the  capacity  of  existing  or 
planned  stormwater  drainage  systems  or  provide  substantial  additional  sources  of 
polluted  runoff; 

• WR-6:  Otherwise  substantially  degrade  water  quality; 

• WR-7:  Place  housing  within  a 100-year  flood  hazard  area  as  mapped  on  a federal  Flood 
Hazard  Boundary  or  Flood  Insurance  Rate  Map  or  other  flood  hazard  delineation  map; 

• WR-8:  Place  within  a 100-year  flood  hazard  area  structures  which  would  impede  or 
redirect  flood  flows; 

• WR-9:  Expose  people  or  structures  to  a significant  risk  of  loss,  injury,  or  death  involving 
flooding,  including  flooding  as  a result  of  the  failure  of  a levee  or  dam;  and 

• WR-10:  Inundation  by  seiche,  tsunami,  or  mudflow. 

For  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  facility,  the  criteria  numbered  WR-7  and  WR-9  were 
determined  to  be  inapplicable  or  would  result  in  no  impact  and,  therefore,  are  not  addressed 
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further  in  the  impact  analysis  presented  in  this  section.  Regarding  housing  (Significance 
Criterion  WR-7),  the  proposed  facility  would  not  include  the  construction  of  any  residential  units, 
and  would  not  introduce  new  housing  to  the  area.  Regarding  flooding  impacts  associated  with 
the  failure  of  a levee  or  dam  (Significance  Criterion  WR-9),  there  are  no  levees  or  dams  located 
within  proximity  to  the  proposed  site  such  that  flooding  hazards  from  possible  failure  would 
occur.  In  addition,  the  Stateline  site  is  not  located  within  proximity  to  a body  of  water  that  could 
result  in  a seiche  or  tsunami  such  that  inundation  hazards  would  be  introduced;  therefore,  in 
addressing  potential  impacts  under  Significance  Criterion  WR-10,  only  the  potential  for 
inundation  by  mudflow  is  discussed. 


4.19.3  Alternative  1:  Proposed  Action 
4.19.3.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

This  analysis  of  direct  and  indirect  impacts  for  the  Proposed  Action  is  organized  according  to 
the  following  project  phases:  construction;  operation  and  maintenance;  and  decommissioning. 

The  Proposed  Action  would  be  required  to  comply  with  all  applicable  water  quality  standards 
and  waste  discharge  requirements,  as  presented  in  Section  3.19.2  of  this  PA  and  EIS/EIR.  Key 
standards  and  requirements  relevant  to  water  resources  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action 
include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  those  listed  below: 

• Acquisition  of  BLM’s  property  owner  right  to  pump  and  use  groundwater  through 
issuance  of  a ROW  grant. 

• Well  construction  permits  from  San  Bernardino  County. 

• Streambed  Alteration  Agreement  from  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife 
(CDFW). 

• Clean  Water  Act  Section  402  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES) 
General  Permit  for  stormwater  discharges  associated  with  construction  activities, 
including  a Stormwater  Pollution  Prevention  Plan  (SWPPP)  with  Best  Management 
Practices  (BMPs)  for  stormwater  management. 

• Clean  Water  Act  Section  401  certification  from  the  Lahontan  Regional  Water  Quality 
Control  Board  (RWQCB). 

Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-1  ( Demonstrate  Compliance  with  Water  Quality  Permits) 
requires  the  Applicant  to  demonstrate  compliance  with  all  applicable  permitting  requirements 
prior  to  commencing  construction,  which  will  ensure  that  the  proposed  Stateline  facility  is  in 
compliance  with  all  applicable  water  quality  permits  and  waste  discharge  requirements 
associated  with  construction,  operation,  and  decommissioning  activities.  Therefore,  potential 
impacts  associated  with  permit  compliance  are  the  same  for  all  three  project  phases,  and  are 
not  addressed  further  in  this  discussion  for  Alternative  1 . 


Construction 

Groundwater  Supply  and  Recharge 

Approximately  1,900  acre-feet  (ac-ft)  of  water  would  be  needed  during  the  approximately  2 to  4 
year  construction  period,  with  the  majority  (approximately  1,045  ac-ft)  of  the  construction  water 
use  occurring  during  the  site  preparation  period  of  the  first  year.  Water  uses  include  soil 
compaction,  dust  control,  and  sanitary  needs.  The  peak  daily  water  withdrawal  is  estimated  to 
be  approximately  1 .5  million  gallons  per  day  (gpd).  The  water  in  the  Proposed  Action  would  be 
obtained  from  two  new  groundwater  production  wells;  the  primary  well  to  be  located  on  the 
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southeastern  corner  of  the  facility,  and  the  secondary  well  located  approximately  4,250  feet 
west  of  facility.  The  production  wells  would  be  12  inches  in  diameter  and  670  feet  deep,  with  a 
screened  interval  located  at  a depth  of  430  to  630  feet  below  ground  surface.  The  estimated 
pumping  capacity  for  each  well  would  be  1.5  million  gpd,  but  the  combined  production  rates 
from  the  two  wells  would  not  exceed  the  peak  daily  water  withdrawal  of  1.5  million  gpd  (i.e., 
there  would  not  be  a situation  in  which  both  wells  are  produced  to  exceed  1.5  million  gpd). 
Peak  daily  water  use  may  exceed  1.5  mad,  but  this  would  only  be  supplied  by  drawing  water 
down  from  storage  ponds. 

Should  the  water  quality  or  availability  from  the  primary  production  well  be  inadequate  for  the 
proposed  uses,  the  Applicant  would  obtain  water  from  the  secondary  well.  Should  the  water 
quality  or  availability  from  the  secondary  well  be  inadequate,  the  Applicant  would  treat  the 
groundwater  using  a mobile,  self-contained  ion  exchange  or  reverse  osmosis  unit.  The  mobile 
units  would  be  brought  to  the  site  by  flat-bed  truck,  would  be  situated  within  the  Temporary 
Construction  Area,  and  would  be  approximately  the  size  of  a 40  foot  by  8 foot  by  8 foot  shipping 
container.  The  treated  water  may  be  used  directly,  or  could  be  blended  with  water  stored  in 
temporary  storage  ponds  to  meet  the  desired  water  quality.  The  units  would  be  operated  and 
maintained  by  an  outside  contractor.  The  units  would  require  replacement  of  filters 
approximately  once  per  week,  and  the  reverse  osmosis  membrane  once  per  quarter.  All 
wastes  from  the  treatment  units  would  be  disposed  of  offsite  by  the  contractor.  Disposal  would 
be  done  in  accordance  with  local,  state,  and  Federal  regulations. 

In  addition  to  the  production  wells,  three  groundwater  monitoring  wells  would  be  installed  to 
evaluate  potential  impacts  to  groundwater  availability  and  quality.  The  depths  of  the  monitoring 
wells  would  be  determined , on  a site-specific  basis , to  ensure  adequate  monitoring  of  the 
elevation  of  the  groundwater  table.  The  monitoring  wells  would  be  used  to  measure  water 
levels  and  water  quality,  so  that  impacts  to  these  characteristics  could  be  evaluated  throughout 
the  project. 

Construction  of  the  proposed  Stateline  facility  could  affect  groundwater  supply  and  recharge  if 
one  of  the  following  occurs:  (1)  the  affected  groundwater  basin  is  currently  characterized  by 
long-term  overdraft  conditions  and  the  Project  could  exacerbate  that  condition:  (2)  construction 
activities  result  in  long-term  overdraft  conditions;  (3)  substantial  drawdown  occurs  at 
groundwater  wells  in  the  area  as  a result  of  construction  groundwater  pumping;  or  (4) 
construction  activities  redirect  natural  recharge  outside  of  the  groundwater  basin,  such  as 
through  the  introduction  of  impervious  areas  that  prevent  infiltration.  Each  of  these  potential 
conditions  is  discussed  below. 


Basin-Wide  Overdraft 

Groundwater  overdraft  occurs  when  the  quantity  of  water  removed  from  a groundwater  basin 
exceeds  the  rate  of  recharge  to  that  basin;  this  effect  may  be  long-term,  where  substantial  new 
groundwater  demands  are  introduced,  or  this  effect  may  be  short-term  and  seasonal,  where 
new  groundwater  demands  are  introduced  but  are  temporary,  such  that  the  existing  balance  of 
groundwater  removal  and  recharge  is  restored  once  the  new  demand  ceases.  Drawdown 
occurs  when  groundwater  pumping  at  one  well  lowers  the  aquifer  level  such  that  other  wells  in 
the  vicinity  experience  an  increased  depth  to  groundwater,  requiring  greater  energy  to  draw  the 
same  volume  of  water  from  affected  wells.  Overdraft  and  drawdown  conditions  can  be 
temporary  and  of  varying  duration,  depending  upon  the  intensity  and  duration  of  activities  which 
cause  such  conditions  to  occur;  for  example,  the  introduction  of  intensive  pumping  activities  at 
an  existing  well  may  cause  localized  overdraft  conditions  and/or  drawdown  effects,  and  such 
effects  would  cease  to  occur  once  the  intensive  pumping  is  also  ceased.  Drawdown  can  also 
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be  exacerbated  if  developments  on  the  surface  substantially  reduce  infiltration  rates,  and 
therefore  reduce  groundwater  recharge  rates 

In  desert  regions,  estimation  of  groundwater  recharge  from  precipitation  is  the  controlling  factor 
in  estimating  the  balance  of  groundwater  available  for  development  in  a given  basin  without 
causing  direct  impacts.  Several  studies  have  been  done  in  Ivanpah  Valley  to  estimate  the 
amount  of  recharge  occurring  in  the  area.  The  recharge  calculations  require  that  assumptions 
be  made  regarding  the  lateral  limits  of  the  groundwater  basin,  average  infiltration  rates,  and 
average  evaporation  rates.  The  Applicant  has  calculated  a recharge  value  for  the  basin  of 
6,200  acre-feet  per  year  (ac-ft/yr)  (First  Solar  2011),  which  is  the  same  value  estimated  by 
BrightSource  for  the  adjacent  Ivanpah  SEGS  project  (BLM  2010a). 

Estimates  of  recharge  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  Groundwater  Basin  by  various  authors  range  from 
1,275  to  6,538  ac-ft/yr.  The  earliest  estimate  by  Glancy  (1,607  ac-ft/yr;  1968)  was  made  using 
generalized  statewide  precipitation  maps,  and  the  lateral  extent  of  the  basin  was 
underestimated.  The  estimate  by  Moore  (1,275  ac-ft/yr;  1968)  used  a general  relationship 
between  altitude  and  precipitation,  and  can  only  be  considered  a rough  estimate.  A similar 
relationship  was  used  by  Geomega  (2000)  in  calculating  a rate  of  2,845  ac-ft/yr.  An  estimate 
by  ENSR  (2007)  of  2,608  ac-ft/yr  used  the  same  lateral  extent  as  Glancy,  and  therefore 
similarly  underestimated  recharge. 

An  estimate  of  5,800  ac-ft/yr  made  by  Donovan  and  Katzer  (2000)  was  evaluated  by  BLM  in  the 
analysis  of  water  balance  in  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  EIS  (BLM  2010a).  BLM  reviewed  that  analysis, 
and  agreed  that  the  altitude/precipitation  relationship  and  watershed  estimates  appeared  to  be 
reasonable.  BLM  and  the  California  Energy  Commission  independently  calculated  the  recharge 
rate  for  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  EIS  using  precipitation  data  from  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
(USDA)  Geospatial  Data  Gateway,  PRISM  Group  (Oregon  State  University).  Watershed  and 
subwatershed  data  was  obtained  from  the  USDA  Geospatial  Data  Gateway:  12  digit  hydrologic 
unit.  This  digitized  information  was  imported  into  the  Energy  Commission’s  GIS  to  calculate 
standard  Maxey-Eakin  method  estimates  of  recharge.  Because  the  Maxey-Eakin  method 
applies  a recharge  efficiency  factor  for  a given  category  of  precipitation  (i.e.,  a precipitation 
range  with  an  upper  and  lower  limit),  the  Energy  Commission  used  these  upper  and  lower 
precipitation  limits  to  develop  a range  of  potential  recharge.  The  Energy  Commission  estimated 
this  recharge  to  be  between  5,223  to  6,538  ac-ft/yr,  and  this  value  was  used  by  BLM  to 
evaluate  potential  groundwater  impacts  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  project. 

A comparison  of  the  groundwater  recharge  rate  and  potential  basin  pump  rates  from  all  wells  in 
Ivanpah  Valley  is  shown  in  Table  4.19-1.  As  shown  in  this  table,  the  total  water  balance  in  the 
basin  would  still  be  positive,  even  under  Alternative  1,  in  the  range  of  530  to  1,845  ac-ft/yr. 
Given  that  the  analysis  used  worst  case  pump  rates,  it  is  likely  that  the  balance  is  much  higher. 


Table  4.19-1.  Ivanpah  Valley  Groundwater  Basin  Balance  during  Construction 


User 

Distance  from  Proposed 
Action 

Pump  Rate1 

Proposed  Stateline  facility 

0 miles 

1 ,045  ac-ft/yr^ 

Primm  Casinos  (WP-5  and 
WP-6) 

7,900  to  9,600  feet 

860  ac-ft/yr* 

Primm  Valley  Golf  Course 
(Colosseum  1,  Colosseum  2, 
PVGC-7,  PVGC-8,  and  PVGC- 
9) 

9,100  to  10,850  feet 

1 ,800  ac-ft/yr4 

Ivanpah  SEGS 

14,350  feet 

1 00  ac-ft/yr13 

Molycorp 

17  miles 

878  ac-ft/yrb 

Desert 

18  miles 

50  ac-ft/yr1 

Nipton 

24  miles 

30  ac-ft/yr13 

Silver  State  Solar 

7 miles 

200  ac-ft/yr  (future  construction)  and  21  ac-ft/yr 
(operations)7 
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Table  4.19-1.  Ivanpah  Valley  Groundwater  Basin  Balance  during  Construction 


Jean  and  Jean  Lake  Valley 

>10  miles 

740  -ft/yr3 

Industrial  Water  Use 

>10  miles 

1 50  ac-ft/yr3 

Other  Mining 

Unknown 

400  ac-ft/yr3 

Community  of  Goodsprings 

>10  miles 

120  ac-ft/yr3 

Domestic  Water  Use 

Various  locations 

40  ac-ft/yr3 

Total  Extraction 

6,413  ac-ft/yr 

Recharge  From  Precipitation 

5,223  to  6,538  ac-ft/yr8 

Recharge  From  Returns 

1,720  ac-ft/yr’ 

Total  Recharge 

6,943  to  8,258  ac-ft/yr 

Water  Balance 

530  to  1,845  ac-ft/yr 

1 1ncludes  users  in  both  north  and  south  Ivanpah  Valley.  Pump  rate  is  maximum  permitted  pump  rate,  which 
would  remain  the  same  regardless  of  the  use  of  the  water. 

2 This  represents  the  highest  possible  annual  use  assuming  a 2 year  construction  period,  and  55%  of  all 
construction  water  used  during  the  first  year  of  construction.  This  is  the  most  conservative  value  of  those  used  in 
the  Applicant’s  analyses  (West  Yost  2013a). 

3 Source:  West  Yost  2013a 

4 Source:  Permitted  value  from  Broadbent  2012 

5 Source:  BLM  2010a.  It  is  assumed  the  phase  of  construction  requiring  the  greatest  water  use  for  Ivanpah  SEGS 
would  be  completed  by  the  time  Stateline  begins  construction.  Therefore,  this  rate  is  the  estimated  annual 
operation  rate. 

6 Source:  San  Bernardino  County  2010.  The  wells  are  currently  inactive,  but  have  historically  pumped  up  to  1 ,200 
ac-ft/yr.  The  2010  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  assumes  a potential  maximum  freshwater  use  rate  of  525  gpm, 
which  equates  to  847  ac-ft/yr  if  pumped  all  year.  The  largest  portion  of  this  would  likely  be  accessed  from 
Molycorp’s  Shadow  Valley  wells,  so  847  ac-ft/yr  from  the  Ivanpah  Well  Field  is  an  overestimate.  Molycorp’s  well 
could  also  be  used  as  a source  of  water  to  support  the  Calnev  pipeline  construction,  at  a maximum  amount  of  31 
ac-ft  in  less  than  a year.  This  water  use  would  likely  be  concurrent  with  Proposed  Action  construction.  The  total 
estimate  for  the  Molycorp  wells  is  therefore  847  ac-ft/yr  plus  31  ac-ft/yr,  or  878  acOft/yr. 

7 Source:  BLM  2010b  (Silver  State  Solar  EIS).  Since  construction  date  is  unknown,  the  total  extraction  calculation 
assumes  construction  would  be  concurrent  with  Stateline. 

8 Range  estimated  from  BLM  2010a.  Applicant’s  estimate  is  6,200  ac-ft/yr  (West  Yost  2013a) 

9 Returns  occur  in  infiltration  ponds  at  Primm,  at  the  Bighorn  Power  Plant,  and  through  infiltration  at  the  Primm 
Valley  Golf  Course,  but  determination  of  return  volumes  is  difficult.  Return  volumes  used  are  a conservative 
estimate  as  reported  in  West  Yost  2013a. 

Local  Drawdown 

Although  the  analysis  above  shows  that  the  total  recharge  in  Ivanpah  Valley  is  sufficient  to 
support  all  current  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  uses,  it  also  shows  that  a large  amount  of 
the  current  and  future  usage  occurs  within  a limited  area  of  the  basin  to  the  southwest  of 
Primm.  The  wells  for  the  two  largest  water  users  in  the  basin  (Primm  and  the  Primm  Valley 
Golf  Course),  as  well  as  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  groundwater  well,  are  all  within  less  than  3 miles  of 
the  wells  for  the  Proposed  Action.  In  all,  more  than  4,000  ac-ft/yr  (almost  61  percent)  of  the 
total  6,584  ac-ft/yr  withdrawn  in  the  basin  would  be  withdrawn  from  this  limited  area  of  the 
basin.  Also  note  that  a large  portion  of  the  returns  in  the  basin  occurs  at  Primm,  so  although 
withdrawal  is  focused  near  the  Proposed  Action  site,  the  returns  are  located  elsewhere. 
Therefore,  although  the  basin  as  a whole  can  likely  support  the  groundwater  withdrawal  rates, 
there  is  likely  to  be  local  groundwater  level  decline. 

Drawdown  or  a decrease  in  groundwater  levels  due  to  groundwater  pumping  can  result  in 
adverse  impacts  when  the  pumping  results  in  lower  groundwater  levels  in  nearby  wells.  These 
impacts  can  be  both  short-  and  long-term.  Interference  or  drawdown  can  result  in  increased 
pumping  lifts  and  declines  in  well  productivity.  Mitigation  of  these  impacts  could  require  costly 
modifications  including  the  cost  of  lowering  pumps,  the  cost  of  deepening  a well,  and  well 
redevelopment  costs.  Substantial  increases  in  pumping  lift  can  also  cause  substantial  increases 
in  energy  costs. 

It  should  be  noted  that,  even  without  implementation  of  the  Stateline  project,  groundwater  levels 
in  the  nearby  production  wells  are  known  to  fluctuate  based  on  natural  precipitation  rates,  as 
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well  as  groundwater  withdrawal  from  the  wells.  The  County  has  proposed  to  establish 
Groundwater  Extraction  Significance  Criteria  to  identify  a need  for  further  analysis  regarding  the 
significance  of  the  effect  and  whether  mitigation  is  warranted  (Reeder  2007).  Although  these 
criteria  have  not  been  finalized,  they  are  used  as  a basis  for  comparison  in  Primm’s  reports  to 
the  County  (Broadbent  2009;  Broadbent  2012),  so  are  referred  to  in  this  analysis  as  tentative 
significance  criteria.  For  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  the  Colosseum  wells  act  as  primary 
extraction  wells,  and  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  (PVGC)  wells  are  used  as  back-up  wells. 
Water  levels  and  conductance  are  measured  in  each  well,  and  reports  are  filed  with  the  County. 

The  Annual  Report  for  2011  (Broadbent  2012)  provides  the  historical  data  for  all  wells.  The 
trend  in  water  level  in  Colosseum  wells  1 and  2 show  a declining  trend  since  measurements 
were  first  reported  in  1997.  In  1997,  the  water  depth  in  Colosseum  1 was  reported  to  be  in  the 
range  of  275  feet  deep.  Annual  measurements  since  2000  show  declines  from  a depth  of 
about  286  feet  in  2000  to  291  feet  in  2011.  Measurements  in  Colosseum  2 show  a similar 
decline  from  a depth  of  about  294  feet  in  2000  to  298  feet  in  2011.  The  Broadbent  (2012) 
report  notes  that  water  levels  in  all  wells  are  still  11  to  19  feet  above  the  tentative  significance 
criteria.  However,  the  data  show  that  local  declines  do  occur,  and  appear  to  be  associated  with 
continued  production. 

The  Applicant  has  conducted  modeling  of  groundwater  withdrawal  to  estimate  the  impact  of  the 
Proposed  Action’s  groundwater  withdrawal  on  groundwater  levels  in  nearby  wells.  The 
modeling  was  conducted  using  a 2-year  construction  period  scenario  and  a 4-year  construction 
period  scenario.  Of  these,  the  two  year  analysis  is  the  more  conservative  because  it 
concentrates  a greater  volume  of  withdrawal  into  a shorter  time  period. 

The  Applicant’s  analysis  included  evaluation  of  the  drawdown  associated  with  100  percent  of 
pumping  from  the  primary  well,  as  well  as  100  percent  of  pumping  from  the  secondary  well,  and 
therefore  acts  as  a conservative  impact  scenario  for  all  other  wells  in  the  area.  The  analysis 
assumed  that  55  percent  of  the  water  production  (1,045  ac-ft)  would  occur  in  the  first  year  of 
construction,  and  45  percent  (855  ac-ft)  would  occur  in  the  second  year. 

The  locations  of  the  wells  would  be  the  same  under  Alternatives  1,  Revised  3,  and  4,  so  the 
modeling  analysis  for  the  Proposed  Action  is  also  applicable  to  Revised  Alternative  3 and 
Alternative  4.  The  well  locations  would  be  different  under  Alternative  2,  so  a separate  model 
was  conducted  to  evaluate  potential  drawdown  for  that  scenario.  The  locations  of  the  wells 
relative  to  existing  wells  is  shown  in  Figure  4.19-1,  and  the  relative  distances  are  provided  in 
Table  4.19-2  below. 


Table  4.19-2.  Distances  Between  Groundwater  Production  Wells  (feet) 


Alternatives  1,  3,  and  4 

Alternative  2 

Well 

Primary  Well 

Secondary  Well 

North  Well 
(Primary) 

South  Well 
(Back-up) 

WP-5 

9,625 

5,750 

9,625 

19,775 

WP-6 

7,700 

5,000 

7,700 

17,500 

Colosseum  1 

9,100 

13,500 

9,100 

5,600 

Colosseum  2 

10,850 

15,500 

10,850 

4,900 

Ivanpah  SEGS 

14,350 

14,500 

14,350 

10,850 

The  results  of  the  Applicant’s  analysis  indicate  that  groundwater  level  declines  in  the  primary 
well  scenario  would  be:  1.53  feet  in  WP-5,  1.77  feet  in  WP-6,  0.55  feet  at  Ivanpah  SEGS,  1.00 
feet  at  Colosseum  1,  and  0.63  feet  at  Colosseum  2.  Groundwater  level  declines  in  the 
secondary  well  scenario  would  be:  3.18  feet  in  WP-5,  3.84  feet  in  WP-6,  0.74  feet  at  Ivanpah 
SEGS,  0.57  feet  at  Colosseum  1,  and  0.51  feet  at  Colosseum  2 (West  Yost  2013b).  As  shown 
in  the  annual  report  for  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  (Broadbent  2012),  long-term  declines  in 
these  wells  have  already  ranged  from  4 to  5 feet.  However,  the  water  level  in  each  of  the 
Colosseum  wells  is  more  than  11  feet  above  the  tentative  County  significance  criteria. 
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Therefore,  the  additional  decline  provided  by  the  Stateline  wells  would  be  an  adverse  impact, 
but  their  contribution  would  be  minor  compared  to  that  of  the  other  wells. 

The  Applicant  has  developed  a Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  (West  Yost  2013b) 
to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  the  San  Bernardino  County  groundwater  monitoring  program 
guidelines.  Implementation  of  the  plan  would  be  required  as  part  of  mitigation  measure  MM- 
Water-3.  The  Plan  is  considered  by  the  County  to  be  a draft  plan  that  would  be  subject  to 
revision  once  the  project  is  approved  by  the  County.  The  plan  addresses  installation  of  three 
monitoring  wells,  specification  of  a monitoring  network,  means  to  establish  baseline 
groundwater  conditions,  data  to  be  collected  in  the  program,  and  means  to  compare  collected 
data  to  baseline  data.  The  plan  also  provides  interim  significance  criteria  that  the  Applicant 
proposes  to  use  for  the  first  five  years,  and  which  would  then  be  updated  based  on  information 
collected  during  the  first  five  year  period. 

The  Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  proposes  a provisional 
significance  criterion  to  be  used  to  evaluate  groundwater  level  impacts.  The  proposed  criterion 
is  based  on  a 20  percent  increase  over  the  simulated  drawdown  at  any  monitoring  point.  The 
baseline  simulation  of  a drawdown  of  0.23  feet  at  a distance  of  1.5  miles  from  the  primary  well 
is  based  on  the  predicted  drawdown  following  four  years  of  construction  and  one  year  of 
operations.  If  the  monitoring  program  documents  a drawdown  that  exceeds  the  criterion,  then 
mitigation  measure  MM-Water-3  would  require  that  a more  detailed  analysis  of  the  actual 
material  impact  (unavailability  of  water,  increased  pumping  costs,  etc.)  be  conducted. 

The  following  mitigation  measures  would  help  to  ensure  that  basin  overdraft  and  offsite 
drawdown  of  more  than  5 feet  do  not  occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the 
Applicant  to  develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary 
well  or  treatment  of  water  quality  if  their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing 
unacceptable  adverse  impacts.  Measure  MM-Water-3  would  require  monitoring  to  ensure  that 
no  impacts  occur,  and  that  are  a more  detailed  further  analysis  of  the  actual  material  impact 
( unavailability  of  water , increased  pumping  costs , etc.)  be  conducted  if  certain  water  level  or 
water  quality  triggers  are  met.  Measures  MM-Water-4  and  MM-Water-5  would  seek  to  ensure 
that  the  development  on  the  surface  uses  pervious  groundcover  and  is  otherwise  designed  to 
maximize  groundwater  infiltration,  which  in  turn  would  assist  in  providing  freshwater  to  the 
aquifer.  Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water  conservation  in  order 
to  reduce  the  volume  of  water  use  by  the  project. 


Surface  Water  and  Drainage  Patterns 

The  impact  of  the  Proposed  Action  on  surface  water  and  drainage  patterns  would  be  the  same 
under  construction,  operations  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning.  This  is  because  any 
potential  impact  would  be  associated  with  vegetation  removal,  site  grading,  implementation  of 
debris  and  sediment  basins,  and  existence  of  infrastructure  on  the  project  site.  Once 
vegetation  removal,  grading,  and  basin  construction  is  completed  during  early  phases  of 
construction,  potential  impacts  of  the  facility  on  stormwater  flow  would  remain  the  same 
throughout  the  remainder  of  the  construction  period,  and  into  the  operations  and 
decommissioning  period.  Therefore,  this  analysis  is  presented  here  under  construction,  but  is 
not  repeated  for  operations  and  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action. 

The  Proposed  Action  would  be  located  on  an  active  alluvial  fan  system  characterized  by 
numerous  ephemeral  drainages  that  only  flow  during  substantial  precipitation  events.  Most 
precipitation  falling  on  the  fan  itself  infiltrates,  or  moves  downgradient  as  sheet  flow  across  the 
fan.  Precipitation  occurring  in  the  Clark  Mountains  upgradient  of  the  project  site  is  conveyed 
through  the  alluvial  fan  wash  channels. 
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Impacts  associated  with  development  on  an  alluvial  fan  system  can  include  flash  flood  damage 
to  unprotected  site  structures,  increased  soil  erosion  onsite  and  in  downgradient  areas  due  to 
increase  in  stormwater  flow  rates  or  concentration  of  flow,  increased  potential  for  flood  damage 
to  adjacent  or  downgradient  structures  and  infrastructure , and  increased  sedimentation  in 
downgradient  areas.  Several  features  of  general  project  development  can  affect  these  potential 
impacts,  as  follows: 

• Onsite  flood  damage  can  be  caused  by  the  placement  of  unprotected  structures  directly 
into  stormwater  flow  pathways.  For  most  development  projects,  this  potential  is  reduced 
or  eliminated  by  identifying  the  floodplain  and  avoiding  placement  of  structures  within  it. 
However,  on  alluvial  fans,  avoidance  is  difficult  because  flow  paths  migrate  randomly 
due  to  channel  switching.  Large-scale  features  can  tend  to  be  more  long-term  and  can 
be  avoided:  reducing  the  risk  of  damage,  but  any  location  can  be  affected,  even  if  there 
is  no  appearance  of  recent  flow  in  the  area. 

• Soil  erosion  rates  can  be  increased  by  causing  an  increase  in  stormwater  flow  velocity. 
Development  projects  can  increase  stormwater  flow  velocity  in  three  primary  ways: 
constricting  the  flow  pathway,  increasing  the  runoff  volume,  or  decreasing  the 
roughness  of  the  runoff  surface.  Constriction  of  flow  pathways  can  occur  if  facility 
structures  are  placed  within  the  pathway.  This  would  not  only  increase  the  flood 
damage  risk  to  that  structure,  but  would  increase  stormwater  velocities  downgradient  of 
the  structure,  leading  to  increased  erosion  and  flood  damage  potential  in  downgradient 
areas. 

Increases  in  runoff  volume  would  generally  occur  if  the  development  created 
impermeable  surfaces  such  as  compacted  soil,  rooftops,  asphalt,  or  concrete.  These 
surfaces  can  eliminate  the  potential  for  precipitation  to  infiltrate  into  the  subsurface,  thus 
increasing  the  volume  of  water  that  must  leave  the  site  through  surface-based  runoff. 

Roughness  of  the  runoff  surface  affects  the  rate  at  which  surface  water  can  flow  on  the 
surface.  The  primary  affect  from  development  projects  is  the  removal  of  vegetation. 
The  presence  of  vegetation  in  an  area  generally  slows  surface  water  flow  rates,  so 
removal  of  vegetation  tends  to  decrease  roughness,  therefore  increasing  stormwater 
flow  rates. 

• Any  increase  in  erosion  in  an  area  must  lead,  by  definition,  to  an  increase  in  sediment 
content  in  a downgradient  area.  Increased  sediment  can  damage  downgradient  roads 
or  structures,  decrease  water  quality  in  downgradient  water  bodies,  or  cause  adverse 
changes  in  vegetation  or  wildlife  habitat.  A specific  concern  of  BLM  in  Ivanpah  Valley  is 
the  potential  for  alluvial  fan-based  developments  to  increase  either  erosion  or 
sedimentation  rates  on  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake,  thus  affecting  the  quality  of  the  lakebed 
surface  for  recreational  use  such  as  wind  sailing. 

Being  located  on  an  active  alluvial  fan,  the  Proposed  Action  could  potentially  be  affected  by,  or 
could  cause,  any  of  the  impacts  described  above.  The  project  would  include  obstruction  of 
existing  stormwater  flow  pathways,  removal  of  vegetation,  compaction  of  soil,  and  installation  of 
impervious  surfaces.  If  not  addressed  through  project  design,  regulatory  compliance,  and 
mitigation  measures,  these  activities  could  expose  the  new  facility  to  flood  damage,  and  could 
affect  structures,  wildlife,  and  recreational  land  uses  in  areas  downgradient  of  the  facility. 

To  address  these  potential  impacts,  the  Applicant  has  conducted  hydrologic  modeling  to  predict 
stormwater  flow  conditions,  designed  the  Proposed  Action  to  incorporate  protective  features, 
and  then  included  these  protective  features  in  additional  modeling  to  verify  that  they  would 
protect  both  the  facility  and  the  downgradient  areas.  As  discussed  in  Chapter  2,  the  Applicant 
contacted  BLM  in  2009  to  discuss  their  proposed  modeling  methodology  and  assumptions,  and 
to  verify  that  they  would  be  acceptable  for  BLM’s  analysis  in  this  PA  and  EIS/EIR. 
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The  design  features  associated  with  stormwater  management  were  discussed  in  Chapter  2, 
and  are  summarized  again  below: 

• Avoidance  of  Drainage  Channels.  The  Applicant’s  initial  site  investigations 
determined  that  two  major  drainage  channels  pass  through  the  Project  Study  Area  south 
of  Metamorphic  Hill.  The  presence  of  Metamorphic  Hill  in  the  middle  of  the  alluvial  fan 
results  in  channeling  of  stormwater  around  the  feature,  primarily  to  its  south.  Therefore, 
the  Applicant  has  proposed  their  site  location  to  the  north  and  east  of  Metamorphic  Hill, 
avoiding  these  two  major  drainages.  This  design  meets  the  requirements  of  mitigation 
measure  MM-Water-7. 

• Debris  Basins.  The  entire  upstream  perimeter  of  the  proposed  facility  would  be  lined 
with  debris  basins.  Stormwater  entering  the  facility  from  upgradient  would  enter  the 
debris  basins,  be  slowed,  and  then  be  released  as  sheet  flow  across  the  PV  array  area. 
The  basins  would  be  constructed  with  a 3:1  rip-rap  lined  slope  on  the  upgradient  end, 
and  a 4:1  slope  on  the  downgradient  end.  The  Applicant  proposes  that  the  bottom  and 
downgradient  surfaces  of  the  basin  would  consist  of  compacted  soil.  However,  as 
required  in  Mitigation  Measures  MM-Water-8,  the  downgradient  surface  would  require 
armoring  to  prevent  erosion  as  water  is  released  during  storm  events. 

• Grading  of  PV  arrays.  To  minimize  the  potential  for  erosional  flow  within  the  array 
area,  the  entire  site  would  have  its  vegetation  removed,  and  would  be  graded  to  a flat 
surface.  The  grading  would  promote  sheet  flow  and  minimize  the  potential  for  erosional 
channels  to  develop.  Site  inspections  would  be  performed  to  identify  any  scour  or  rills 
that  develop,  and  these  would  be  restored  to  a flat  surface. 

• Sediment  Basins.  The  downstream  perimeter  of  the  proposed  facility  would  be  lined 
with  sediment  basins.  The  purpose  of  the  basins  would  be  to  slow  stormwater  flow 
leaving  the  site,  and  to  capture  any  additional  sediment  generated  by  the  site  as  a result 
of  vegetation  removal. 

• Silt  Fence  and  Fiber  Rolls.  Silt  fencing  and  fiber  rolls  would  be  used  to  slow 
stormwater  flow  and  capture  sediment  during  construction,  especially  in  the  period 
before  the  debris  and  sediment  basins  are  completed.  During  facility  construction,  the 
facility  would  be  required,  under  mitigation  measure  MM-Water-8  and  the  Clean  Water 
Act,  to  develop  and  implement  a Construction  SWPPP.  The  SWPPP  would  include 
designation  of  standard  BMPs  to  be  followed,  design  and  construction  of  stormwater 
management  structures,  and  use  of  erosion  protection  materials  such  as  silt  fence  and 
fiber  rolls.  Although  primarily  intended  for  protection  of  downgradient  water  quality,  the 
Construction  SWPPP  would  also  assist  in  maintaining  stormwater  flow  pathways  and 
drainage  patterns. 

• Internal  Road  System  and  Wash  Crossings.  Roads  within  the  facility  would  vary  in 
width  and  type  of  construction.  The  final  width  and  surfacing  materials  would  be 
determined  during  final  engineering  design,  in  accordance  with  recommendations  of  the 
Final  Geotechnical  Report.  Roads  would  be  constructed  from  compacted  native  soil, 
compacted  soil  with  palliatives,  compacted  native  soil  with  gravel  cover,  and/or  asphalt, 
depending  on  location  and  planned  use.  At  locations  where  roads  cross  washes, 
cement  ford  crossings  would  be  installed.  The  width  and  thickness  of  each  crossing 
would  be  determined  on  a site-specific  basis,  depending  on  the  size  of  the  wash,  to 
ensure  adequate  flow-through  during  storm  events. 


The  Applicant  performed  hydrologic  modeling  for  the  Proposed  Action  (Taney  Engineering 
2011a)  and  for  the  bifurcated  project  footprint  evaluated  in  Alternative  2 (Taney  Engineering 
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2011b).  Although  modeling  was  not  conducted  specifically  for  Revised  Alternative  3 and 
Alternative  4,  the  location  of  these  alternatives  with  respect  to  stormwater  channels  is 
approximately  the  same  as  the  Proposed  Action,  and  therefore  the  results  of  that  modeling  are 
judged  to  be  applicable  to  those  alternatives. 

The  modeling  was  conducted  using  the  Synthetic  Unit  Hydrograph  Method  to  determine  peak 
runoff  velocities  and  volumes  for  the  1.2  year,  10  year,  25  year,  and  100  year  24-hour  storm 
events.  Input  data  included  the  following: 

• Precipitation  rates  for  each  scenario  were  estimated  using  the  National  Oceanic  and 
Atmospheric  Administration  (NOAA)  Atlas  14,  Volume  1. 

• The  drainage  subbasins  providing  stormwater  flow  into  the  project  area  from  upgradient 
areas  were  developed  using  USGS  topographic  maps  and  commercially  available 
topographic  surveys. 

• The  infiltration  rates  were  estimated  using  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  Curve  Number 
Method,  with  curve  numbers  determined  using  soil  types  and  vegetation  cover  types 
specified  in  the  San  Bernardino  County  Hydrology  Manual. 

• The  Antecedent  Moisture  Condition  values  were  selected  based  on  the  San  Bernardino 
County  Hydrology  Manual. 

The  modeling  effort  identified  six  drainage  subbasins  totaling  more  than  23,000  acres  providing 
stormwater  flow  into  the  project  area.  The  resulting  flow  rate  calculations  are  shown  in  Table 
4.19-3. 


Table  4.19-3.  Comparison  of  Existing  and  Post-Development  Flow  Rates,  Proposed  Action 


Sub- 

Basin 

Existing  F 
(cubic  feet 

low  Rates 
aer  second) 

Post-Developm 
(cubic  feet 

ent  Flow  Rates 
per  second) 

1.2  yr 

10  yr 

25  yr 

100  yr 

1.2  yr 

10  yr 

25  yr 

100  yr 

1 

550 

2,610 

3,538 

5,674 

559 

2,625 

3,555 

5,684 

2 

424 

2,311 

3,162 

5,215 

443 

2,344 

3,199 

5,236 

3 

547 

3,133 

4,300 

7,215 

558 

3,160 

4,330 

7,233 

4 

280 

1,602 

2,213 

3,742 

285 

1,615 

2,227 

3,752 

5 

326 

1,884 

2,597 

4,381 

333 

1,897 

2,612 

4,390 

6 

419 

2,346 

3,229 

5,420 

419 

2,346 

3,229 

5,420 

Average  Percentage  Change  in  Flow  Rate 

+2.02% 

+0.74% 

+0.58% 

+0.21% 

The  flow  rates  presented  in  Table  4.19-3  show  that,  on  average,  the  development  of  the 
Proposed  Action  would  increase  flow  rates  in  the  subbasins  by  a maximum  of  about  2 percent. 
In  general,  the  reason  that  the  development  would  have  such  a limited  effect  on  flow  rates  is 
because  stormwater  velocities  would  be  deliberately  slowed  by  the  use  of  the  debris  and 
sediment  basins.  Based  on  these  results,  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  be  subjected  to 
increased  potential  for  flood  damage,  and  would  not  modify  erosion  or  sedimentation  rates  in 
downstream  areas. 

Maintaining  these  results  depends  on  continued  operation  of  the  debris  and  sediment  basins  as 
they  are  designed  to  operate.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-9  would  require  the  Applicant  to 
implement  their  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012k),  which  specifies  how  the 
debris  and  sediment  basins  would  be  designed,  inspected,  and  maintained  to  ensure  their 
continued  operation.  BLM  has  reviewed  the  design  of  the  basins  on  the  Applicant’s  site  plans, 
the  proposed  methods  for  inspection  and  maintenance  in  the  Storm  Water  Management  Plan, 
and  the  methodologies  and  input  parameters  for  the  hydrologic  modeling,  and  concludes  that 
the  Proposed  Action  would  not  be  subjected  to  increased  potential  for  flood  damage,  and  would 
not  modify  erosion  or  sedimentation  rates  in  downstream  areas. 
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The  closest  surface  water  to  the  site  is  in  the  form  of  springs  located  at  the  base  of  the  Clark 
Mountains.  The  closest  springs  are  Whiskey  Spring  (located  4.2  miles  from  the  nearest 
groundwater  withdrawal  location,  which  is  the  secondary  production  well),  Ivanpah  Spring  (4.6 
miles  away),  and  Willow  Spring  ( 4.9  miles  away).  The  springs  are  located  at  elevations  of  more 
than  4,000  feet  above  sea  level,  and  are  caused  by  shallow  groundwater  being  forced  to  the 
surface  by  impermeable  bedrock.  Groundwater  for  the  project , on  the  other  hand , would  be 
supplied  from  deep  alluvial  aguifers  at  an  elevation  of  about  2,400  feet  above  sea  level. 
Although  the  source  for  the  alluvial  water  is  ultimately  precipitation  in  the  mountains , the  large 
horizontal  and  vertical  distance  between  the  wells  and  the  springs  makes  any  potential  impact 
to  the  water  available  for  the  springs  very  unlikely. 


Stormwater  Drainage  Systems 

Similar  to  the  discussion  of  surface  water  and  drainage  pattern  impacts,  the  impact  of  the 
Proposed  Action  on  stormwater  drainage  systems  would  be  the  same  under  construction, 
operations  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning.  This  is  because  any  potential  impact 
would  be  associated  with  modification  of  stormwater  flow  pathways,  volumes,  or  velocities,  and 
these  modifications  would  occur  during  initial  stages  of  construction  and  be  maintained 
throughout  the  operations  and  decommissioning  periods.  Therefore,  this  analysis  is  presented 
here  under  construction,  but  is  not  repeated  for  operations  and  decommissioning  of  the 
Proposed  Action. 

No  designed  stormwater  drainage  system  currently  exists  in  the  area  of  the  Proposed  Action 
site.  Implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  include  construction  of  drainage  systems 
including  debris  basins,  sediment  basins,  and  culverts  on  the  project  site  itself  to  protect  onsite 
facilities  and  ensure  that  stormwater  released  downstream  of  the  facility  mimics  pre- 
development conditions.  The  project  would  not  include  construction  or  modification  of  any 
stormwater  systems  either  upgradient  or  downgradient  of  the  facility.  Therefore,  the  proposed 
facility  would  not  have  the  potential  to  create  or  contribute  runoff  water  which  would  exceed  the 
capacity  of  existing  or  planned  stormwater  drainage  systems  and,  therefore,  no  mitigation 
measures  are  required  to  address  potential  effects  to  existing  or  planned  stormwater  drainage 
systems. 


Flood  Hazard  Areas 

Similar  to  the  discussion  of  drainage  pattern  and  drainage  system  impacts,  the  impact  of  the 
Proposed  Action  associated  with  flood  hazard  areas  would  be  the  same  under  construction, 
operations  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning.  This  is  because  any  potential  impact 
would  be  associated  with  modification  of  stormwater  flow  pathways,  volumes,  or  velocities,  and 
these  modifications  would  occur  during  initial  stages  of  construction  and  be  maintained 
throughout  the  operations  and  decommissioning  periods.  Therefore,  this  analysis  is  presented 
here  under  construction,  but  is  not  repeated  for  operations  and  decommissioning  of  the 
Proposed  Action. 

The  Proposed  Action  would  be  located  in  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  (FEMA) 
Zone  D,  which  is  classified  as  an  area  where  flood  hazards  have  not  been  mapped  (FEMA 
2008).  Although  a flood  hazard  analysis  has  not  been  conducted  by  FEMA  for  this  area,  the 
hydrologic  study  and  modeling  completed  by  the  Applicant  (Taney  Engineering  2011a)  included 
calculation  of  the  potential  for  scour  to  destabilize  structures  constructed  on  the  site. 

The  scour  analysis  was  conducted  for  the  100  year  flood  scenario,  and  included  an  analysis  of 
the  project  area  without  implementation  of  upstream  debris  basins,  and  then  with 
implementation  of  upstream  debris  basins.  The  analysis  demonstrated  that,  without  stormwater 
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management,  scour  depths  of  up  to  4.1  feet  could  occur  around  the  support  posts  of  the  solar 
arrays.  This  depth  of  scour  would  not  be  large  enough  to  destabilize  the  arrays  because  of  the 
depth  of  installation  of  the  supports,  and  the  fact  that  each  array  is  supported  by  multiple  posts. 
The  scour  calculation  for  the  post-development  condition,  which  would  include  debris  basins  to 
slow  stormwater  and  release  it  as  sheet  flow  across  the  solar  array  area,  would  be 
approximately  2 feet  in  depth.  Again,  this  depth  would  not  be  high  enough  to  destabilize  site 
structures.  The  Applicant’s  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  includes  provisions  to  inspect  the 
site  following  storm  events,  and  any  scour  of  this  magnitude  would  be  found  and  corrected. 

The  effects  described  above , including  implementation  of  basins  and  other  stormwater 
management  features , would  all  occur  within  the  project  fenceline.  Therefore,  the  project  fence 
itself  would  be  exposed  to  stormwater  flow.  Transport  of  debris  in  the  stormwater  can  build  up 
against  fences , thus  creating  dams  that  can  divert  stormwater  around  the  area , causing  erosion 
in  other  locations. 

The  construction  details  of  the  fence  must  be  based  on  technical  performance  standards  such 
as  maintaining  site  security  and  precluding  entry  of  desert  tortoises  to  the  project  area.  These 
functions  reguire  that  the  fence  have  openings  no  greater  than  1 inch , and  that  the  bottom  of 
the  fence  be  buried  such  that  there  is  no  space  between  the  bottom  of  the  fence  and  ground 
level.  With  this  configuration  the  fence  will,  by  definition , capture  any  debris  or  sediment  that  is 
greater  than  1-inch  in  size.  Such  debris  and  sediment  of  this  size  is  ubiguitous  throughout  the 
site , and  therefore  project  fencing  is  certain  to  capture  sediment  and  inhibit  stormwater  flow  if 
not  monitored  and  maintained.  In  order  to  minimize  impacts  that  could  occur  from  this  process , 
the  applicant  would  implement  fence  monitoring  and  response  actions  designed  to  address  the 
buildup  of  such  debris,  as  described  in  their  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  ( First  Solar  2012k). 
However , such  monitoring  and  repair  could  only  occur  after  storm  events , and  adverse  impacts 
could  occur  during  the  course  of  a storm  event. 

Site  structures  could  also  impact  nearby  infrastructure , including  the  Primm  water  supply  wells 
and  pipeline,  if  they  modified  hydrology  to  the  extent  that  erosion  rates  were  affected.  To 
address  this  risk , the  Applicant  has  designed  the  project  fence  and  detention  basins  to  minimize 
the  potential  for  erosion.  All  project  components  would  be  located  outside  of  Primmadonna’s 
existing  ROW.  The  detention  basins  would  be  located  approximately  125  feet  downgradient  of 
the  Primm  wells  and  access  road. 


Water  Quality 

Surface  Water 

Construction  of  the  proposed  facility  would  include  implementation  of  a Construction  SWPPP,  in 
compliance  with  mitigation  measures  MM-Water-8  and  Section  402  of  the  CWA  (see  Section 
3.19.2.1  of  this  PA  and  EIS/EIR),  which  specifies  BMPs  to  minimize  and/or  avoid  potential 
impacts  associated  with  stormwater  runoff.  The  SWPPP  would  incorporate  standard  BMPs  to 
protect  water  quality  and  avoid  adverse  effects  of  project  construction  on  surface  water  quality, 
including  BMPs  to  prevent  drainage  pattern  alterations  to  result  in  adverse  effects  to  surface 
waters. 

There  is  a potential  for  construction  of  the  proposed  facility  to  contribute  sources  of  polluted 
runoff  if  an  accidental  leak  or  release  of  harmful  materials  were  to  occur  during  construction 
activities.  The  Applicant  has  developed  an  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials 
Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  as  required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2,  which 
includes  identification  of  all  hazardous  materials  that  would  be  used,  stored,  or  transported  at 
the  site;  establishes  inspection  procedures,  storage  requirements,  storage  quantity  limits, 
inventory  control,  non-hazardous  product  substitutes,  and  disposition  of  excess  materials;  and 
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requirements  for  notices  to  federal  and  local  emergency  response  authorities.  The  hazardous 
materials  to  be  used  are  listed  in  Table  2-1,  and  include  petroleum  fuels,  transformer  oil, 
hydraulic  fluid,  and  soil  stabilizers.  Secondary  containment  would  be  provided  for  all  on-site 
hazardous  materials  and  waste  storage,  including  fuel.  In  particular,  fuel  storage  (for 

construction  vehicles  and  equipment)  would  be  a temporary  activity  occurring  only  for  as  long 
as  is  needed  to  support  construction  activities.  In  addition,  the  Applicant  would  site  all  fueling, 
hazardous  materials  storage  areas,  and  operation  and  maintenance  activities  involving 
hazardous  materials  at  least  100  feet  away  from  blue-line  drainages  as  identified  on  U.S. 
Geological  Survey  (USGS)  topography  maps.  Similar  protective  measures,  training,  and 
reporting  would  be  required  as  part  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Water-10. 

With  compliance  with  regulatory  requirements  and  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM- 
PH&S-2  (Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan),  MM-Water-8 
(Construction  SWPPP),  and  MM-Water-10  ( Accidental  Spill  Control  and  Environmental 
Training ),  potential  impacts  associated  with  the  creation  of  polluted  runoff  would  be  minimized 
and/or  avoided. 


Groundwater 

Groundwater  quality  could  potentially  be  impacted  by  the  Proposed  Action  in  two  ways:  release 
of  contaminants  to  groundwater,  or  mobilization  of  existing  poor  quality  groundwater. 

For  the  first  of  these,  the  management  of  hazardous  materials  and  fuels  during  construction 
would  be  the  same  as  discussed  above  for  surface  water.  The  regulatory  requirements, 
mitigation  measures  (specifically,  MM-PH&S-2  and  MM-Water-10),  and  management  plans  that 
would  minimize  the  potential  for  release  of  contaminants  to  surface  water  would  also  be 
effective  in  minimizing  the  potential  for  their  release  to  groundwater.  Moreover,  given  the  depth 
to  groundwater  at  the  site  (approximately  200  feet),  it  is  highly  unlikely  that  any  release  of  fuel 
or  hazardous  materials  on  the  surface  could  reach  groundwater.  Any  releases  would  likely  be 
very  small  in  volume,  and  would  be  identified  and  remediated  before  they  could  migrate  the 
large  distance  to  groundwater.  Therefore,  contamination  of  groundwater  by  the  release  of 
contaminants  is  very  unlikely. 

The  Applicant’s  proposed  use  of  a temporary  septic  tank  and  leach  field  system  for  the 
construction  office  area  could  potentially  have  an  adverse  impact  on  soil,  surface  water,  or 
groundwater  quality.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-12  would  require  that  the  Applicant  use 
portable  toilet  facilities  throughout  the  project  site  during  construction. 

Mobilization  of  existing  poor  quality  groundwater  is  a potential  concern  for  the  Proposed  Action. 
As  discussed  in  Section  3.19,  groundwater  quality  in  the  Ivanpah  basin  decreases  with  depth, 
and  with  proximity  to  the  Dry  Lake  due  to  evaporation  and  concentration  of  salts.  Total 
Dissolved  Solids  (TDS)  concentrations  range  from  300  to  500  milligrams  per  liter  (mg/L)  in  most 
of  the  basin,  but  evaporation  at  the  Dry  Lake  bed  has  resulted  in  TDS  concentrations  in  the 
center  of  the  Dry  Lake  as  high  as  50,000  mg/L.  For  comparison,  EPA  has  established  a 
National  Secondary  Drinking  Water  Regulation  for  TDS  of  500  mg/L. 

This  variation  in  groundwater  quality  in  the  basin  can  present  a concern  when  groundwater 
withdrawal  wells  are  placed  near  the  Dry  Lake  bed.  Groundwater  withdrawal  creates  a cone  of 
depression  around  each  pumping  well,  resulting  in  the  well  drawing  in  water  from  depth  and 
from  surrounding  areas.  This  effect,  very  common  in  coastal  areas  near  salt  water  bodies,  can 
result  in  drawing  poor  quality  water  into  areas  previously  occupied  by  high  quality  water.  The 
effect  can  be  temporary,  with  fresh  water  returning  to  the  aquifer  when  pumping  wells  are 
turned  off.  In  other  cases  the  impact  can  be  long-term,  if  salts  from  the  poor  quality  water 
remain  in  the  aquifer. 
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This  effect  has  been  documented  in  the  area  of  the  Proposed  Action.  Broadbent  (2002)  reports 
that  IDS  concentrations  in  the  PVGC  wells  increased  immediately  after  the  wells  were  first 
pumped  in  1995.  By  1998,  the  golf  course  had  procured  the  Colosseum  wells  to  provide  better 
water  quality,  and  had  substantially  reduced  pumping  from  the  PVGC  wells.  Within  two  years, 
the  TDS  concentrations  in  PVGC-7  and  PVGC-8  had  dropped  to  original  levels  again, 
apparently  due  to  recovery  of  the  original  groundwater  gradient  and  inflow  of  fresher  water  from 
the  recharge  areas  higher  on  the  alluvial  fan. 

A similar  trend  was  noted  in  the  Primm  wells  WP-5  and  WP-6.  There  appears  to  be  a direct 
positive  correlation  between  pumping  rate  and  TDS  concentrations  in  these  wells,  with  TDS 
concentrations  rising  as  pump  rates  increase.  This  would  be  consistent  with  withdrawal  of 
water  from  depth  or  from  the  direction  of  the  Dry  Lake.  However,  TDS  concentrations  decrease 
again  once  pumping  is  reduced.  This  trend  suggests  that  detrimental  effects  to  groundwater 
quality  as  a result  of  withdrawal  are  not  permanent  (Broadbent  2002).  This  trend  also  suggests 
that  the  radius  of  influence  of  the  withdrawal  of  these  wells  is  of  a size  to  extend  deep  enough 
or  far  enough  towards  the  Dry  Lake  to  capture  water  from  those  areas. 

The  results  of  the  Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  (GMP;  West  Yost 
2012b)  were  used  in  the  Applicant’s  Water  Supply  Assessment  (LSA  2012).  The  Water  Supply 
Assessment  acknowledged  that  the  Plan  had  stated  that  pumping  for  the  solar  farm  could 
impact  groundwater  with  respect  to  increased  salinity. 

BLM  and  the  County  have  reviewed  the  relevant  data  and  reports,  and  conclude  that  withdrawal 
of  groundwater  as  part  of  the  Proposed  Action  could  result  in  adverse  impacts  to  groundwater 
quality.  Based  on  the  proximity  of  the  proposed  project  primary  well  to  the  Dry  Lake,  it  is  likely 
that  original  TDS  concentration  in  this  well  would  be  a minimum  of  500  to  800  mg/L,  and 
probably  greater.  It  is  also  likely  that  TDS  concentration  would  increase  throughout  the  duration 
of  the  construction  period,  an  effect  which  could  be  enhanced  due  to  the  concurrent  pumping  of 
the  Primm  wells.  This  would  create  two  potential  impacts:  degradation  of  water  quality  due  to 
mobilization  of  saline  water;  and  potential  impacts  to  water,  soil,  and  vegetation  resources  due 
to  the  build-up  of  sodium,  calcium,  and  other  salts  that  make  up  the  dissolved  solids  in  the 
groundwater. 

For  the  potential  mobilization  of  saline  groundwater,  this  impact  would  be  adverse  during  and 
shortly  following  construction.  Once  pumping  rates  are  reduced  to  minimal  levels  during 
operations,  groundwater  recharge  from  higher  elevations  on  the  alluvial  fan  would  likely  reduce, 
arrest  or  reverse  the  lateral  movement  of  saline  groundwater  and,  over  time,  would  likely 
restore  groundwater  quality  to  pre-project  levels. 

With  respect  to  use  of  high  TDS  water  for  dust  control,  the  water  quality  that  is  acceptable  for 
this  use  would  be  regulated  by  the  Lahontan  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  (RWQCB), 
which  is  responsible  for  protecting  water  quality  to  ensure  it  remains  acceptable  for  its 
designated  beneficial  uses,  as  described  in  Tables  3.19-1  and  3.19-2.  Based  on  these 
designated  uses,  which  include  drinking  water  supply,  it  is  unlikely  that  the  RWQCB  would  allow 
the  use  of  water  for  dust  control  that  would  result  in  a substantial  build-up  of  salts  in  on-site 
soils  if  that  could  cause  degradation  of  water  quality.  The  final  groundwater  plans  and 
monitoring  reports  would  be  submitted  to  the  RWQCB  for  review,  and  the  RWQCB  could 
prohibit  water  use,  or  require  treatment  prior  to  water  use.  Should  the  monitoring  determine  that 
water  quality  is  unacceptable,  the  Applicant  would  obtain  water  from  the  secondary  well,  which 
is  situated  in  a location  that  is  less  likely  to  be  affected  by  saline  intrusion.  If  use  of  that  well 
were  not  possible  or  did  not  address  the  issue,  the  Applicant  would  treat  the  groundwater  using 
a mobile,  self-contained  ion  exchange  or  reverse  osmosis  unit. 

In  general,  the  use  of  high  TDS  water  for  dust  control  is  not  expected  to  be  an  issue  with 
respect  to  damage  to  vegetation.  The  dust  control  would  only  be  used  within  the  solar  array 
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fields,  and  these  areas  will  have  all  vegetation  removed.  As  discussed  above,  the  RWQCB  is 
unlikely  to  allow  use  of  high  TDS  water  to  the  extent  that  salts  that  would  affect  water  quality 
would  build-up  in  on-site  soils.  In  addition,  the  on-site  soils  would  be  exposed  to  rainfall, 
stormwater  flow,  and  modification  by  sedimentation  and  erosion  during  the  operational  period  of 
the  facility.  These  processes  would  have  the  effect  of  reducing  the  concentrations  of  salts  that 
may  have  built  up  during  construction,  making  it  unlikely  that  these  salts  would  affect 
revegetation  efforts  during  decommissioning. 

According  to  the  Applicant,  water  for  drinking  during  construction,  operations,  and 
decommissioning  phases  would  be  filtered  to  meet  EPA  and  California  drinking  water 
standards,  and  samples  would  be  collected  and  submitted  to  EPA  for  analysis  to  verify  that  it 
meets  the  standards.  However,  if  the  water  from  wells  exceeds  EPA’s  National  Secondary 
Drinking  Water  Regulation  for  TDS  of  500  mg/L  (which  is  likely,  based  on  the  analysis  above), 
this  could  not  be  corrected  by  filtering.  As  a result,  BLM  would  require  Mitigation  Measure  MM- 
Water-11,  which  would  require  that  the  Applicant  obtain  drinking  water  from  offsite  sources  if 
the  analytical  results  from  the  onsite  wells  indicate  that  the  water  does  not  meet  EPA’s  drinking 
water  standard.  During  construction,  it  is  likely  that  most  workers  will  carry  drinking  water  with 
them  in  their  vehicles  anyway.  The  volume  of  additional  drinking  water  needed  is  expected  to 
be  minimal,  and  would  not  result  in  impacts  to  any  resources. 

The  following  mitigation  measures  would  help  to  ensure  that  groundwater  quality  impacts  do  not 
occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to  develop  a Water  Supply 
Contingency  Plan  that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary  well  or  treatment  of  water  quality  if 
their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing  unacceptable  adverse  water  quality 
impacts.  Measures  MM-Water-4  and  MM-Water-5  would  seek  to  ensure  that  the  development 
on  the  surface  uses  pervious  groundcover  and  is  otherwise  designed  to  maximize  groundwater 
infiltration,  which  in  turn  would  assist  in  providing  freshwater  to  the  aquifer.  Measure  MM- 
Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water  conservation  in  order  to  reduce  the  volume 
of  water  use  by  the  project. 


Mudflow 

Based  on  the  setting  of  the  proposed  facility  on  flat  ground  near  the  Dry  Lake  bed,  and  several 
miles  from  the  Clark  Mountains,  there  is  no  potential  for  the  facility  to  be  impacted  by  mudflow, 
or  to  cause  mudflow,  during  construction,  operations,  or  decommissioning.  Because  there 
would  be  no  impacts  under  any  phase  of  the  project,  this  analysis  is  presented  here  under 
construction,  but  is  not  repeated  for  operations  and  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 
Groundwater  Supply  and  Recharge 

The  only  water  use  associated  with  operations  would  be  the  use  of  no  more  than  20  ac-ft/yr  of 
water  for  sanitary  purposes.  No  water  would  be  used  for  cleaning  solar  panels  during 
operations.  The  water  for  sanitary  purposes  would  be  obtained  from  the  two  new  groundwater 
production  wells;  the  primary  well  to  be  located  on  the  southeastern  corner  of  the  facility,  and 
the  secondary  well  located  approximately  4,250  feet  west  of  facility.  In  addition,  three 
groundwater  monitoring  wells  would  be  installed  to  evaluate  potential  impacts  to  groundwater 
availability  and  quality.  The  production  wells  would  be  12  inches  in  diameter  and  670  feet  deep, 
with  a screened  interval  located  at  a depth  of  430  to  630  feet  below  ground  surface.  The 
depths  of  the  monitoring  wells  would  be  determined,  on  a site-specific  basis,  to  ensure 
adequate  monitoring  of  the  elevation  of  the  groundwater  table. 
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Basin-Wide  Overdraft 

The  situation  of  the  proposed  production  wells  under  operations  with  respect  to  basin-wide 
overdraft  concerns  is  the  same  as  evaluated  under  construction.  A comparison  of  the 
groundwater  recharge  rate  and  potential  basin  pump  rates  was  shown  in  Table  4.19-1,  and  that 
analysis  concluded  that  the  total  water  balance  in  the  basin  during  construction  would  remain 
positive  during  construction  of  Alternative  1 , in  the  range  of  530  to  1 ,845  ac-ft/yr.  That  analysis 
included  an  assumption  of  an  extraction  rate  of  1 ,045  ac-ft/yr  for  the  Stateline  facility,  which  is 
the  highest  rate  that  would  be  anticipated  during  construction.  During  operations,  that  rate 
would  drop  to  20  ac-ft/yr.  Therefore,  the  available  water  balance  during  operations  would  be 
much  higher,  in  the  range  of  1,586  to  2,901  ac-ft/yr,  and  there  would  be  no  adverse  impact. 


Local  Drawdown 

The  analysis  of  the  effect  of  local  drawdown  presented  for  construction  is  also  applicable  to 
operations.  The  modeling  conducted  by  the  Applicant  included  a construction  period  of  2 years 
and  4 years,  followed  by  a 30-year  operational  period.  The  modeling  included  a scenario  with 
100  percent  of  production  from  the  primary  well,  as  well  as  a scenario  assuming  100  percent  of 
production  from  the  secondary  well. 

The  results  of  the  Applicant’s  analysis  indicate  that  groundwater  level  declines  in  the  other 
nearby  wells  over  the  entire  construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning  periods  would  be  a 
maximum  of  3.18  feet  at  well  WP-5,  3. 84  feet  at  WP-6,  0.74  feet  at  Ivanpah  SEGS,  1.00  feet  at 
Colosseum  1,  and  0.63  feet  at  Colosseum  2 (West  Yost  2013b).  As  shown  in  the  annual  report 
for  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  (Broadbent  2012),  long-term  declines  in  these  wells  have 
already  ranged  from  4 to  5 feet.  In  addition,  the  water  level  in  each  of  the  Colosseum  wells  is 
more  than  11  feet  above  the  tentative  County  significance  criteria.  In  general,  the  water 
withdrawal  rate  of  20  ac-ft/yr  during  operations  is  minimal  compared  to  rates  of  860  ac-ft/yr  for 
Primm,  1,800  ac-ft/yr  for  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  and  100  ac-ft/yr  for  Ivanpah  SEGS. 
Therefore,  the  additional  decline  provided  by  the  Stateline  wells  would  be  a minor  impact. 

The  Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  (West  Yost  2013b)  would  also  be 
applicable  to  the  project  operations.  The  following  mitigation  measures  would  help  to  ensure 
that  basin  overdraft  and  offsite  drawdown  of  more  than  5 feet  do  not  occur.  Mitigation  measure 
MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to  develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  that 
would  require  use  of  the  secondary  well  or  treatment  of  water  quality  if  their  proposed  water 
withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing  unacceptable  adverse  impacts.  Measure  MM-Water-3 
would  require  monitoring  to  ensure  that  no  impacts  occur,  and  that  are  a more  detailed  further 
analysis  of  the  actual  material  impact  (unavailability  of  water,  increased  Dumping  costs , etc.)  be 
conducted  if  certain  water  level  or  water  quality  triggers  are  met.  Measure  MM-Water-6  would 
require  employee  training  on  water  conservation  in  order  to  reduce  the  volume  of  water  use  by 
the  project. 


Water  Quality 

Surface  Water 

There  is  a potential  for  operation  of  the  proposed  facility  to  contribute  sources  of  polluted  runoff 
if  an  accidental  leak  or  release  of  harmful  materials  were  to  occur  during  operation  and 
maintenance  activities.  The  Applicant  has  developed  an  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous 
Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  as  required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S- 
2,  which  includes  identification  of  all  hazardous  materials  that  would  be  used,  stored,  or 
transported  at  the  site;  establishes  inspection  procedures,  storage  requirements,  storage 
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quantity  limits,  inventory  control,  non-hazardous  product  substitutes,  and  disposition  of  excess 
materials;  and  requirements  for  notices  to  federal  and  local  emergency  response  authorities. 
Secondary  containment  would  be  provided  for  all  on-site  hazardous  materials  and  waste 
storage,  including  fuel.  In  addition,  the  Applicant  would  site  all  fueling,  hazardous  materials 
storage  areas,  and  operation  and  maintenance  activities  involving  hazardous  materials  at  least 
100  feet  away  from  blue-line  drainages  as  identified  on  USGS  topography  maps.  Similar 
protective  measures,  training,  and  reporting  would  be  required  as  part  of  mitigation  measure 
MM-Water-10. 

With  compliance  with  regulatory  requirements  and  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM- 
PH&S-2  ( Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan),  MM-Water-8 
(Construction  SWPPP),  and  MM-Water-10  (Accidental  Spill  Control  and  Environmental 
Training ),  potential  impacts  associated  with  the  creation  of  polluted  runoff  would  be  minimized 
and/or  avoided. 


Groundwater 

Groundwater  quality  could  potentially  be  impacted  by  the  Proposed  Action  in  two  ways:  release 
of  contaminants  to  groundwater,  or  mobilization  of  existing  poor  quality  groundwater. 

For  the  first  of  these,  the  management  of  hazardous  materials  and  fuels  during  operations 
would  be  the  same  as  discussed  above  for  surface  water.  The  regulatory  requirements, 
mitigation  measures  (specifically,  MM-PH&S-2  and  MM-Water-10),  and  management  plans  that 
would  minimize  the  potential  for  release  of  contaminants  to  surface  water  would  also  be 
effective  in  minimizing  the  potential  for  their  release  to  groundwater.  An  additional  requirement 
during  operations  would  be  development  and  implementation  of  a Spill  Prevention  Control  and 
Countermeasures  (SPCC)  Plan  to  manage  the  presence  of  oil-containing  transformers.  The 
SPCC  Plan  would  identify  hazardous  materials  managed  onsite  during  operations,  specify  the 
use  of  appropriate  spill  containment  and  cleanup  kits  to  contain  accidental  hazardous  material 
releases,  and  specify  inspection  and  response  procedures  and  responsibilities.  The  Applicant’s 
Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  as 
required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2,  would  ensure  that  hazardous  materials  and 
wastes  would  be  handled  in  a safe  and  environmentally  sound  manner  to  prevent  releases  and 
in  compliance  with  the  requirements  set  forth  in  the  applicable  codes  and  regulations.  Best 
management  practices  by  the  Applicant  as  presented  in  the  SPCC  Plan  would  ensure  that  the 
Applicant  minimizes,  avoids,  or  cleans  up  unforeseen  spills  of  hazardous  material.  Given  the 
depth  to  groundwater  at  the  site  (approximately  200  feet),  it  is  highly  unlikely  that  any  release  of 
fuel  or  hazardous  materials  on  the  surface  could  reach  groundwater.  Any  releases  during 
operations  would  likely  be  very  small  in  volume,  and  would  be  identified  and  remediated  before 
they  could  migrate  the  large  distance  to  groundwater.  Therefore,  contamination  of  groundwater 
by  the  release  of  contaminants  is  very  unlikely. 

Mobilization  of  existing  poor  quality  groundwater,  as  discussed  for  construction,  would  likely  not 
be  a concern  during  operations  due  to  the  low  volumes  of  water  that  would  be  produced  from 
the  new  groundwater  wells.  Although  the  wells  could  be  subject  to  increased  salinity  during 
construction,  this  effect  would  likely  be  temporary,  and  would  dissipate  when  production  levels 
are  reduced  to  no  more  than  20  ac-ft/yr  during  operations.  As  discussed  for  construction, 
Mitigation  Measure  MM-Water-1 1 , would  require  that  the  Applicant  obtain  drinking  water  from 
offsite  sources  if  the  analytical  results  from  the  onsite  wells  indicate  that  the  water  does  not 
meet  EPA’s  drinking  water  standard. 

The  Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  would  also  be  applicable  during 
project  operations.  The  following  mitigation  measures  would  help  to  ensure  that  groundwater 
quality  impacts  do  not  occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to 
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develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary  well  or 
treatment  of  water  quality  if  their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing 
unacceptable  adverse  water  quality  impacts.  Measures  MM-Water-4  and  MM-Water-5  would 
seek  to  ensure  that  the  development  on  the  surface  uses  pervious  groundcover  and  is 
otherwise  designed  to  maximize  groundwater  infiltration,  which  in  turn  would  assist  in  providing 
freshwater  to  the  aquifer.  Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water 
conservation  in  order  to  reduce  the  volume  of  water  use  by  the  project. 


Decommissioning 

The  decommissioning  of  the  project  would  be  similar  to  the  construction  activities  described 
earlier,  and  would  include  demolition  and  removal  of  above-ground  and  subsurface  facilities  and 
site  contouring  and  restoration.  However,  the  duration  of  decommissioning  would  be  shorter 
than  the  duration  of  construction. 


Groundwater  Supply  and  Recharge 

The  Applicant  has  not  defined  the  amount  of  water  that  would  be  required  for  dust  control 
during  decommissioning  of  the  project.  Given  that  decommissioning  would  require  earth- 
moving  activities  across  the  same  total  acreage  as  construction,  this  evaluation  assumes  that 
decommissioning  would  require,  at  a maximum,  the  same  volume  of  water  as  construction. 
The  impacts  of  this  water  use,  including  water  level  declines  in  nearby  wells  and  the  potential  to 
mobilize  saline  groundwater  from  depth  or  from  the  dry  lake,  would  be  the  same  as  evaluated 
for  construction  of  the  Proposed  Action.  In  addition,  the  mitigation  measures  required  for 
construction  would  also  apply  to  decommissioning.  In  practice,  it  is  likely  that  water  use  during 
decommissioning  would  be  much  less  than  construction,  because  the  duration  would  be 
shorter.  The  water  would  be  obtained  from  the  same  two  groundwater  production  wells  that 
would  supply  water  for  construction  and  operations. 


Basin-Wide  Overdraft 

The  situation  of  the  proposed  production  wells  under  decommissioning  with  respect  to  basin- 
wide overdraft  concerns  is  the  same  as  evaluated  under  construction.  A comparison  of  the 
groundwater  recharge  rate  and  potential  basin  pump  rates  was  shown  in  Table  4.19-1,  and  that 
analysis  concluded  that  the  total  water  balance  in  the  basin  during  construction  of  Alternative  1 
would  remain  positive,  in  the  range  of  530  to  1,845  ac-ft/yr.  That  analysis  included  an 
assumption  of  an  extraction  rate  of  1 ,045  ac-ft/yr  for  the  Stateline  facility,  which  is  the  highest 
rate  that  would  be  anticipated  during  construction.  During  decommissioning,  the  rate  could  rise 
again  to  1,045  ac-ft/yr,  but  for  a much  shorter  duration  than  construction.  Therefore,  the 
available  water  balance  during  decommissioning  would  be  in  the  range  of  1,586  to  2,901  ac- 
ft/yr,  and  there  would  be  no  adverse  impact. 


Local  Drawdown 

The  analysis  of  the  effect  of  local  drawdown  presented  for  construction  is  also  applicable  to 
decommissioning.  The  modeling  conducted  by  the  Applicant  included  a construction  period  of 
2 years  and  4 years,  followed  by  a 30-year  operational  period.  The  modeling  included  a 
scenario  with  100  percent  of  production  from  the  primary  well,  as  well  as  a scenario  assuming 
100  percent  of  production  from  the  secondary  well. 
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The  results  of  the  Applicant’s  analysis  indicate  that  groundwater  level  declines  in  the  other 
nearby  wells  over  the  entire  construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning  periods  would  be  a 
maximum  of  3.18  feet  at  well  WP-5,  3. 84  feet  at  WP-6,  0.74  feet  at  Ivanpah  SEGS,  1.00  feet  at 
Colosseum  1,  and  0.63  feet  at  Colosseum  2 (West  Yost  2013b).  As  shown  in  the  annual  report 
for  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  (Broadbent  2012),  long-term  declines  in  these  wells  have 
already  ranged  from  4 to  5 feet.  In  addition,  the  water  level  in  each  of  the  Colosseum  wells  is 
more  than  11  feet  above  the  tentative  County  significance  criteria.  Also,  the  drawdown 
associated  with  decommissioning  would  be  temporary,  and  would  cease  at  the  end  of  the 
decommissioning  period.  Therefore,  the  additional  decline  provided  by  the  Stateline  wells  would 
be  a minor,  temporary  impact. 

The  Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  (West  Yost  2013b)  would  also  be 
applicable  to  the  project  decommissioning.  The  following  mitigation  measures  would  help  to 
ensure  that  basin  overdraft  and  offsite  drawdown  of  more  than  5 feet  do  not  occur.  Mitigation 
measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to  develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan 
that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary  well  or  treatment  of  water  quality  if  their  proposed 
water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing  unacceptable  adverse  impacts.  Measure  MM- 
Water-3  would  require  monitoring  to  ensure  that  no  impacts  occur,  and  that  are  a more  detailed 
further  analysis  of  the  actual  material  impact  (unavailability  of  water,  increased  Dumping  costs, 
etc.)  be  conducted  if  certain  water  level  or  water  quality  triggers  are  met.  Measure  MM-Water- 
6 would  require  employee  training  on  water  conservation  in  order  to  reduce  the  volume  of  water 
use  by  the  project. 


Water  Quality 

Surface  Water 

Decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  include  use  of  the  same  types  and  amounts  of 
fuels  and  hazardous  materials  as  construction,  but  for  a shorter  duration.  The  Applicant’s 
Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  as 
required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2,  would  be  applicable  to  project  decommissioning. 
This  Plan  includes  identification  of  all  hazardous  materials  that  would  be  used,  stored,  or 
transported  at  the  site;  establishes  inspection  procedures,  storage  requirements,  storage 
quantity  limits,  inventory  control,  non-hazardous  product  substitutes,  and  disposition  of  excess 
materials;  and  requirements  for  notices  to  federal  and  local  emergency  response  authorities. 
Secondary  containment  would  be  provided  for  all  on-site  hazardous  materials  and  waste 
storage,  including  fuel.  Once  decommissioning  is  completed,  remaining  fuel  and  hazardous 
materials  would  be  removed  from  the  site,  and  any  waste  materials  would  be  disposed  offsite  in 
accordance  with  regulatory  requirements.  Similar  protective  measures,  training,  and  reporting 
would  be  required  as  part  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Water-10. 

With  compliance  with  regulatory  requirements  and  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM- 
PH&S-2  (Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan),  MM-Water-8 
( Construction  SWPPP),  and  MM-Water-10  ( Accidental  Spill  Control  and  Environmental 
Training ),  potential  impacts  associated  with  the  creation  of  polluted  runoff  would  be  minimized 
and/or  avoided. 


Groundwater 

Groundwater  quality  could  potentially  be  impacted  by  the  Proposed  Action  in  two  ways:  release 
of  contaminants  to  groundwater,  or  mobilization  of  existing  poor  quality  groundwater. 
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For  the  first  of  these,  the  management  of  hazardous  materials  and  fuels  during 
decommissioning  would  be  the  same  as  discussed  above  for  surface  water.  The  regulatory 
requirements,  mitigation  measures  (specifically,  MM-PH&S-2  and  MM-Water-10),  and 
management  plans  that  would  minimize  the  potential  for  release  of  contaminants  to  surface 
water  would  also  be  effective  in  minimizing  the  potential  for  their  release  to  groundwater.  The 
Applicant’s  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar 
2012b),  as  required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2,  would  ensure  that  hazardous  materials 
and  wastes  would  be  handled  in  a safe  and  environmentally  sound  manner  to  prevent  releases 
and  in  compliance  with  the  requirements  set  forth  in  the  applicable  codes  and  regulations. 
Given  the  depth  to  groundwater  at  the  site  (approximately  200  feet),  it  is  highly  unlikely  that  any 
release  of  fuel  or  hazardous  materials  on  the  surface  could  reach  groundwater.  Any  releases 
during  decommissioning  would  likely  be  very  small  in  volume,  and  would  be  identified  and 
remediated  before  they  could  migrate  the  large  distance  to  groundwater.  Therefore, 
contamination  of  groundwater  by  the  release  of  contaminants  is  very  unlikely. 

Mobilization  of  existing  poor  quality  groundwater,  as  discussed  for  construction,  could  also 
occur  during  decommissioning.  Although  the  wells  could  be  subject  to  increased  salinity  during 
construction,  this  effect  would  likely  be  temporary,  and  would  dissipate  when  production  levels 
are  reduced  to  no  more  than  20  ac-ft/yr  during  operations.  During  decommissioning,  the  rate 
could  rise  again  to  1,045  ac-ft/yr,  but  for  a much  shorter  duration  than  construction.  The  effect 
would  then  dissipate  again  after  decommissioning,  when  groundwater  production  ceases.  As 
discussed  for  construction,  Mitigation  Measure  MM-Water-1 1 , would  require  that  the  Applicant 
obtain  drinking  water  from  offsite  sources  if  the  analytical  results  from  the  onsite  wells  indicate 
that  the  water  does  not  meet  EPA’s  drinking  water  standard. 

The  Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  would  also  be  applicable  during 
project  decommissioning.  The  following  mitigation  measures  would  help  to  ensure  that 
groundwater  quality  impacts  do  not  occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the 
Applicant  to  develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary 
well  or  treatment  of  water  quality  if  their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing 
unacceptable  adverse  water  quality  impacts.  Measure  MM-Water-3  would  require  monitoring  to 
ensure  that  no  impacts  occur,  and  that  are  a more  detailed  further  analysis  of  the  actual 
material  impact  (unavailability  of  water,  increased  pumping  costs , etc.)  be  conducted  if  certain 
water  level  or  water  quality  triggers  are  met.  Measures  MM-Water-4  and  MM-Water-5  would 
seek  to  ensure  that  the  development  on  the  surface  uses  pervious  groundcover  and  is 
otherwise  designed  to  maximize  groundwater  infiltration,  which  in  turn  would  assist  in  providing 
freshwater  to  the  aquifer.  Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water 
conservation  in  order  to  reduce  the  volume  of  water  use  by  the  project. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  action  of  modifying  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  require  construction  of 
any  structures,  use  of  water  resources,  or  use  of  hazardous  materials  that  could  impact  water 
quality.  There  would  be  no  impacts  to  water  resources  associated  with  the  modified  DWMA 
boundary. 
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CEQA  Significance  Determinations 
WR-1 

Construction 

Surface  Water 

Construction  of  the  proposed  facility  would  include  implementation  of  a Construction  SWPPP,  in 
compliance  with  mitigation  measures  MM-Water-8  and  Section  402  of  the  CWA  (see  Section 
3.19.2.1  of  this  PA  and  EIS/EIR),  which  specifies  BMPs  to  minimize  and/or  avoid  potential 
impacts  associated  with  stormwater  runoff.  The  Applicant  has  also  developed  an  Emergency 
Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  as  required  by 
mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2,  which  includes  identification  of  all  hazardous  materials  that 
would  be  used,  stored,  or  transported  at  the  site;  establishes  inspection  procedures,  storage 
requirements,  storage  quantity  limits,  inventory  control,  non-hazardous  product  substitutes,  and 
disposition  of  excess  materials;  and  requirements  for  notices  to  federal  and  local  emergency 
response  authorities.  Secondary  containment  would  be  provided  for  all  on-site  hazardous 
materials  and  waste  storage,  including  fuel.  Fuel  storage  (for  construction  vehicles  and 
equipment)  would  be  a temporary  activity  occurring  only  for  as  long  as  is  needed  to  support 
construction  activities.  In  addition,  the  Applicant  would  site  all  fueling,  hazardous  materials 
storage  areas,  and  operation  and  maintenance  activities  involving  hazardous  materials  at  least 
100  feet  away  from  blue-line  drainages  as  identified  on  USGS  topography  maps.  Similar 
protective  measures,  training,  and  reporting  would  be  required  as  part  of  mitigation  measure 
MM-Water-10. 

With  compliance  with  regulatory  requirements  and  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM- 
PH&S-2  ( Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan),  MM-Water-8 
(Construction  SWPPP),  and  MM-Water-10  ( Accidental  Spill  Control  and  Environmental 
Training ),  potential  impacts  associated  with  the  creation  of  polluted  runoff  would  be  minimized 
and/or  avoided.  Impacts  with  respect  to  WR-1  would  be  less  than  significant. 


Groundwater 

Potential  degradation  of  groundwater  quality  could  occur  if  the  project  releases  contaminants  to 
groundwater,  or  caused  mobilization  of  existing  poor  quality  groundwater. 

With  respect  to  the  release  of  contaminants,  the  management  of  hazardous  materials  and  fuels 
during  construction  would  be  the  same  as  discussed  above  for  surface  water.  The  regulatory 
requirements,  mitigation  measures  (specifically,  MM-PH&S-2  and  MM-Water-10),  and 
management  plans  that  would  minimize  the  potential  for  release  of  contaminants  to  surface 
water  would  also  be  effective  in  minimizing  the  potential  for  their  release  to  groundwater.  Given 
the  depth  to  groundwater  at  the  site  (approximately  200  feet),  it  is  highly  unlikely  that  any 
release  of  fuel  or  hazardous  materials  on  the  surface  could  reach  groundwater.  Any  releases 
would  likely  be  very  small  in  volume,  and  would  be  identified  and  remediated  before  they  could 
migrate  the  large  distance  to  groundwater.  Therefore,  contamination  of  groundwater  by  the 
release  of  contaminants  is  very  unlikely,  and  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 

The  Applicant’s  proposed  use  of  a temporary  septic  tank  and  leach  field  system  for  the 
construction  office  area  could  potentially  impact  soil,  surface  water,  or  groundwater  quality. 
Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-12,  requiring  that  the  Applicant  use  portable  toilet  facilities 
throughout  the  project  site  during  construction,  would  ensure  that  any  impact  would  remain  less 
than  significant. 

Mobilization  of  existing  poor  quality  groundwater  is  a potential  concern  for  the  Proposed  Action. 
As  discussed  in  Section  4.19.3.1,  mobilization  of  high  salinity  groundwater  has  been 
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documented  to  occur  in  the  local  area  as  a result  of  groundwater  withdrawal  from  the  Primm 
(WP-5  and  WP-6)  and  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  (PVGC-7,  PVGC-8,  PVGC-9,  Colosseum  1, 
and  Colosseum  2)  wells  (Broadbent  2002;  Broadbent  2009).  The  location  of  the  proposed 
primary  facility  well  in  close  proximity  to  the  Dry  Lake,  and  the  withdrawal  rate  from  that  well 
during  construction  being  comparable  to  the  rates  of  the  WP,  PVGC,  and  Colosseum  wells, 
indicates  that  water  production  during  construction  could  potentially  result  in  mobilization  of 
saline  water  from  depth  or  from  the  Dry  Lake.  It  is  likely  that  this  impact  would  occur  if  the  peak 
construction  production  rate  were  to  occur  over  the  long-term,  but  it  is  less  certain  that  the 
effect  would  occur  within  the  relatively  short  duration  of  peak  groundwater  usage,  which  would 
be  only  one  year  during  construction.  If  the  water  quality  degraded  to  the  point  of  being 
unacceptable,  the  Applicant  would  acquire  water  from  the  secondary  well,  which  is  situated  in  a 
location  that  is  less  likely  to  be  affected  by  saline  intrusion.  If  use  of  that  well  were  not  possible 
or  did  not  address  the  issue,  the  Applicant  would  use  on-site  groundwater  treatment.  The 
impact  would  be  adverse  and  most  significant  during  and  shortly  following  construction.  Once 
pumping  rates  are  reduced  to  minimal  levels  during  operations,  groundwater  recharge  from 
higher  elevations  on  the  alluvial  fan  would  likely  reduce,  arrest  or  reverse  the  lateral  movement 
of  saline  groundwater  and,  over  time,  would  likely  restore  groundwater  quality  to  pre-project 
levels. 

In  general,  the  County  review  of  the  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  (West  Yost 
2013b)  indicates  that  it  meets  County  requirements,  and  would  be  sufficient  to  evaluate 
potential  water  quality  impacts  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  However,  the  Plan  does 
not  define  a water  quality  criterion  that  would  be  used  to  identify  impacts.  Therefore,  mitigation 
measure  MM-Water-3  includes  a requirement  that  the  Applicant  consult  with  the  County  and 
BLM  to  establish  a baseline  for  the  water  quality  criteria. 

The  following  mitigation  measures  would  help  to  ensure  that  groundwater  quality  impacts  do  not 
occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to  develop  a Water  Supply 
Contingency  Plan  that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary  well  or  treatment  of  water  quality  if 
their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing  unacceptable  adverse  water  quality 
impacts.  Measures  MM-Water-4  and  MM-Water-5  would  seek  to  ensure  that  the  development 
on  the  surface  uses  pervious  groundcover  and  is  otherwise  designed  to  maximize  groundwater 
infiltration,  which  in  turn  would  assist  in  providing  freshwater  to  the  aquifer.  Measure  MM- 
Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water  conservation  in  order  to  reduce  the  volume 
of  water  use  by  the  project.  As  discussed  for  construction,  Mitigation  Measure  MM-Water-11, 
would  require  that  the  Applicant  obtain  drinking  water  from  offsite  sources  if  the  analytical 
results  from  the  onsite  wells  indicate  that  the  water  does  not  meet  EPA’s  drinking  water 
standard.  With  these  measures,  and  application  of  the  proposed  provisional  significance 
criterion  based  on  a 20  percent  increase  in  chloride  concentrations  as  defined  in  the  baseline, 
the  impact  would  be  reduced  to  less  than  significant  levels. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Potential  risks  associated  with  release  of  pollutants  to  surface  water  or  groundwater  would  be 
substantially  lower  during  operations  than  during  construction,  due  to  the  much  smaller  volumes 
of  these  materials  that  would  be  present  onsite  during  operations.  With  compliance  with 
regulatory  requirements  and  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM-PH&S-2,  MM-Water-8, 
and  MM-Water-10,  potential  impacts  associated  with  the  creation  of  polluted  runoff  would  be 
minimized  and/or  avoided.  Impacts  with  respect  to  WR-1  would  be  less  than  significant. 

Mobilization  of  existing  poor  quality  groundwater,  as  discussed  for  construction,  would  likely  not 
be  a concern  during  operations  due  to  the  low  volumes  of  water  that  would  be  produced  from 
the  new  groundwater  wells.  Although  the  wells  could  be  subject  to  increased  salinity  during 


November  2013 


4.19-22 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.19  Water  Resources 


construction,  this  effect  would  likely  be  temporary,  and  would  dissipate  when  production  levels 
are  reduced  to  no  more  than  20  ac-ft/yr  during  operations.  The  Applicant’s  Groundwater 
Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  would  be  implemented  during  project  operations.  The  following 
mitigation  measures  would  help  to  ensure  that  groundwater  quality  impacts  do  not  occur. 
Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to  develop  a Water  Supply 
Contingency  Plan  that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary  well  or  treatment  of  water  Quality  if 
their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing  unacceptable  adverse  water  quality 
impacts.  Measures  MM-Water-4  and  MM-Water-5  would  seek  to  ensure  that  the  development 
on  the  surface  uses  pervious  groundcover  and  is  otherwise  designed  to  maximize  groundwater 
infiltration,  which  in  turn  would  assist  in  providing  freshwater  to  the  aquifer.  Measure  MM- 
Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water  conservation  in  order  to  reduce  the  volume 
of  water  use  by  the  project.  With  implementation  of  these  mitigation  measures,  impacts  would 
be  less  than  significant. 


Decommissioning 

Decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  include  use  of  the  same  types  and  amounts  of 
fuels  and  hazardous  materials  as  construction,  but  for  a shorter  duration.  The  Applicant’s 
Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  as 
required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2,  would  be  applicable  to  project  decommissioning. 
With  compliance  with  regulatory  requirements  and  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM- 
PH&S-2  ( Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan),  MM-Water-8 
( Construction  SWPPP),  and  MM-Water-10  ( Accidental  Spill  Control  and  Environmental 
Training ),  potential  impacts  associated  with  the  creation  of  polluted  runoff  would  be  minimized 
and/or  avoided.  Impacts  with  respect  to  WR-1  would  be  less  than  significant. 

Mobilization  of  existing  poor  quality  groundwater,  as  discussed  for  construction,  could  also 
occur  during  decommissioning.  Although  the  wells  could  be  subject  to  increased  salinity  during 
construction,  this  effect  would  likely  be  temporary,  and  would  dissipate  when  production  levels 
are  reduced  to  no  more  than  20  ac-ft/yr  during  operations.  During  decommissioning,  the  rate 
could  rise  again  to  1,045  ac-ft/yr,  but  for  a much  shorter  duration  than  construction.  The  effect 
would  then  dissipate  again  after  decommissioning,  when  groundwater  production  ceases.  The 
Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  would  also  be  applicable  during  project 
decommissioning.  The  following  mitigation  measures  would  help  to  ensure  that  groundwater 
quality  impacts  do  not  occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to 
develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary  well  or 
treatment  of  water  quality  if  their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing 
unacceptable  adverse  water  quality  impacts.  Measures  MM-Water-4  and  MM-Water-5  would 
seek  to  ensure  that  the  development  on  the  surface  uses  pervious  groundcover  and  is 
otherwise  designed  to  maximize  groundwater  infiltration,  which  in  turn  would  assist  in  providing 
freshwater  to  the  aquifer.  Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water 
conservation  in  order  to  reduce  the  volume  of  water  use  by  the  project.  As  discussed  for 
construction,  Mitigation  Measure  MM-Water-11,  would  require  that  the  Applicant  obtain  drinking 
water  from  offsite  sources  if  the  analytical  results  from  the  onsite  wells  indicate  that  the  water 
does  not  meet  EPA’s  drinking  water  standard.  With  implementation  of  these  mitigation 
measures,  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 
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WR-2 

Construction 

As  discussed  for  direct  and  indirect  impacts  for  construction,  the  total  water  balance  in  the 
basin  would  remain  positive,  in  the  range  of  530  to  1,845  ac-ft/yr.  Therefore,  the  overall 
Ivanpah  Valley  Groundwater  Basin  (IVGB)  is  not  currently  in  overdraft,  and  water  withdrawal 
under  the  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  placing  it  into  overdraft. 

The  results  of  the  Applicant’s  analysis  indicate  that  groundwater  level  declines  in  the  primary 
well  scenario  would  be:  1.53  feet  in  WP-5,  1.77  feet  in  WP-6,  0.55  feet  at  Ivanpah  SEGS,  1.00 
feet  at  Colosseum  1,  and  0.63  feet  at  Colosseum  2.  Groundwater  level  declines  in  the 
secondary  well  scenario  would  be:  3.18  feet  in  WP-5,  3. 84  feet  in  WP-6,  0.74  feet  at  Ivanpah 
SEGS,  0.57  feet  at  Colosseum  1,  and  0.51  feet  at  Colosseum  2 (West  Yost  2013b).  As  shown 
in  the  annual  report  for  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  (Broadbent  2012),  long-term  declines  in 
these  wells  have  already  ranged  from  4 to  5 feet.  However,  the  water  level  in  each  of  the 
Colosseum  wells  is  more  than  11  feet  above  the  tentative  County  significance  criteria. 
Therefore,  the  additional  decline  provided  by  the  Stateline  wells  would  be  a minor  impact,  and 
would  be  less  than  significant. 

Application  of  the  provisional  significance  criterion  to  be  used  to  evaluate  groundwater  level 
impacts  in  the  Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan,  along  with  mitigation 
measures,  would  help  to  ensure  that  basin  overdraft  and  offsite  drawdown  of  more  than  5 feet 
do  not  occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to  develop  a Water 
Supply  Contingency  Plan  that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary  well  or  treatment  of  water 
quality  if  their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing  unacceptable  adverse 
impacts.  Measure  MM-Water-3  would  require  monitoring  to  ensure  that  no  impacts  occur,  and 
that  are  a more  detailed  further  analysis  of  the  actual  material  impact  ( unavailability  of  water 
increased  Dumping  costs , etc.)  be  conducted  if  certain  water  level  or  water  quality  triggers  are 
met.  Measures  MM-Water-4  and  MM-Water-5  would  seek  to  ensure  that  the  development  on 
the  surface  uses  pervious  groundcover  and  is  otherwise  designed  to  maximize  groundwater 
infiltration,  which  in  turn  would  assist  in  providing  freshwater  to  the  aquifer.  Measure  MM- 
Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water  conservation  in  order  to  reduce  the  volume 
of  water  use  by  the  project.  With  implementation  of  these  mitigation  measures,  impacts  would 
be  less  than  significant. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

The  only  water  use  associated  with  operations  would  be  the  use  of  no  more  than  20  ac-ft/yr  of 
water  for  sanitary  purposes.  No  water  would  be  used  for  cleaning  solar  panels  during 
operations. 

The  analysis  of  the  effect  of  local  drawdown  presented  for  construction  is  also  applicable  to 
operations.  The  modeling  conducted  by  the  Applicant  included  a construction  period  of  2 years 
and  4 years,  followed  by  a 30-year  operational  period.  The  modeling  included  a scenario  with 
100  percent  of  production  from  the  primary  well,  as  well  as  a scenario  assuming  100  percent  of 
production  from  the  secondary  well. 

The  results  of  the  Applicant’s  analysis  indicate  that  groundwater  level  declines  in  the  other 
nearby  wells  over  the  entire  construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning  periods  would  be  a 
maximum  of  3.18  feet  at  well  WP-5,  3. 84  feet  at  WP-6,  0.74  feet  at  Ivanpah  SEGS,  1.00  feet  at 
Colosseum  1,  and  0.63  feet  at  Colosseum  2 (West  Yost  2013b).  As  shown  in  the  annual  report 
for  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  (Broadbent  2012),  long-term  declines  in  these  wells  have 
already  ranged  from  4 to  5 feet.  In  addition,  the  water  level  in  each  of  the  Colosseum  wells  is 
more  than  11  feet  above  the  tentative  County  significance  criteria.  In  general,  the  water 
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withdrawal  rate  of  20  ac-ft/yr  during  operations  is  minimal  compared  to  rates  of  860  ac-ft/yr  for 
Primm,  1,800  ac-ft/yr  for  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  and  100  ac-ft/yr  for  Ivanpah  SEGS. 
Therefore,  the  additional  decline  provided  by  the  Stateline  wells  would  be  a minor  impact,  and 
would  be  less  than  significant. 

The  Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  (West  Yost  2013b)  would  also  be 
applicable  to  the  project  operations.  The  following  mitigation  measures  would  help  to  ensure 
that  basin  overdraft  and  offsite  drawdown  of  more  than  5 feet  do  not  occur.  Mitigation  measure 
MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to  develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  that 
would  require  use  of  the  secondary  well  or  treatment  of  water  quality  if  their  proposed  water 
withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing  unacceptable  adverse  impacts.  Measure  MM-Water-3 
would  require  monitoring  to  ensure  that  no  impacts  occur,  and  that  are  a more  detailed  further 
analysis  of  the  actual  material  impact  ( unavailability  of  water,  increased  Dumping  costs , etc.)  be 
conducted  if  certain  water  level  or  water  quality  triggers  are  met.  Measure  MM-Water-6  would 
require  employee  training  on  water  conservation  in  order  to  reduce  the  volume  of  water  use  by 
the  project.  As  discussed  for  construction,  Mitigation  Measure  MM-Water-11,  would  require 
that  the  Applicant  obtain  drinking  water  from  offsite  sources  if  the  analytical  results  from  the 
onsite  wells  indicate  that  the  water  does  not  meet  EPA’s  drinking  water  standard.  With 
implementation  of  these  mitigation  measures,  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 


Decommissioning 

The  analysis  of  the  effect  of  local  drawdown  presented  for  construction  is  also  applicable  to 
decommissioning.  The  modeling  conducted  by  the  Applicant  included  a construction  period  of 
2 years  and  4 years,  followed  by  a 30-year  operational  period.  The  modeling  included  a 
scenario  with  100  percent  of  production  from  the  primary  well,  as  well  as  a scenario  assuming 
100  percent  of  production  from  the  secondary  well. 

The  results  of  the  Applicant’s  analysis  indicate  that  groundwater  level  declines  in  the  other 
nearby  wells  over  the  entire  construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning  periods  would  be  a 
maximum  of  3.18  feet  at  well  WP-5,  3.84  feet  at  WP-6,  0.74  feet  at  Ivanpah  SEGS,  1.00  feet  at 
Colosseum  1,  and  0.63  feet  at  Colosseum  2 (West  Yost  2013b).  As  shown  in  the  annual  report 
for  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  (Broadbent  2012),  long-term  declines  in  these  wells  have 
already  ranged  from  4 to  5 feet.  In  addition,  the  water  level  in  each  of  the  Colosseum  wells  is 
more  than  11  feet  above  the  tentative  County  significance  criteria.  Also,  the  drawdown 
associated  with  decommissioning  would  be  temporary,  and  would  cease  at  the  end  of  the 
decommissioning  period.  Therefore,  the  additional  decline  provided  by  the  Stateline  wells  would 
be  a minor,  temporary  impact,  and  would  be  less  than  significant. 

The  Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  (West  Yost  2013b)  would  also  be 
applicable  to  the  project  decommissioning.  The  following  mitigation  measures  would  help  to 
ensure  that  basin  overdraft  and  offsite  drawdown  of  more  than  5 feet  do  not  occur.  Mitigation 
measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to  develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan 
that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary  well  or  treatment  of  water  quality  if  their  proposed 
water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing  unacceptable  adverse  impacts.  Measure  MM- 
Water-3  would  require  monitoring  to  ensure  that  no  impacts  occur,  and  that  are  a more  detailed 
further  analysis  of  the  actual  material  impact  ( unavailability  of  water,  increased  Dumping  costs, 
etc. ) be  conducted  if  certain  water  level  or  water  quality  triggers  are  met.  Measure  MM-Water- 
6 would  require  employee  training  on  water  conservation  in  order  to  reduce  the  volume  of  water 
use  by  the  project.  As  discussed  for  construction,  Mitigation  Measure  MM-Water-11,  would 
require  that  the  Applicant  obtain  drinking  water  from  offsite  sources  if  the  analytical  results  from 
the  onsite  wells  indicate  that  the  water  does  not  meet  EPA’s  drinking  water  standard.  With 
implementation  of  these  mitigation  measures,  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 
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WR-3 

Construction,  Operations,  and  Decommissioning 

The  proposed  Stateline  facility  would  be  located  on  an  active  alluvial  fan  system  characterized 
by  numerous  ephemeral  drainages  that  only  flow  during  substantial  precipitation  events.  By 
design,  the  project  would  deliberately  alter  the  existing  drainage  within  the  project  area.  This 
design  would  be  implemented  in  the  early  stages  of  construction,  and  would  then  remain  in 
place  throughout  operations  and  decommissioning.  Therefore,  impacts  would  be  the  same  for 
all  three  stages  of  the  project. 

The  facility  would  be  developed  by  removal  of  all  site  vegetation,  grading  of  the  project  site  to  a 
smooth  surface,  and  implementation  of  upgradient  debris  basins  that  would  capture 
channelized  stormwater  flow  and  release  it  across  the  site  as  sheet  flow.  Stormwater  leaving 
the  downgradient  edge  of  the  site  would  also  be  captured  in  sediment  basins,  and  released  to 
downgradient  areas.  Construction  of  these  basins  would  be  done  as  described  in  Mitigation 
Measure  MM-Water-8.  Sediment  captured  within  these  basins  would  be  removed  on  an  as 
needed  basis,  as  directed  by  the  Applicant’s  Storm  Water  Management  Plan,  and  would  be 
spread  over  the  areas  downgradient  of  the  basins. 

The  Applicant  has  used  hydrologic  modeling,  as  has  been  applied  on  other  sites  evaluated  by 
BLM  and  the  County,  to  design  the  size,  locations,  and  other  characteristics  of  their  debris  and 
sediment  basins  to  ensure  that  stormwater  volume  and  velocity  downgradient  of  the  facility 
matches  pre-development  conditions.  Sediment  captured  in  the  onsite  system  would  be  spread 
downgradient  of  the  site,  and  would  thus  re-enter  the  system.  Stormwater  velocities  were 
modeled  to  increase  by  a maximum  of  about  2 percent,  which  would  not  result  in  modification  of 
sedimentation  or  erosion.  Although  stormwater  would  be  released  downgradient  of  the  facility 
as  sheet  flow,  in  order  to  avoid  erosion  impacts  immediately  downgradient,  it  would  rapidly  re- 
develop into  channels  a short  distance  downgradient,  and  would  therefore  not  affect  the  natural 
drainage. 

Maintaining  these  results  depends  on  continued  operation  of  the  debris  and  sediment  basins  as 
they  are  designed  to  operate.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-9  would  require  the  Applicant  to 
implement  their  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012k),  which  specifies  how  the 
debris  and  sediment  basins  would  be  designed,  inspected,  and  maintained  to  ensure  their 
continued  operation.  BLM  has  reviewed  the  design  of  the  basins  on  the  Applicant’s  site  plans, 
the  proposed  methods  for  inspection  and  maintenance  in  the  Storm  Water  Management  Plan, 
and  the  methodologies  and  input  parameters  for  the  hydrologic  modeling,  and  concludes  that 
the  Proposed  Action  would  not  be  subjected  to  increased  potential  for  flood  damage,  and  would 
not  modify  erosion  or  sedimentation  rates  in  downstream  areas.  Impacts  would  be  less  than 
significant. 


WR-4 

Construction,  Operations,  and  Decommissioning 

The  analysis  and  conclusions  developed  for  criterion  WR-3  are  also  applicable  to  criterion  WR- 
4.  While  the  project  would  deliberately  alter  the  existing  drainage  within  the  project  area,  the 
potential  for  this  modification  to  cause  onsite  or  offsite  flooding  was  evaluated  in  the  Applicant’s 
modeling.  Stormwater  velocities  were  modeled  to  increase  by  a maximum  of  about  2 percent, 
which  would  not  cause  flooding  onsite,  or  on  any  offsite  areas. 

Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-9  would  require  the  Applicant  to  implement  their  Storm  Water 
Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012k),  which  specifies  how  the  debris  and  sediment  basins 
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would  be  designed,  inspected,  and  maintained  to  ensure  their  continued  operation.  Impacts 
would  be  less  than  significant. 


WR-5 

Construction,  Operation,  and  Decommissioning 

No  designed  stormwater  drainage  system  currently  exists  or  is  planned  in  the  area  of  the 
proposed  Stateline  facility  site.  Implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  include 
construction  of  drainage  systems  including  debris  basins,  sediment  basins,  and  culverts  on  the 
project  site  itself  to  protect  onsite  facilities  and  ensure  that  stormwater  released  downstream  of 
the  facility  mimics  pre-development  conditions.  The  project  would  not  include  construction  or 
modification  of  any  stormwater  systems  either  upgradient  or  downgradient  of  the  facility. 
Therefore,  the  proposed  facility  would  not  have  the  potential  to  create  or  contribute  runoff  water 
which  would  exceed  the  capacity  of  existing  or  planned  stormwater  drainage  systems  and, 
therefore,  no  mitigation  measures  are  required  to  address  potential  effects  to  existing  or 
planned  stormwater  drainage  systems.  Impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 


WR-8 

Construction,  Operations,  and  Decommissioning 

The  Proposed  Action  would  be  located  in  FEMA  Zone  D,  which  is  classified  as  an  area  where 
flood  hazards  have  not  been  mapped  (FEMA  2008).  Although  the  site  has  not  been 
designated  as  being  within  a 100-year  floodplain,  stormwater  flow  is  known  to  occur  in  channels 
within  the  project  area  on  a regular  basis.  Therefore,  structures  placed  into  these  channels 
could  potentially  be  subjected  to  flood  damage,  or  could  redirect  flow  to  other  areas.  To 
evaluate  the  potential  for  flood  damage,  the  hydrologic  study  and  modeling  completed  by  the 
Applicant  (Taney  Engineering  2011a)  included  calculation  of  the  potential  for  scour  to 
destabilize  structures  constructed  on  the  site. 

The  scour  analysis  was  conducted  for  the  100  year  flood  scenario,  and  included  an  analysis  of 
the  project  area  without  implementation  of  upstream  debris  basins,  and  then  with 
implementation  of  upstream  debris  basins.  The  analysis  demonstrated  that,  without  stormwater 
management,  scour  depths  of  up  to  4.1  feet  could  occur  around  the  support  posts  of  the  solar 
arrays.  This  depth  of  scour  would  not  be  large  enough  to  destabilize  the  arrays  because  of  the 
depth  of  installation  of  the  supports,  and  the  fact  that  each  array  is  supported  by  multiple  posts. 
The  scour  calculation  for  the  post-development  condition,  which  would  include  debris  basins  to 
slow  stormwater  and  release  it  as  sheet  flow  across  the  solar  array  area,  would  be 
approximately  2 feet  in  depth.  Again,  this  depth  would  not  be  high  enough  to  destabilize  site 
structures.  The  Applicant’s  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  includes  provisions  to  inspect  the 
site  following  storm  events,  and  any  scour  of  this  magnitude  would  be  found  and  corrected. 

Any  diversion  of  stormwater  flow  by  site  structures  would  be  limited  in  extent.  Diverted  flow 
would  likely  be  re-directed  for  a few  feet  around  any  site  structures,  and  would  be  unlikely  to 
leave  the  project  area.  Downstream  structures  and  infrastructure  such  as  the  Primm  Valley 
Golf  Course,  1-15,  and  the  Calnev  are  each  more  than  a mile  away,  and  would  not  be  affected 
by  the  very  localized  diversion  of  flow  around  site  structures. 

Maintaining  these  results  depends  on  continued  operation  of  the  debris  and  sediment  basins  as 
they  are  designed  to  operate.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-9  would  require  the  Applicant  to 
implement  their  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012k),  which  specifies  how  the 
debris  and  sediment  basins  would  be  designed,  inspected,  and  maintained  to  ensure  their 


November  2013 


4.19-27 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.19  Water  Resources 


continued  operation.  With  implementation  of  the  Storm  Water  Management  Plan,  impacts 
would  be  less  than  significant. 


WR-10 

Construction,  Operations,  and  Decommissioning 

Based  on  the  setting  of  the  proposed  facility  on  flat  ground  near  the  Dry  Lake  bed,  and  several 
miles  from  the  Clark  Mountains,  there  is  no  potential  for  the  facility  to  be  impacted  by  mudflow, 
or  to  cause  mudflow.  Impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 


4.19.4  Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 
4.19.4.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  2 is  conceptually  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1),  but  wouid  cover  a 
slightly  different  land  area  comprising  2,385  acres  in  a bifurcated  footprint,  resulting  in  the 
facility  being  situated  differently  with  respect  to  water  resources. 

Under  Alternative  2,  the  Stateline  facility  would  be  required  to  comply  with  all  applicable  water 
quality  standards  and  waste  discharge  requirements,  as  presented  in  Section  3.19.2  of  this  PA 
and  EIS/EIR.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-1  ( Demonstrate  Compliance  with  Water  Quality 
Permits)  requires  the  Applicant  to  demonstrate  compliance  with  all  applicable  permitting 
requirements  prior  to  commencing  construction,  which  will  ensure  that  the  proposed  Stateline 
facility  is  in  compliance  with  all  applicable  water  quality  permits  and  waste  discharge 
requirements  associated  with  construction,  operation,  and  decommissioning  activities. 


Construction 

Groundwater  Supply  and  Recharge 

The  amount  of  water  to  be  used  under  Alternative  2 would  be  the  same  as  that  for  the 
Proposed  Action.  Approximately  1,900  ac-ft  of  water  would  be  needed  during  the 
approximately  2 to  4 year  construction  period,  with  the  majority  of  the  construction  water  use 
occurring  during  the  site  preparation  period  of  the  first  year.  Water  uses  include  soil 
compaction,  dust  control,  and  sanitary  needs.  The  peak  daily  water  withdrawal  is  estimated  to 
be  approximately  1.5  million  gpd.  Under  Alternative  2,  water  supply  would  be  provided  by  two 
new  groundwater  wells.  The  North  Well,  which  would  provide  water  to  support  construction  of 
the  northern  portion  of  the  facility  and  all  operational  water  for  the  facility,  would  be  located  at 
the  same  location  proposed  for  the  primary  well  in  the  Proposed  Action.  The  South  Well,  which 
would  provide  water  to  support  construction  of  the  southern  portion  of  the  facility  and  would 
serve  as  a back-up  well  during  operations,  would  be  located  south  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf 
Course  near  the  Yates  Well  Road  exit  in  1-15. 

In  addition,  three  groundwater  monitoring  wells  would  be  installed  to  evaluate  potential  impacts 
to  groundwater  availability  and  quality.  The  production  wells  would  be  12  inches  in  diameter 
and  670  feet  deep,  with  a screened  interval  located  at  a depth  of  430  to  630  feet  below  ground 
surface.  The  depths  of  the  monitoring  wells  would  be  determined , on  a site-specific  basis,  to 
ensure  adequate  monitoring  of  the  elevation  of  the  groundwater  table.  The  monitoring  wells 
would  include  two  located  in  the  northern  portion  of  the  bifurcated  footprint,  and  one  located  in 
the  southern  portion. 
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Basin- Wide  Overdraft 

The  analysis  of  the  availability  of  water  within  the  IVGB  is  the  same  for  Alternative  2 as  with  the 
Proposed  Action.  As  shown  in  Table  4.19-1,  the  total  water  balance  in  the  basin  would  remain 
positive  during  construction  of  Alternative  2,  in  the  range  of  530  to  1,845  ac-ft/yr.  Therefore, 
construction  of  Alternative  2 would  not  have  any  adverse  impact  associated  with  basin-wide 
overdraft  issues. 


Local  Drawdown 

Similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  a large  amount  of  the  current  and  future  groundwater  usage  in 
the  IVGB  occurs  within  a limited  area  of  the  basin  to  the  southwest  of  Primm.  The  wells  for  the 
two  largest  water  users  in  the  basin  (Primm  and  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course),  as  well  as  the 
Ivanpah  SEGS  groundwater  well,  are  all  within  less  than  3 miles  of  the  wells  for  Alternative  2. 
In  all,  more  than  4,000  ac-ft/yr  (almost  61  percent)  of  the  total  6,584  ac-ft/yr  withdrawn  in  the 
basin  would  be  withdrawn  from  this  limited  area  of  the  basin.  Therefore,  although  the  basin  as 
a whole  can  likely  support  the  groundwater  withdrawal  rates,  there  is  likely  to  be  local 
groundwater  level  decline. 

The  Applicant  has  conducted  modeling  of  groundwater  withdrawal  to  estimate  the  impact  of 
Alternative  2 groundwater  withdrawal  on  groundwater  levels  in  nearby  wells.  The  modeling  was 
conducted  using  a 2-year  construction  period  scenario  and  a 4-year  construction  period 
scenario.  Of  these,  the  two  year  analysis  is  the  more  conservative  because  it  concentrates  a 
greater  volume  of  withdrawal  into  a shorter  time  period. 

The  results  of  the  Applicant’s  analysis  for  Alternative  2 indicate  that  groundwater  level  declines 
in  the  other  wells  over  the  entire  construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning  duration  would 
range  from  1.45  feet  at  well  WP-5,  1.90  feet  at  WP-6,  0.90  feet  at  Ivanpah  SEGS,  2.37  feet  at 
Colosseum  1,  and  3.04  feet  at  Colosseum  2 (West  Yost  2011).  As  shown  in  the  annual  report 
for  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  (Broadbent  2012),  long-term  declines  in  these  wells  have 
already  ranged  from  4 to  5 feet.  However,  the  water  level  in  each  of  the  Colosseum  wells  is 
more  than  11  feet  above  the  tentative  County  significance  criteria.  Therefore,  the  additional 
decline  provided  by  the  Stateline  wells  would  be  an  adverse  impact,  but  their  contribution  would 
be  minor  compared  to  other  wells.  Predicted  water  level  declines  in  the  Primm  wells  are  even 
smaller  than  those  in  the  Colosseum  wells,  and  are  not  expected  to  result  in  an  adverse  impact. 

The  Applicant  has  developed  a Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  (West  Yost  2013b) 
to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  the  San  Bernardino  County  groundwater  monitoring  program 
guidelines.  Implementation  of  the  plan  would  be  required  as  part  of  mitigation  measure  MM- 
Water-3.  The  plan  addresses  installation  of  three  monitoring  wells,  specification  of  a monitoring 
network,  means  to  establish  baseline  groundwater  conditions,  data  to  be  collected  in  the 
program,  and  means  to  compare  collected  data  to  baseline  data. 

The  plan  also  provides  interim  significance  criteria  that  the  Applicant  proposes  to  use  for  the 
first  five  years,  and  which  would  then  be  updated  based  on  information  collected  during  the  first 
five  year  period.  The  proposed  criterion  is  based  on  a 20  percent  increase  over  the  simulated 
drawdown  at  any  monitoring  point.  The  baseline  simulation  of  a drawdown  of  0.23  feet  at  a 
distance  of  1.5  miles  from  the  primary  well  is  based  on  the  predicted  drawdown  following  four 
years  of  construction  and  one  year  of  operations.  If  the  monitoring  program  documents  a 
drawdown  that  exceeds  the  criterion,  then  mitigation  measure  MM-Water-3  would  require  that  a 
more  detailed  analysis  of  the  actual  material  impact  ( unavailability  of  water,  increased  Dumping 
costs,  etc. ) be  conducted. 

The  following  mitigation  measures  would  help  to  ensure  that  basin  overdraft  and  offsite 
drawdown  of  more  than  5 feet  do  not  occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the 
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Applicant  to  develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary 
well  or  treatment  of  water  quality  if  their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing 
unacceptable  adverse  impacts.  Measure  MM-Water-3  would  require  monitoring  to  ensure  that 
no  impacts  occur,  and  that  are  a more  detailed  further  analysis  of  the  actual  material  impact 
(unavailability  of  water,  increased  Dumping  costs,  etc.)  be  conducted  if  certain  water  level  or 
water  quality  triggers  are  met.  Measures  MM-Water-4  and  MM-Water-5  would  seek  to  ensure 
that  the  development  on  the  surface  uses  pervious  groundcover  and  is  otherwise  designed  to 
maximize  groundwater  infiltration,  which  in  turn  would  assist  in  providing  freshwater  to  the 
aquifer.  Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water  conservation  in  order 
to  reduce  the  volume  of  water  use  by  the  project. 


Surface  Water  and  Drainage  Patterns 

The  impact  of  Alternative  2 on  surface  water  and  drainage  patterns  would  be  the  same  under 
construction,  operations  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning.  This  is  because  any 
potential  impact  would  be  associated  with  vegetation  removal,  site  grading,  implementation  of 
debris  and  sediment  basins,  and  existence  of  infrastructure  on  the  project  site.  Once 
vegetation  removal,  grading,  and  basin  construction  is  completed  during  early  phases  of 
construction,  potential  impacts  of  the  facility  on  stormwater  flow  would  remain  the  same 
throughout  the  remainder  of  the  construction  period,  and  into  the  operations  and 
decommissioning  period.  Therefore,  this  analysis  is  presented  here  under  construction,  but  is 
not  repeated  for  operations  and  decommissioning  of  Alternative  2. 

The  situation  of  the  Alternative  2 site  layout  on  an  active  alluvial  fan  system  characterized  by 
numerous  ephemeral  drainages  would  be  similar  to  that  for  the  Proposed  Action.  However,  the 
Alternative  2 site  layout  would  include  a southern  portion  that  lies  within  different  drainage 
subbasins  than  the  Proposed  Action. 

To  evaluate  and  develop  responses  to  potential  impacts,  the  Applicant  has  conducted 
hydrologic  modeling  to  predict  stormwater  flow  conditions,  designed  the  Alternative  2 site  layout 
to  incorporate  protective  features,  and  then  included  these  protective  features  in  additional 
modeling  to  verify  that  they  would  protect  both  the  facility  and  the  downgradient  areas.  The 
modeling  methodology  and  assumptions  used  were  the  same  as  those  used  for  the  analysis  of 
the  Proposed  Action.  Like  the  Proposed  Action,  Alternative  2 would  include  avoidance  of 
drainage  channels,  implementation  of  upgradient  debris  basins,  grading  of  the  PV  array  areas, 
implementation  of  downgradient  sediment  basins,  and  use  of  silt  fence  and  fiber  rolls  to 
manage  stormwater. 

The  modeling  effort  identified  eight  drainage  subbasins  totaling  more  than  33,000  acres 
providing  stormwater  flow  into  the  project  area.  The  resulting  flow  rate  calculations  are  shown 
in  Table  4.19-4. 


Table  4.19-4.  Comparison  of  Existing  and  Post-Development  Flow  Rates,  Alternative  2 


Sub- 

Basin 

Existing  F 
(cubic  feet 

low  Rates 
per  second) 

Post-Developm 
(cubic  feet 

ent  Flow  Rates 
per  second) 

1.2  yr 

10  yr 

25  yr 

100  yr 

1.2  yr 

10  yr 

25  yr 

100  yr 

1 

530 

2,927 

4,009 

6,624 

541 

2,950 

4,033 

6,638 

2 

548 

3,134 

4,301 

7,215 

557 

3,160 

4,329 

7,233 

3 

280 

1,602 

2,213 

3,742 

285 

1,615 

2,226 

3,751 

4 

326 

1,884 

2,597 

4,381 

329 

1,891 

2,605 

4,386 

5 

419 

2,346 

3,229 

5,420 

419 

2,346 

3,229 

5,420 

6 

432 

2,358 

3,225 

5,334 

437 

2,367 

3,235 

5,340 

7 

554 

3,329 

4,604 

7,835 

561 

3,346 

4,622 

7,847 

8 

213 

1,032 

1,402 

2,266 

214 

1,033 

1,403 

2,266 

Average  Percentage  Change  in  Flow 

Rate 

+1.16% 

+0.48% 

+0.37% 

+0.14% 
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The  flow  rates  presented  in  Table  4.19.4  show  that,  on  average,  the  development  of  Alternative 
2 would  increase  flow  rates  in  the  subbasins  by  a maximum  of  about  1.2  percent.  In  general, 
the  reason  that  the  development  would  have  such  a limited  effect  on  flow  rates  is  because 
stormwater  velocities  would  be  deliberately  slowed  by  the  use  of  the  debris  and  sediment 
basins.  Based  on  these  results,  Alternative  2 would  not  be  subjected  to  increased  potential  for 
flood  damage,  and  would  not  modify  erosion  or  sedimentation  rates  in  downstream  areas. 

Maintaining  these  results  depends  on  continued  operation  of  the  debris  and  sediment  basins  as 
they  are  designed  to  operate.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-9  would  require  the  Applicant  to 
implement  their  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012k),  which  specifies  how  the 
debris  and  sediment  basins  would  be  designed,  inspected,  and  maintained  to  ensure  their 
continued  operation.  BLM  has  reviewed  the  design  of  the  basins  on  the  Applicant’s  site  plans, 
the  proposed  methods  for  inspection  and  maintenance  in  the  Storm  Water  Management  Plan, 
and  the  methodologies  and  input  parameters  for  the  hydrologic  modeling,  and  concludes  that 
Alternative  2 would  not  be  subjected  to  increased  potential  for  flood  damage,  and  would  not 
modify  erosion  or  sedimentation  rates  in  downstream  areas. 


Stormwater  Drainage  Systems 

Similar  to  the  discussion  of  surface  water  and  drainage  pattern  impacts,  the  impact  of 
Alternative  2 on  stormwater  drainage  systems  would  be  the  same  under  construction, 
operations  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning.  This  is  because  any  potential  impact 
would  be  associated  with  modification  of  stormwater  flow  pathways,  volumes,  or  velocities,  and 
these  modifications  would  occur  during  initial  stages  of  construction  and  be  maintained 
throughout  the  operations  and  decommissioning  periods.  Therefore,  this  analysis  is  presented 
here  under  construction,  but  is  not  repeated  for  operations  and  decommissioning  of  Alternative 
2. 

No  designed  stormwater  drainage  system  currently  exists  in  the  area  of  the  proposed  Stateline 
facility  site.  Implementation  of  Alternative  2 would  include  construction  of  drainage  systems 
including  debris  basins,  sediment  basins,  and  culverts  on  the  project  site  itself  to  protect  onsite 
facilities  and  ensure  that  stormwater  released  downstream  of  the  facility  mimics  pre- 
development conditions.  The  project  would  not  include  construction  or  modification  of  any 
stormwater  systems  either  upgradient  or  downgradient  of  the  facility.  Therefore,  Alternative  2 
would  not  have  the  potential  to  create  or  contribute  runoff  water  which  would  exceed  the 
capacity  of  existing  or  planned  stormwater  drainage  systems  and,  therefore,  no  mitigation 
measures  are  required  to  address  potential  effects  to  existing  or  planned  stormwater  drainage 
systems. 


Flood  Hazard  Areas 

Similar  to  the  discussion  of  drainage  pattern  and  drainage  system  impacts,  the  impact  of 
Alternative  2 associated  with  flood  hazard  areas  would  be  the  same  under  construction, 
operations  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning.  This  is  because  any  potential  impact 
would  be  associated  with  modification  of  stormwater  flow  pathways,  volumes,  or  velocities,  and 
these  modifications  would  occur  during  initial  stages  of  construction  and  be  maintained 
throughout  the  operations  and  decommissioning  periods.  Therefore,  this  analysis  is  presented 
here  under  construction,  but  is  not  repeated  for  operations  and  decommissioning  of  Alternative 
2. 

Alternative  2 would  be  located  in  FEMA  Zone  D,  which  is  classified  as  an  area  where  flood 
hazards  have  not  been  mapped  (FEMA  2008).  Although  a flood  hazard  analysis  has  not  been 
conducted  by  FEMA  for  this  area,  the  hydrologic  study  and  modeling  completed  by  the 
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Applicant  (Taney  Engineering  2011b)  included  calculation  of  the  potential  for  scour  to 
destabilize  structures  constructed  on  the  site. 

The  scour  analysis  was  conducted  for  the  100  year  flood  scenario,  and  included  an  analysis  of 
the  project  area  without  implementation  of  upstream  debris  basins,  and  then  with 
implementation  of  upstream  debris  basins.  The  analysis  demonstrated  that,  without  stormwater 
management,  scour  depths  of  up  to  4.4  feet  could  occur  around  the  support  posts  of  the  solar 
arrays.  This  depth  of  scour  would  not  be  large  enough  to  destabilize  the  arrays  because  of  the 
depth  of  installation  of  the  supports,  and  the  fact  that  each  array  is  supported  by  multiple  posts. 
The  scour  calculation  for  the  post-development  condition,  which  would  include  debris  basins  to 
slow  stormwater  and  release  it  as  sheet  flow  across  the  solar  array  area,  would  be 
approximately  2.1  feet  in  depth.  Again,  this  depth  would  not  be  high  enough  to  destabilize  site 
structures.  The  Applicant’s  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  includes  provisions  to  inspect  the 
site  following  storm  events,  and  any  scour  of  this  magnitude  would  be  found  and  corrected. 


Water  Quality 

Surface  Water 

Construction  of  the  facility  under  Alternative  2 would  include  implementation  of  a Construction 
SWPPP,  in  compliance  with  mitigation  measures  MM-Water-8  and  Section  402  of  the  CWA 
(see  Section  3.19.2.1  of  this  PA  and  EIS/EIR),  which  specifies  BMPs  to  minimize  and/or  avoid 
potential  impacts  associated  with  stormwater  runoff.  The  SWPPP  would  incorporate  standard 
BMPs  to  protect  water  quality  and  avoid  adverse  effects  of  project  construction  on  surface 
water  quality,  including  BMPs  to  prevent  drainage  pattern  alterations  to  result  in  adverse  effects 
to  surface  waters. 

The  potential  for  construction  of  Alternative  2 to  contribute  sources  of  polluted  runoff  if  an 
accidental  leak  or  release  of  harmful  materials  were  to  occur  during  construction  activities 
would  be  the  same  as  evaluated  for  the  Proposed  Action.  The  Applicant  has  developed  an 
Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  as 
required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2,  which  includes  identification  of  all  hazardous 
materials  that  would  be  used,  stored,  or  transported  at  the  site;  establishes  inspection 
procedures,  storage  requirements,  storage  quantity  limits,  inventory  control,  non-hazardous 
product  substitutes,  and  disposition  of  excess  materials;  and  requirements  for  notices  to  federal 
and  local  emergency  response  authorities.  Secondary  containment  would  be  provided  for  all 
on-site  hazardous  materials  and  waste  storage,  including  fuel.  The  types  and  volumes  of  fuels 
and  hazardous  materials  would  be  the  same  under  Alternative  2 as  in  the  Proposed  Action.  In 
addition,  the  Applicant  would  site  all  fueling,  hazardous  materials  storage  areas,  and  operation 
and  maintenance  activities  involving  hazardous  materials  at  least  100  feet  away  from  blue-line 
drainages  as  identified  on  USGS  topography  maps.  Similar  protective  measures,  training,  and 
reporting  would  be  required  as  part  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Water-10. 

With  compliance  with  regulatory  requirements  and  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM- 
PH&S-2  ( Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan),  MM-Water-8 
(Construction  SWPPP),  and  MM-Water-10  ( Accidental  Spill  Control  and  Environmental 
Training ),  potential  impacts  associated  with  the  creation  of  polluted  runoff  under  Alternative  2 
would  be  minimized  and/or  avoided. 


Groundwater 

The  management  of  hazardous  materials  and  fuels  during  construction  of  Alternative  2 would 
be  the  same  as  discussed  above  for  surface  water.  The  regulatory  requirements,  mitigation 
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measures  (specifically,  MM-PH&S-2  and  MM- Water-10),  and  management  plans  that  would 
minimize  the  potential  for  release  of  contaminants  to  surface  water  would  also  be  effective  in 
minimizing  the  potential  for  their  release  to  groundwater.  Given  the  depth  to  groundwater  at  the 
site  (approximately  200  feet),  it  is  highly  unlikely  that  any  release  of  fuel  or  hazardous  materials 
on  the  surface  could  reach  groundwater.  Any  releases  would  likely  be  very  small  in  volume, 
and  would  be  identified  and  remediated  before  they  could  migrate  the  large  distance  to 
groundwater.  Therefore,  contamination  of  groundwater  by  the  release  of  contaminants  under 
Alternative  2 is  very  unlikely. 

The  Applicant’s  proposed  use  of  a temporary  septic  tank  and  leach  field  system  for  the 
construction  office  area  could  potentially  have  an  adverse  impact  on  soil,  surface  water,  or 
groundwater  quality.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-12  would  require  that  the  Applicant  use 
portable  toilet  facilities  throughout  the  project  site  during  construction. 

Mobilization  of  existing  poor  quality  groundwater  is  a potential  concern  for  Alternative  2,  as  it  is 
for  the  Proposed  Action.  As  discussed  in  Section  4.19.3.1,  mobilization  of  high  salinity 
groundwater  has  been  documented  to  occur  in  the  local  area  as  a result  of  groundwater 
withdrawal  from  the  Primm  (WP-5  and  WP-6)  and  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  (PVGC-7,  PVGC- 
8,  PVGC-9,  Colosseum  1,  and  Colosseum  2)  wells  (Broadbent  2002;  Broadbent  2009).  Under 
Alternative  2,  the  location  of  the  North  Well  in  close  proximity  to  the  Dry  Lake,  and  the 
withdrawal  rate  from  that  well  during  construction  being  comparable  to  the  rates  of  the  WP, 
PVGC,  and  Colosseum  wells,  indicates  that  water  production  during  construction  could 
potentially  result  in  mobilization  of  saline  water  from  depth  or  from  the  Dry  Lake.  It  is  likely  that 
this  impact  would  occur  if  the  peak  construction  production  rate  were  to  occur  over  the  long- 
term, but  it  is  less  certain  that  the  effect  would  occur  within  the  relatively  short  duration  of  peak 
groundwater  usage,  which  would  be  only  one  year  during  construction. 

Based  on  the  proximity  of  the  proposed  project  North  Well  to  the  Dry  Lake,  it  is  likely  that 
original  TDS  concentrations  in  these  wells  would  be  in  the  range  of  500  to  800  mg/L  or  greater. 
It  is  also  likely  that  TDS  concentrations  would  increase  throughout  the  duration  of  the 
construction  period,  an  effect  which  could  be  enhanced  due  to  the  concurrent  pumping  of  the 
Primm  wells.  This  impact  would  be  adverse,  but  would  likely  be  temporary  during  and  shortly 
following  construction.  Once  pumping  rates  are  reduced  to  minimal  levels  during  operations, 
groundwater  recharge  from  higher  elevations  on  the  alluvial  fan  would  likely  restore 
groundwater  quality  to  original  levels. 

The  Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  has  been  reviewed  by  the  County, 
meets  County  requirements,  and  would  be  sufficient  to  evaluate  potential  water  quality  impacts 
associated  with  Alternative  2.  However,  the  Plan  does  not  define  a water  quality  criterion  that 
would  be  used  to  identify  impacts.  Therefore,  mitigation  measure  MM-Water-3  includes  a 
requirement  that  the  Applicant  consult  with  the  County  and  BLM  to  establish  a baseline  for  the 
water  quality  criteria. 

Implementation  of  the  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  and  the  following  mitigation 
measures  would  help  to  ensure  that  groundwater  quality  impacts  do  not  occur.  Mitigation 
measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to  develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan 
that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary  well  or  treatment  of  water  quality  if  their  proposed 
water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing  unacceptable  adverse  water  quality  impacts. 
Measure  MM-Water-3  would  require  monitoring  to  ensure  that  no  impacts  occur,  and  that  are  a 
more  detailed  further  analysis  of  the  actual  material  impact  (unavailability  of  water,  increased 
Dumping  costs,  etc.)  be  conducted  if  certain  water  level  or  water  quality  triggers  are  met. 
Measures  MM-Water-4  and  MM-Water-5  would  seek  to  ensure  that  the  development  on  the 
surface  uses  pervious  groundcover  and  is  otherwise  designed  to  maximize  groundwater 
infiltration,  which  in  turn  would  assist  in  providing  freshwater  to  the  aquifer.  Measure  MM- 
Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water  conservation  in  order  to  reduce  the  volume 
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of  water  use  by  the  project.  As  discussed  for  construction  of  Alternative  1 , Mitigation  Measure 
MM-Water-1 1 , would  require  that  the  Applicant  obtain  drinking  water  from  offsite  sources  if  the 
analytical  results  from  the  onsite  wells  indicate  that  the  water  does  not  meet  EPA’s  drinking 
water  standard. 


Mudflow 

Although  the  site  location  is  different  under  Alternative  2 than  the  Proposed  Action,  the  general 
setting  on  flat  ground  near  the  Dry  Lake  bed  and  several  miles  from  the  Clark  Mountains 
indicates  that  there  is  no  potential  for  the  facility  under  Alternative  2 to  be  impacted  by  mudflow, 
or  to  cause  mudflow,  during  construction,  operations,  or  decommissioning.  Because  there 
would  be  no  impacts  under  any  phase  of  the  project,  this  analysis  is  presented  here  under 
construction,  but  is  not  repeated  for  operations  and  decommissioning  of  Alternative  2. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 
Groundwater  Supply  and  Recharge 

The  only  water  use  associated  with  operations  of  Alternative  2 would  be  the  use  of  no  more 
than  20  ac-ft/yr  of  water  for  sanitary  purposes.  No  water  would  be  used  for  cleaning  solar 
panels  during  operations. 


Basin-Wide  Overdraft 

The  situation  of  the  production  wells  under  operations  with  respect  to  basin-wide  overdraft 
concerns  is  the  same  as  evaluated  under  construction  of  Alternative  2.  A comparison  of  the 
groundwater  recharge  rate  and  potential  basin  pump  rates  was  shown  in  Table  4.19-1,  and  that 
analysis  concluded  that  the  total  water  balance  in  the  basin  during  construction  of  Alternative  2 
would  remain  positive,  in  the  range  of  530  to  1,845  ac-ft/yr.  That  analysis  included  an 
assumption  of  an  extraction  rate  of  1 ,045  ac-ft/yr  for  the  Stateline  facility,  which  is  the  highest 
rate  that  would  be  anticipated  during  construction.  During  operations  of  Alternative  2,  that  rate 
would  drop  to  20  ac-ft/yr.  Therefore,  the  available  water  balance  during  operations  of 
Alternative  2 would  be  much  higher,  in  the  range  of  1,586  to  2,901  ac-ft/yr,  and  there  would  be 
no  adverse  impact. 


Local  Drawdown 

The  analysis  of  the  effect  of  local  drawdown  presented  for  construction  of  Alternative  2 is  also 
applicable  to  operations.  The  modeling  conducted  by  the  Applicant  included  a construction 
period  of  2 years  and  4 years,  followed  by  a 30-year  operational  period. 

The  results  of  the  Applicant’s  analysis  for  Alternative  2 indicate  that  groundwater  level  declines 
in  the  other  nearby  wells  over  the  entire  construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning 
duration  would  range  from  1.45  feet  at  well  WP-5,  1.90  feet  at  WP-6,  0.90  feet  at  Ivan  pah 
SEGS,  2.37  feet  at  Colosseum  1,  and  3.04  feet  at  Colosseum  2 (West  Yost  201 1 ).  As  shown  in 
the  annual  report  for  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  (Broadbent  2012),  long-term  declines  in 
these  wells  have  already  ranged  from  4 to  5 feet.  In  addition,  the  water  level  in  each  of  the 
Colosseum  wells  is  more  than  11  feet  above  the  tentative  County  significance  criteria.  In 
general,  the  water  withdrawal  rate  of  20  ac-ft/yr  during  operations  is  minimal  compared  to  rates 
of  860  ac-ft/yr  for  Primm,  1,800  ac-ft/yr  for  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  and  100  ac-ft/yr  for 
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Ivanpah  SEGS.  Therefore,  the  additional  decline  provided  by  the  Stateline  wells  under 
operations  of  Alternative  2 would  be  a minor  impact. 

The  Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  (West  Yost  2013b)  would  also  be 
applicable  to  the  project  operations  under  Alternative  2.  The  following  mitigation  measures 
would  help  to  ensure  that  basin  overdraft  and  offsite  drawdown  of  more  than  5 feet  do  not 
occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to  develop  a Water  Supply 
Contingency  Plan  that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary  well  or  treatment  of  water  quality  if 
their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing  unacceptable  adverse  impacts. 
Measure  MM-Water-3  would  require  monitoring  to  ensure  that  no  impacts  occur,  and  that  are  a 
more  detailed  further  analysis  of  the  actual  material  impact  ( unavailability  of  water , increased 
pumping  costs , etc.)  be  conducted  if  certain  water  level  or  water  quality  triggers  are  met. 
Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water  conservation  in  order  to  reduce 
the  volume  of  water  use  by  the  project. 


Water  Quality 

Surface  Water 

The  potential  for  operations  of  Alternative  2 to  contribute  sources  of  polluted  runoff  if  an 
accidental  leak  or  release  of  harmful  materials  were  to  occur  would  be  the  same  as  evaluated 
for  the  Proposed  Action.  The  Applicant  has  developed  an  Emergency  Response  and 
Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  as  required  by  mitigation  measure 
MM-PH&S-2,  which  includes  identification  of  all  hazardous  materials  that  would  be  used, 
stored,  or  transported  at  the  site;  establishes  inspection  procedures,  storage  requirements, 
storage  quantity  limits,  inventory  control,  non-hazardous  product  substitutes,  and  disposition  of 
excess  materials;  and  requirements  for  notices  to  federal  and  local  emergency  response 
authorities.  Secondary  containment  would  be  provided  for  all  on-site  hazardous  materials  and 
waste  storage,  including  fuel.  The  types  and  volumes  of  fuels  and  hazardous  materials  would 
be  the  same  under  Alternative  2 as  in  the  Proposed  Action.  In  addition,  the  Applicant  would  site 
all  fueling,  hazardous  materials  storage  areas,  and  operation  and  maintenance  activities 
involving  hazardous  materials  at  least  100  feet  away  from  blue-line  drainages  as  identified  on 
USGS  topography  maps.  Similar  protective  measures,  training,  and  reporting  would  be 
required  as  part  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Water-10. 

With  compliance  with  regulatory  requirements  and  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM- 
PH&S-2  (Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan),  MM-Water-8 
( Construction  SWPPP ),  and  MM-Water-10  (Accidental  Spill  Control  and  Environmental 
Training ),  potential  impacts  associated  with  the  creation  of  polluted  runoff  would  be  minimized 
and/or  avoided. 


Groundwater 

The  management  of  hazardous  materials  and  fuels  during  operations  of  Alternative  2 would  be 
the  same  as  discussed  above  for  surface  water.  The  regulatory  requirements,  mitigation 
measures  (specifically,  MM-PH&S-2  and  MM-Water-10),  and  management  plans  that  would 
minimize  the  potential  for  release  of  contaminants  to  surface  water  would  also  be  effective  in 
minimizing  the  potential  for  their  release  to  groundwater.  An  additional  requirement  during 
operations  would  be  development  and  implementation  of  a SPCC  Plan  to  manage  the  presence 
of  oil-containing  transformers.  The  SPCC  Plan  would  identify  hazardous  materials  managed 
onsite  during  operations,  specify  the  use  of  appropriate  spill  containment  and  cleanup  kits  to 
contain  accidental  hazardous  material  releases,  and  specify  inspection  and  response 
procedures  and  responsibilities.  The  Applicant’s  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous 
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Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  as  required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S- 
2,  would  ensure  that  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  would  be  handled  in  a safe  and 
environmentally  sound  manner  to  prevent  releases  and  in  compliance  with  the  requirements  set 
forth  in  the  applicable  codes  and  regulations.  Best  management  practices  by  the  Applicant  as 
presented  in  the  SPCC  Plan  would  ensure  that  the  Applicant  minimizes,  avoids,  or  cleans  up 
unforeseen  spills  of  hazardous  material.  Given  the  depth  to  groundwater  at  the  site 
(approximately  200  feet),  it  is  highly  unlikely  that  any  release  of  fuel  or  hazardous  materials  on 
the  surface  could  reach  groundwater.  Any  releases  during  operations  of  Alternative  2 would 
likely  be  very  small  in  volume,  and  would  be  identified  and  remediated  before  they  could 
migrate  the  large  distance  to  groundwater.  Therefore,  contamination  of  groundwater  by  the 
release  of  contaminants  is  very  unlikely. 

Mobilization  of  existing  poor  quality  groundwater,  as  discussed  for  construction,  would  likely  not 
be  a concern  during  operations  of  Alternative  2 due  to  the  low  volumes  of  water  that  would  be 
produced  from  the  new  groundwater  wells.  Although  the  wells  could  be  subject  to  increased 
salinity  during  construction,  this  effect  would  likely  be  temporary,  and  would  dissipate  when 
production  levels  are  reduced  to  no  more  than  20  ac-ft/yr  during  operations. 

The  Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  would  also  be  applicable  during 
project  operations  of  Alternative  2.  The  following  mitigation  measures  would  help  to  ensure  that 
groundwater  quality  impacts  do  not  occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the 
Applicant  to  develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary 
well  or  treatment  of  water  quality  if  their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing 
unacceptable  adverse  water  quality  impacts.  Measure  MM-Water-3  would  require  monitoring  to 
ensure  that  no  impacts  occur,  and  that  are  a more  detailed  further  analysis  of  the  actual 
material  impact  (unavailability  of  water,  increased  Dumping  costs,  etc.)  be  conducted  if  certain 
water  level  or  water  quality  triggers  are  met.  Measures  MM-Water-4  and  MM-Water-5  would 
seek  to  ensure  that  the  development  on  the  surface  uses  pervious  groundcover  and  is 
otherwise  designed  to  maximize  groundwater  infiltration,  which  in  turn  would  assist  in  providing 
freshwater  to  the  aquifer.  Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water 
conservation  in  order  to  reduce  the  volume  of  water  use  by  the  project.  Mitigation  Measure  MM- 
Water-11,  would  require  that  the  Applicant  obtain  drinking  water  from  offsite  sources  if  the 
analytical  results  from  the  onsite  wells  indicate  that  the  water  does  not  meet  EPA’s  drinking 
water  standard. 


Decommissioning 
Groundwater  Supply  and  Recharge 

The  Applicant  has  not  defined  the  amount  of  water  that  would  be  required  for  dust  control 
during  decommissioning  of  the  project.  Given  that  decommissioning  of  Alternative  2 would 
require  earth-moving  activities  across  the  same  total  acreage  as  construction,  this  evaluation 
assumes  that  decommissioning  would  require,  at  a maximum,  the  same  volume  of  water  as 
construction.  The  impacts  of  this  water  use,  including  water  level  declines  in  nearby  wells  and 
the  potential  to  mobilize  saline  groundwater  from  depth  or  from  the  dry  lake,  would  be  the  same 
as  evaluated  for  construction  of  Alternative  2.  In  addition,  the  mitigation  measures  required  for 
construction  would  also  apply  to  decommissioning.  In  practice,  it  is  likely  that  water  use  during 
decommissioning  would  be  much  less  than  construction,  because  the  duration  would  be 
shorter.  The  water  would  be  obtained  from  the  same  two  groundwater  production  wells  that 
would  supply  water  for  construction  and  operations. 
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Basin-Wide  Overdraft 

The  situation  of  the  proposed  production  wells  under  decommissioning  with  respect  to  basin- 
wide overdraft  concerns  is  the  same  as  evaluated  under  construction.  A comparison  of  the 
groundwater  recharge  rate  and  potential  basin  pump  rates  was  shown  in  Table  4.19-1,  and  that 
analysis  concluded  that  the  total  water  balance  in  the  basin  during  construction  would  remain 
positive  for  Alternative  2,  in  the  range  of  530  to  1,845  ac-ft/yr.  That  analysis  included  an 
assumption  of  an  extraction  rate  of  1 ,045  ac-ft/yr  for  the  Stateline  facility,  which  is  the  highest 
rate  that  would  be  anticipated  during  construction.  During  decommissioning,  the  rate  could  rise 
again  to  1,045  ac-ft/yr,  but  for  a much  shorter  duration  than  construction.  Therefore,  the 
available  water  balance  during  decommissioning  would  be  in  the  range  of  1,586  to  2,901  ac- 
ft/yr,  and  there  would  be  no  adverse  impact. 


Local  Drawdown 

The  analysis  of  the  effect  of  local  drawdown  presented  for  construction  of  Alternative  2 is  also 
applicable  to  decommissioning.  The  modeling  conducted  by  the  Applicant  included  a 
construction  period  of  2 years  and  4 years,  followed  by  a 30-year  operational  period. 

The  results  of  the  Applicant’s  analysis  for  Alternative  2 indicate  that  groundwater  level  declines 
in  the  other  nearby  wells  over  the  entire  construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning 
duration  would  range  from  1.45  feet  at  well  WP-5,  1.90  feet  at  WP-6 , 0.90  feet  at  Ivan  pah 
SEGS,  2.37  feet  at  Colosseum  1,  and  3.04  feet  at  Colosseum  2 (West  Yost  201 1 ).  As  shown  in 
the  annual  report  for  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  (Broadbent  2012),  long-term  declines  in 
these  wells  have  already  ranged  from  4 to  5 feet.  In  addition,  the  water  level  in  each  of  the 
Colosseum  wells  is  more  than  11  feet  above  the  tentative  County  significance  criteria. 
Therefore,  the  additional  decline  provided  by  the  Stateline  wells  under  Alternative  2 would  be  a 
minor  impact. 

The  Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  (West  Yost  2013b)  would  also  be 
applicable  to  the  project  decommissioning  under  Alternative  2.  The  following  mitigation 
measures  would  help  to  ensure  that  basin  overdraft  and  offsite  drawdown  of  more  than  5 feet 
do  not  occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to  develop  a Water 
Supply  Contingency  Plan  that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary  well  or  treatment  of  water 
quality  if  their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing  unacceptable  adverse 
impacts.  Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water  conservation  in  order 
to  reduce  the  volume  of  water  use  by  the  project. 


Water  Quality 

Surface  Water 

Decommissioning  of  Alternative  2 would  include  use  of  the  same  types  and  amounts  of  fuels 
and  hazardous  materials  as  construction,  but  for  a shorter  duration.  The  Applicant’s 
Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  as 
required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2,  would  be  applicable  to  project  decommissioning. 
This  Plan  includes  identification  of  all  hazardous  materials  that  would  be  used,  stored,  or 
transported  at  the  site;  establishes  inspection  procedures,  storage  requirements,  storage 
quantity  limits,  inventory  control,  non-hazardous  product  substitutes,  and  disposition  of  excess 
materials;  and  requirements  for  notices  to  federal  and  local  emergency  response  authorities. 
Secondary  containment  would  be  provided  for  all  on-site  hazardous  materials  and  waste 
storage,  including  fuel.  Once  decommissioning  is  completed,  remaining  fuel  and  hazardous 
materials  would  be  removed  from  the  site,  and  any  waste  materials  would  be  disposed  offsite  in 
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accordance  with  regulatory  requirements.  Similar  protective  measures,  training,  and  reporting 
would  be  required  as  part  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Water-10. 

With  compliance  with  regulatory  requirements  and  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM- 
PH&S-2  (Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan),  MM-Water-8 
( Construction  SWPPP),  and  MM-Water-10  ( Accidental  Spill  Control  and  Environmental 
Training ),  potential  impacts  associated  with  the  creation  of  polluted  runoff  under  Alternative  2 
would  be  minimized  and/or  avoided. 


Groundwater 

The  management  of  hazardous  materials  and  fuels  during  decommissioning  of  Alternative  2 
would  be  the  same  as  discussed  above  for  surface  water.  The  regulatory  requirements, 
mitigation  measures  (specifically,  MM-PH&S-2  and  MM-Water-10),  and  management  plans  that 
would  minimize  the  potential  for  release  of  contaminants  to  surface  water  would  also  be 
effective  in  minimizing  the  potential  for  their  release  to  groundwater.  The  Applicant’s 
Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  as 
required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2,  would  ensure  that  hazardous  materials  and 
wastes  would  be  handled  in  a safe  and  environmentally  sound  manner  to  prevent  releases  and 
in  compliance  with  the  requirements  set  forth  in  the  applicable  codes  and  regulations.  Given 
the  depth  to  groundwater  at  the  site  (approximately  200  feet),  it  is  highly  unlikely  that  any 
release  of  fuel  or  hazardous  materials  on  the  surface  could  reach  groundwater.  Any  releases 
during  decommissioning  of  Alternative  2 would  likely  be  very  small  in  volume,  and  would  be 
identified  and  remediated  before  they  could  migrate  the  large  distance  to  groundwater. 
Therefore,  contamination  of  groundwater  by  the  release  of  contaminants  is  very  unlikely. 

Mobilization  of  existing  poor  quality  groundwater,  as  discussed  for  construction,  could  also 
occur  during  decommissioning.  Although  the  wells  could  be  subject  to  increased  salinity  during 
construction,  this  effect  would  likely  be  temporary,  and  would  dissipate  when  production  levels 
are  reduced  to  no  more  than  20  ac-ft/yr  during  operations.  During  decommissioning,  the  rate 
could  rise  again  to  1,045  ac-ft/yr,  but  for  a much  shorter  duration  than  construction.  The  effect 
would  then  dissipate  again  after  decommissioning,  when  groundwater  production  ceases. 

The  Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  would  also  be  applicable  during 
project  decommissioning  of  Alternative  2.  The  following  mitigation  measures  would  help  to 
ensure  that  groundwater  quality  impacts  do  not  occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would 
require  the  Applicant  to  develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  that  would  reguire  use  of  the 
secondary  well  or  treatment  of  water  Quality  if  their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be 
causing  unacceptable  adverse  water  quality  impacts.  Measure  MM-Water-3  would  require 
monitoring  to  ensure  that  no  impacts  occur,  and  that  are  a more  detailed  further  analysis  of  the 
actual  material  impact  (unavailability  of  water,  increased  pumping  costs,  etc.)  be  conducted  if 
certain  water  level  or  water  quality  triggers  are  met.  Measures  MM-Water-4  and  MM-Water-5 
would  seek  to  ensure  that  the  development  on  the  surface  uses  pervious  groundcover  and  is 
otherwise  designed  to  maximize  groundwater  infiltration,  which  in  turn  would  assist  in  providing 
freshwater  to  the  aquifer.  Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water 
conservation  in  order  to  reduce  the  volume  of  water  use  by  the  project.  Mitigation  Measure  MM- 
Water-11,  would  require  that  the  Applicant  obtain  drinking  water  from  offsite  sources  if  the 
analytical  results  from  the  onsite  wells  indicate  that  the  water  does  not  meet  EPA’s  drinking 
water  standard. 
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Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  action  of  modifying  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  under  Alternative  2 would  be  the 
same  as  that  for  the  Proposed  Action.  This  action  would  not  require  construction  of  any 
structures,  use  of  water  resources,  or  use  of  hazardous  materials  that  could  impact  water 
quality.  There  would  be  no  impacts  to  water  resources  associated  with  the  modified  DWMA 
boundary. 


4.19.4.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 
WR-1 

Construction 

Surface  Water 

Construction  of  Alternative  2 would  include  implementation  of  a Construction  SWPPP,  in 
compliance  with  mitigation  measures  MM-Water-8  and  Section  402  of  the  CWA  (see  Section 
3.19.2.1  of  this  PA  and  EIS/EIR),  which  specifies  BMPs  to  minimize  and/or  avoid  potential 
impacts  associated  with  stormwater  runoff.  The  Applicant  has  also  developed  an  Emergency 
Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  as  required  by 
mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2,  which  includes  identification  of  all  hazardous  materials  that 
would  be  used,  stored,  or  transported  at  the  site;  establishes  inspection  procedures,  storage 
requirements,  storage  quantity  limits,  inventory  control,  non-hazardous  product  substitutes,  and 
disposition  of  excess  materials;  and  requirements  for  notices  to  federal  and  local  emergency 
response  authorities.  Secondary  containment  would  be  provided  for  all  on-site  hazardous 
materials  and  waste  storage,  including  fuel.  Fuel  storage  (for  construction  vehicles  and 
equipment)  would  be  a temporary  activity  occurring  only  for  as  long  as  is  needed  to  support 
construction  activities.  In  addition,  the  Applicant  would  site  all  fueling,  hazardous  materials 
storage  areas,  and  operation  and  maintenance  activities  involving  hazardous  materials  at  least 
100  feet  away  from  blue-line  drainages  as  identified  on  USGS  topography  maps.  Similar 
protective  measures,  training,  and  reporting  would  be  required  as  part  of  mitigation  measure 
MM-Water-10. 

With  compliance  with  regulatory  requirements  and  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM- 
PH&S-2  ( Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan),  MM-Water-8 
( Construction  SWPPP),  and  MM-Water-10  ( Accidental  Spill  Control  and  Environmental 
Training ),  potential  impacts  associated  with  the  creation  of  polluted  runoff  under  Alternative  2 
would  be  minimized  and/or  avoided.  Impacts  with  respect  to  WR-1  would  be  less  than 
significant. 


Groundwater 

Potential  degradation  of  groundwater  quality  could  occur  under  Alternative  2 if  the  project 
releases  contaminants  to  groundwater,  or  caused  mobilization  of  existing  poor  quality 
groundwater. 

With  respect  to  the  release  of  contaminants,  the  management  of  hazardous  materials  and  fuels 
during  construction  would  be  the  same  as  discussed  above  for  surface  water.  The  regulatory 
requirements,  mitigation  measures  (specifically,  MM-PH&S-2  and  MM-Water-10),  and 
management  plans  that  would  minimize  the  potential  for  release  of  contaminants  to  surface 
water  under  Alternative  2 would  also  be  effective  in  minimizing  the  potential  for  their  release  to 
groundwater.  Given  the  depth  to  groundwater  at  the  site  (approximately  200  feet),  it  is  highly 
unlikely  that  any  release  of  fuel  or  hazardous  materials  on  the  surface  could  reach  groundwater. 
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Any  releases  would  likely  be  very  small  in  volume,  and  would  be  identified  and  remediated 
before  they  could  migrate  the  large  distance  to  groundwater.  Therefore,  contamination  of 
groundwater  by  the  release  of  contaminants  under  Alternative  2 is  very  unlikely,  and  impacts 
would  be  less  than  significant. 

The  Applicant’s  proposed  use  of  a temporary  septic  tank  and  leach  field  system  for  the 
construction  office  area  could  potentially  impact  soil,  surface  water,  or  groundwater  quality. 
Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-12,  which  would  require  that  the  Applicant  use  portable  toilet 
facilities  throughout  the  project  site  during  construction,  would  ensure  that  this  impact  would  be 
less  than  significant. 

Mobilization  of  existing  poor  quality  groundwater  is  a potential  concern  for  Alternative  2.  As 
discussed  in  Section  4.19.3.1,  mobilization  of  high  salinity  groundwater  has  been  documented 
to  occur  in  the  local  area  as  a result  of  groundwater  withdrawal  from  the  Primm  (WP-5  and  WP- 
6)  and  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  (PVGC-7,  PVGC-8,  PVGC-9,  Colosseum  1,  and  Colosseum 
2)  wells  (Broadbent  2002;  Broadbent  2009).  The  location  of  the  proposed  North  Well  in  close 
proximity  to  the  Dry  Lake,  and  the  withdrawal  rate  from  that  well  during  construction  of 
Alternative  2 being  comparable  to  the  rates  of  the  WP,  PVGC,  and  Colosseum  wells,  indicates 
that  water  production  during  construction  could  potentially  result  in  mobilization  of  saline  water 
from  depth  or  from  the  Dry  Lake.  It  is  likely  that  this  impact  would  occur  if  the  peak  construction 
production  rate  were  to  occur  over  the  long-term,  but  it  is  less  certain  that  the  effect  would 
occur  within  the  relatively  short  duration  of  peak  groundwater  usage,  which  would  be  only  one 
year  during  construction.  If  the  water  quality  degraded  to  the  point  of  being  unacceptable,  the 
Applicant  would  acquire  water  from  the  secondary  well,  which  is  situated  in  a location  that  is 
less  likely  to  be  affected  by  saline  intrusion.  If  use  of  that  well  were  not  possible  or  did  not 
address  the  issue,  the  Applicant  would  use  on-site  groundwater  treatment.  The  impact  would 
be  adverse  and  most  significant  during  and  shortly  following  construction.  Once  pumping  rates 
are  reduced  to  minimal  levels  during  operations,  groundwater  recharge  from  higher  elevations 
on  the  alluvial  fan  would  likely  reduce,  arrest  or  reverse  the  lateral  movement  of  saline 
groundwater  and,  over  time,  would  likely  restore  groundwater  quality  to  pre-project  levels. 

In  general,  the  BLM  and  County  review  of  the  Plan  indicates  that  it  meets  County  requirements, 
and  would  be  sufficient  to  evaluate  potential  water  quality  impacts  associated  with  Alternative  2. 
However,  the  Plan  does  not  define  a water  quality  criterion  that  would  be  used  to  identify 
impacts.  Therefore,  mitigation  measure  MM-Water-3  includes  a requirement  that  the  Applicant 
consult  with  the  County  and  BLM  to  establish  a baseline  for  the  water  quality  criteria. 

The  following  mitigation  measures  would  help  to  ensure  that  groundwater  quality  impacts  do  not 
occur  under  Alternative  2.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to 
develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary  well  or 
treatment  of  water  quality  if  their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing 
unacceptable  adverse  water  quality  impacts.  Measure  MM-Water-3  would  require  monitoring  to 
ensure  that  no  impacts  occur,  and  that  are  a more  detailed  further  analysis  of  the  actual 
material  impact  ( unavailability  of  water , increased  pumping  costs,  etc.)  be  conducted  if  certain 
water  level  or  water  quality  triggers  are  met.  Measures  MM-Water-4  and  MM-Water-5  would 
seek  to  ensure  that  the  development  on  the  surface  uses  pervious  groundcover  and  is 
otherwise  designed  to  maximize  groundwater  infiltration,  which  in  turn  would  assist  in  providing 
freshwater  to  the  aquifer.  Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water 
conservation  in  order  to  reduce  the  volume  of  water  use  by  the  project.  Mitigation  Measure 
MM-Water-1 1 , would  require  that  the  Applicant  obtain  drinking  water  from  offsite  sources  if  the 
analytical  results  from  the  onsite  wells  indicate  that  the  water  does  not  meet  EPA’s  drinking 
water  standard.  With  these  measures,  and  application  of  the  proposed  provisional  significance 
criterion  based  on  a 20  percent  increase  in  chloride  concentrations  as  defined  in  the  baseline, 
the  impact  of  Alternative  2 would  be  reduced  to  less  than  significant  levels. 
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Operation  and  Maintenance 

Potential  risks  associated  with  release  of  pollutants  to  surface  water  or  groundwater  would  be 
substantially  lower  during  operations  of  Alternative  2 than  during  construction,  due  to  the  much 
smaller  volumes  of  these  materials  that  would  be  present  onsite  during  operations.  With 
compliance  with  regulatory  requirements  and  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM- 
PH&S-2  (Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan ),  MM-Water-8 
(Construction  SWPPP),  and  MM-Water-10  ( Accidental  Spill  Control  and  Environmental 
Training ),  potential  impacts  associated  with  the  creation  of  polluted  runoff  would  be  minimized 
and/or  avoided.  Impacts  with  respect  to  WR-1  under  Alternative  2 would  be  less  than 
significant. 

Mobilization  of  existing  poor  quality  groundwater,  as  discussed  for  construction,  would  likely  not 
be  a concern  during  operations  of  Alternative  2 due  to  the  low  volumes  of  water  that  would  be 
produced  from  the  new  groundwater  wells.  Although  the  wells  could  be  subject  to  increased 
salinity  during  construction,  this  effect  would  likely  be  temporary,  and  would  dissipate  when 
production  levels  are  reduced  to  no  more  than  20  ac-ft/yr  during  operations.  The  Applicant’s 
Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  would  be  implemented  during  project  operations. 
The  following  mitigation  measures  would  help  to  ensure  that  groundwater  quality  impacts  do  not 
occur  under  Alternative  2.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to 
develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  that  would  reguire  use  of  the  secondary  well  or 
treatment  of  water  gualitv  if  their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing 
unacceptable  adverse  water  quality  impacts.  Measure  MM-Water-3  would  require  monitoring  to 
ensure  that  no  impacts  occur,  and  that  are  a more  detailed  further  analysis  of  the  actual 
material  impact  (unavailability  of  water , increased  pumping  costs,  etc.)  be  conducted  if  certain 
water  level  or  water  quality  triggers  are  met.  Measures  MM-Water-4  and  MM-Water-5  would 
seek  to  ensure  that  the  development  on  the  surface  uses  pervious  groundcover  and  is 
otherwise  designed  to  maximize  groundwater  infiltration,  which  in  turn  would  assist  in  providing 
freshwater  to  the  aquifer.  Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water 
conservation  in  order  to  reduce  the  volume  of  water  use  by  the  project.  Mitigation  Measure 
MM-Water-1 1 , would  require  that  the  Applicant  obtain  drinking  water  from  offsite  sources  if  the 
analytical  results  from  the  onsite  wells  indicate  that  the  water  does  not  meet  EPA’s  drinking 
water  standard.  With  implementation  of  these  mitigation  measures,  impacts  of  Alternative  2 
would  be  less  than  significant. 


Decommissioning 

Decommissioning  of  Alternative  2 would  include  use  of  the  same  types  and  amounts  of  fuels 
and  hazardous  materials  as  construction,  but  for  a shorter  duration.  The  Applicant’s 
Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  as 
required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2,  would  be  applicable  to  project  decommissioning. 
With  compliance  with  regulatory  requirements  and  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM- 
PH&S-2  (Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan),  MM-Water-8 
(Construction  SWPPP),  and  MM-Water-10  (Accidental  Spill  Control  and  Environmental 
Training),  potential  impacts  associated  with  the  creation  of  polluted  runoff  would  be  minimized 
and/or  avoided.  Impacts  of  Alternative  2 with  respect  to  WR-1  would  be  less  than  significant. 

Mobilization  of  existing  poor  quality  groundwater,  as  discussed  for  construction,  could  also 
occur  during  decommissioning.  Although  the  wells  could  be  subject  to  increased  salinity  during 
construction,  this  effect  would  likely  be  temporary,  and  would  dissipate  when  production  levels 
are  reduced  to  no  more  than  20  ac-ft/yr  during  operations.  During  decommissioning,  the  rate 
could  rise  again  to  1,045  ac-ft/yr,  but  for  a much  shorter  duration  than  construction.  The  effect 
would  then  dissipate  again  after  decommissioning,  when  groundwater  production  ceases.  The 
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Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  would  also  be  applicable  during  project 
decommissioning.  The  following  mitigation  measures  would  help  to  ensure  that  groundwater 
quality  impacts  do  not  occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to 
develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary  well  or 
treatment  of  water  quality  if  their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing 
unacceptable  adverse  water  quality  impacts.  Measure  MM-Water-3  would  require  monitoring  to 
ensure  that  no  impacts  occur,  and  that  are  a more  detailed  further  analysis  of  the  actual 
material  impact  ( unavailability  of  water,  increased  pumping  costs,  etc.)  be  conducted  if  certain 
water  level  or  water  quality  triggers  are  met.  Measures  MM-Water-4  and  MM-Water-5  would 
seek  to  ensure  that  the  development  on  the  surface  uses  pervious  groundcover  and  is 
otherwise  designed  to  maximize  groundwater  infiltration,  which  in  turn  would  assist  in  providing 
freshwater  to  the  aquifer.  Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water 
conservation  in  order  to  reduce  the  volume  of  water  use  by  the  project.  Mitigation  Measure  MM- 
Water-11,  would  require  that  the  Applicant  obtain  drinking  water  from  offsite  sources  if  the 
analytical  results  from  the  onsite  wells  indicate  that  the  water  does  not  meet  EPA’s  drinking 
water  standard.  With  implementation  of  these  mitigation  measures,  impacts  of  Alternative  2 
would  be  less  than  significant. 


WR-2 

Construction 

As  discussed  for  direct  and  indirect  impacts  for  construction,  the  total  water  balance  in  the 
basin  would  remain  positive  during  construction  of  Alternative  2,  in  the  range  of  530  to  1,845 
ac-ft/yr.  Therefore,  the  overall  IVGB  is  not  currently  in  overdraft,  and  water  withdrawal  under 
Alternative  2 would  not  result  in  placing  it  into  overdraft. 

The  Applicant’s  modeling  of  the  impact  of  water  withdrawal  during  construction  was  performed 
using  the  bifurcated  footprint  of  the  facility  evaluated  as  part  of  Alternative  2,  and  indicated  that 
drawdown  effects  would  be  limited.  The  results  of  the  Applicant’s  analysis  for  Alternative  2 
indicate  that  groundwater  level  declines  in  the  other  wells  would  range  from  1.45  feet  at  well 
WP-5 , 1.90  feet  at  WP-6,  0.90  feet  at  Ivanpah  SEGS , 2.37  feet  at  Colosseum  1 , and  3.04  feet 
at  Colosseum  2 (West  Yost  2011).  As  shown  in  the  annual  report  for  the  Primm  Valley  Golf 
Course  (Broadbent  2012),  long-term  declines  in  these  wells  have  already  ranged  from  4 to  5 
feet.  However,  the  water  level  in  each  of  the  Colosseum  wells  is  more  than  1 1 feet  above  the 
tentative  County  significance  criteria.  Therefore,  the  additional  decline  provided  by  the 
Stateline  wells  under  Alternative  2 would  be  a minor  impact,  and  impacts  would  be  less  than 
significant. 

Application  of  the  provisional  significance  criterion  to  be  used  to  evaluate  groundwater  level 
impacts  in  the  Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan,  along  with  mitigation 
measures,  would  help  to  ensure  that  basin  overdraft  and  offsite  drawdown  of  more  than  5 feet 
do  not  occur  under  Alternative  2.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant 
to  develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary  well  or 
treatment  of  water  quality  if  their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing 
unacceptable  adverse  impacts.  Measure  MM-Water-3  would  require  monitoring  to  ensure  that 
no  impacts  occur,  and  that  are  a more  detailed  further  analysis  of  the  actual  material  impact 
(unavailability  of  water , increased  pumping  costs , etc.)  be  conducted  if  certain  water  level  or 
water  quality  triggers  are  met.  Measures  MM-Water-4  and  MM-Water-5  would  seek  to  ensure 
that  the  development  on  the  surface  uses  pervious  groundcover  and  is  otherwise  designed  to 
maximize  groundwater  infiltration,  which  in  turn  would  assist  in  providing  freshwater  to  the 
aquifer.  Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water  conservation  in  order 
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to  reduce  the  volume  of  water  use  by  the  project.  With  implementation  of  these  mitigation 
measures,  impacts  of  Alternative  2 would  be  less  than  significant. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

The  only  water  use  associated  with  operations  of  Alternative  2 would  be  the  use  of  no  more 
than  20  ac-ft/yr  of  water  for  sanitary  purposes.  No  water  would  be  used  for  cleaning  solar 
panels  during  operations. 

The  analysis  of  the  effect  of  local  drawdown  presented  for  construction  of  Alternative  2 is  also 
applicable  to  operations.  The  modeling  conducted  by  the  Applicant  included  a construction 
period  of  2 years  and  4 years,  followed  by  a 30-year  operational  period. 

The  results  of  the  Applicant’s  analysis  for  Alternative  2 indicate  that  groundwater  level  declines 
in  the  other  nearby  wells  over  the  entire  construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning 
duration  would  range  from  1.45  feet  at  well  WP-5,  1.90  feet  at  WP-6 , 0.90  feet  at  Ivan  pah 
SEGS,  2.37  feet  at  Colosseum  1,  and  3.04  feet  at  Colosseum  2 (West  Yost  201 1 ).  As  shown  in 
the  annual  report  for  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  (Broadbent  2012),  long-term  declines  in 
these  wells  have  already  ranged  from  4 to  5 feet.  In  addition,  the  water  level  in  each  of  the 
Colosseum  wells  is  more  than  11  feet  above  the  tentative  County  significance  criteria.  In 
general,  the  water  withdrawal  rate  of  20  ac-ft/yr  during  operations  is  minimal  compared  to  rates 
of  860  ac-ft/yr  for  Primm,  1,800  ac-ft/yr  for  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  and  100  ac-ft/yr  for 
Ivanpah  SEGS.  Therefore,  the  additional  decline  provided  by  the  Stateline  wells  under 
Alternative  2 would  be  a minor  impact,  and  would  be  less  than  significant. 

The  Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  (West  Yost  2013b)  would  also  be 
applicable  to  the  project  operations  under  Alternative  2.  The  following  mitigation  measures 
would  help  to  ensure  that  basin  overdraft  and  offsite  drawdown  of  more  than  5 feet  do  not 
occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to  develop  a Water  Supply 
Contingency  Plan  that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary  well  or  treatment  of  water  quality  if 
their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing  unacceptable  adverse  impacts. 
Measure  MM-Water-3  would  require  monitoring  to  ensure  that  no  impacts  occur,  and  that  are  a 
more  detailed  further  analysis  of  the  actual  material  impact  ( unavailability  of  water,  increased 
Dumping  costs , etc.)  be  conducted  if  certain  water  level  or  water  quality  triggers  are  met. 
Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water  conservation  in  order  to  reduce 
the  volume  of  water  use  by  the  project.  With  implementation  of  these  mitigation  measures, 
impacts  of  Alternative  2 would  be  less  than  significant. 


Decommissioning 

The  analysis  of  the  effect  of  local  drawdown  presented  for  construction  of  Alternative  2 is  also 
applicable  to  decommissioning.  The  modeling  conducted  by  the  Applicant  included  a 
construction  period  of  2 years  and  4 years,  followed  by  a 30-year  operational  period. 

The  results  of  the  Applicant’s  analysis  for  Alternative  2 indicate  that  groundwater  level  declines 
in  the  other  nearby  wells  would  range  from  1.45  feet  at  well  WP-5 , 1.90  feet  at  WP-6,  0.90  feet 
at  Ivanpah  SEGS , 2.37  feet  at  Colosseum  1,  and  3.04  feet  at  Colosseum  2 (West  Yost  201 1 ). 
As  shown  in  the  annual  report  for  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  (Broadbent  2012),  long-term 
declines  in  these  wells  have  already  ranged  from  4 to  5 feet.  In  addition,  the  water  level  in  each 
of  the  Colosseum  wells  is  more  than  1 1 feet  above  the  tentative  County  significance  criteria. 
Therefore,  the  additional  decline  provided  by  the  Stateline  wells  under  Alternative  2 would  be  a 
minor  impact,  and  would  be  less  than  significant. 
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The  Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  (West  Yost  2013b)  would  also  be 
applicable  to  the  project  decommissioning.  The  following  mitigation  measures  would  help  to 
ensure  that  basin  overdraft  and  offsite  drawdown  of  more  than  5 feet  do  not  occur.  Mitigation 
measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to  develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan 
that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary  well  or  treatment  of  water  quality  if  their  proposed 
water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing  unacceptable  adverse  impacts.  Measure  MM- 
Water-3  would  require  monitoring  to  ensure  that  no  impacts  occur,  and  that  are  a more  detailed 
further  analysis  of  the  actual  material  impact  (unavailability  of  water,  increased  pumping  costs, 
etc. ) be  conducted  if  certain  water  level  or  water  quality  triggers  are  met.  Measure  MM-Water- 
6 would  require  employee  training  on  water  conservation  in  order  to  reduce  the  volume  of  water 
use  by  the  project.  With  implementation  of  these  mitigation  measures,  impacts  of  Alternative  2 
would  be  less  than  significant. 


WR-3 

Construction,  Operations,  and  Decommissioning 

The  Alternative  2 site  location  would  be  situated  on  an  active  alluvial  fan  system  characterized 
by  numerous  ephemeral  drainages  that  only  flow  during  substantial  precipitation  events.  By 
design,  the  project  would  deliberately  alter  the  existing  drainage  within  the  project  area.  This 
design  would  be  implemented  in  the  early  stages  of  construction,  and  would  then  remain  in 
places  throughout  operations  and  decommissioning.  Therefore,  impacts  would  be  the  same  for 
all  three  stages  of  the  project. 

The  facility  would  be  developed  by  removal  of  all  site  vegetation,  grading  of  the  project  site  to  a 
smooth  surface,  and  implementation  of  upgradient  debris  basins  that  would  capture 
channelized  stormwater  flow  and  release  it  across  the  site  as  sheet  flow.  Stormwater  leaving 
the  downgradient  edge  of  the  site  would  also  be  captured  in  sediment  basis,  and  released  to 
downgradient  areas.  Sediment  captured  within  these  basins  would  be  removed  on  an  as 
needed  basis,  as  directed  by  the  Applicant’s  Storm  Water  Management  Plan,  and  would  be 
spread  over  the  areas  downgradient  of  the  basins. 

The  Applicant  has  used  hydrologic  modeling,  as  has  been  applied  on  other  sites  evaluated  by 
BLM  and  the  County,  to  design  the  size,  locations,  and  other  characteristics  of  their  debris  and 
sediment  basins  to  ensure  that  stormwater  volume  and  velocity  downgradient  of  the  facility 
matches  pre-development  conditions.  Sediment  captured  in  the  onsite  system  would  be  spread 
downgradient  of  the  site,  and  would  thus  re-enter  the  system.  Stormwater  velocities  under 
Alternative  2 were  modeled  to  increase  by  a maximum  of  about  1.16  percent,  which  would  not 
result  in  modification  of  sedimentation  or  erosion.  Although  stormwater  would  be  released 
downgradient  of  the  facility  as  sheet  flow,  in  order  to  avoid  erosion  impacts  immediately 
downgradient,  it  would  rapidly  re-develop  into  channels  a short  distance  downgradient,  and 
would  therefore  not  affect  the  natural  drainage. 

Maintaining  these  results  depends  on  continued  operation  of  the  debris  and  sediment  basins  as 
they  are  designed  to  operate.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-9  would  require  the  Applicant  to 
implement  their  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012k),  which  specifies  how  the 
debris  and  sediment  basins  would  be  designed,  inspected,  and  maintained  to  ensure  their 
continued  operation.  BLM  has  reviewed  the  design  of  the  basins  on  the  Applicant’s  site  plans, 
the  proposed  methods  for  inspection  and  maintenance  in  the  Storm  Water  Management  Plan, 
and  the  methodologies  and  input  parameters  for  the  hydrologic  modeling,  and  concludes  that 
Alternative  2 would  not  be  subjected  to  increased  potential  for  flood  damage,  and  would  not 
modify  erosion  or  sedimentation  rates  in  downstream  areas.  Impacts  of  Alternative  2 would  be 
less  than  significant. 
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WR-4 

Construction,  Operations,  and  Decommissioning 

The  analysis  and  conclusions  developed  for  criterion  WR-3  are  also  applicable  to  criterion  WR- 
4.  While  Alternative  2 would  deliberately  alter  the  existing  drainage  within  the  project  area,  the 
potential  for  this  modification  to  cause  onsite  or  offsite  flooding  was  evaluated  in  the  Applicant’s 
modeling.  Stormwater  velocities  were  modeled  to  increase  by  a maximum  of  about  1.16 
percent,  which  would  not  cause  flooding  onsite,  or  on  any  offsite  areas. 

Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-9  would  require  the  Applicant  to  implement  their  Storm  Water 
Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012k),  which  specifies  how  the  debris  and  sediment  basins 
would  be  designed,  inspected,  and  maintained  to  ensure  their  continued  operation.  Impacts  of 
Alternative  2 would  be  less  than  significant. 


WR-5 

Construction,  Operation,  and  Decommissioning 

No  designed  stormwater  drainage  system  currently  exists  or  is  planned  in  the  area  of  the  facility 
under  Alternative  2.  Implementation  of  Alternative  2 would  include  construction  of  drainage 
systems  including  debris  basins,  sediment  basins,  and  culverts  on  the  project  site  itself  to 
protect  onsite  facilities  and  ensure  that  stormwater  released  downstream  of  the  facility  mimics 
pre-development  conditions.  Alternative  2 would  not  include  construction  or  modification  of  any 
stormwater  systems  either  upgradient  or  downgradient  of  the  facility.  Therefore,  Alternative  2 
would  not  have  the  potential  to  create  or  contribute  runoff  water  which  would  exceed  the 
capacity  of  existing  or  planned  stormwater  drainage  systems  and,  therefore,  no  mitigation 
measures  are  required  to  address  potential  effects  to  existing  or  planned  stormwater  drainage 
systems.  Impacts  of  Alternative  2 would  be  less  than  significant. 


WR-8 

Construction,  Operations,  and  Decommissioning 

The  facility  under  Alternative  2 would  be  located  in  FEMA  Zone  D,  which  is  classified  as  an  area 
where  flood  hazards  have  not  been  mapped  (FEMA  2008).  Although  the  site  has  not  been 
designated  as  being  within  a 100-year  floodplain,  stormwater  flow  is  known  to  occur  in  channels 
within  the  project  area  on  a regular  basis.  Therefore,  structures  placed  into  these  channels 
could  potentially  be  subjected  to  flood  damage,  or  could  redirect  flow  to  other  areas.  To 
evaluate  the  potential  for  flood  damage,  the  hydrologic  study  and  modeling  completed  by  the 
Applicant  (Taney  Engineering  2011b)  included  calculation  of  the  potential  for  scour  to 
destabilize  structures  constructed  on  the  site. 

The  scour  analysis  was  conducted  for  the  100  year  flood  scenario,  and  included  an  analysis  of 
the  Alternative  2 project  area  without  implementation  of  upstream  debris  basins,  and  then  with 
implementation  of  upstream  debris  basins.  The  analysis  demonstrated  that,  without  stormwater 
management,  scour  depths  of  up  to  4.4  feet  could  occur  around  the  support  posts  of  the  solar 
arrays.  This  depth  of  scour  would  not  be  large  enough  to  destabilize  the  arrays  because  of  the 
depth  of  installation  of  the  supports,  and  the  fact  that  each  array  is  supported  by  multiple  posts. 
The  scour  calculation  for  the  post-development  condition,  which  would  include  debris  basins  to 
slow  stormwater  and  release  it  as  sheet  flow  across  the  solar  array  area,  would  be 
approximately  2.1  feet  in  depth.  Again,  this  depth  would  not  be  high  enough  to  destabilize  site 
structures.  The  Applicant’s  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  includes  provisions  to  inspect  the 
site  following  storm  events,  and  any  scour  of  this  magnitude  would  be  found  and  corrected. 
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Any  diversion  of  stormwater  flow  by  site  structures  under  Alternative  2 would  be  limited  in 
extent.  Diverted  flow  would  likely  be  re-directed  for  a few  feet  around  any  site  structures,  and 
would  be  unlikely  to  leave  the  project  area.  Downstream  structures  and  infrastructure  such  as 
the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  1-15,  and  the  Calnev  are  each  more  than  a mile  away,  and  would 
not  be  affected  by  the  very  localized  diversion  of  flow  around  site  structures. 

Maintaining  these  results  depends  on  continued  operation  of  the  debris  and  sediment  basins  as 
they  are  designed  to  operate.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-9  would  require  the  Applicant  to 
implement  their  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012k),  which  specifies  how  the 
debris  and  sediment  basins  would  be  designed,  inspected,  and  maintained  to  ensure  their 
continued  operation.  With  implementation  of  the  Storm  Water  Management  Plan,  impacts  of 
Alternative  2 would  be  less  than  significant. 


WR-10 

Construction,  Operations,  and  Decommissioning 

Based  on  the  setting  of  the  Alternative  2 facility  on  flat  ground  near  the  Dry  Lake  bed,  and 
several  miles  from  the  Clark  Mountains,  there  is  no  potential  for  the  facility  to  be  impacted  by 
mudflow,  or  to  cause  mudflow,  during  construction,  operations,  or  decommissioning.  Impacts 
of  Alternative  2 would  be  less  than  significant. 


4.19.5  Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 
4.19.5.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Revised  Alternative  3 is  conceptually  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1),  but  would 
cover  a slightly  different  land  area  comprising  1,685  acres.  In  general,  the  facility  under 
Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  situated  very  similarly  to  the  Proposed  Action  with  respect  to 
water  resources.  The  groundwater  production  wells  would  be  in  the  same  location  in  Revised 
Alternative  3 as  under  the  Proposed  Action,  and  the  site  layout  would  be  in  approximately  the 
same  location  with  respect  to  surface  water  drainages. 


Construction 

Under  Revised  Alternative  3,  the  Stateline  facility  would  be  required  to  comply  with  all 
applicable  water  quality  standards  and  waste  discharge  requirements,  as  presented  in  Section 
3.19.2  of  this  PA  and  EIS/EIR.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-1  ( Demonstrate  Compliance  with 
Water  Quality  Permits)  requires  the  Applicant  to  demonstrate  compliance  with  all  applicable 
permitting  requirements  prior  to  commencing  construction,  which  will  ensure  that  the  proposed 
Stateline  facility  is  in  compliance  with  all  applicable  water  quality  permits  and  waste  discharge 
requirements  associated  with  construction,  operation,  and  decommissioning  activities. 


Groundwater  Supply  and  Recharge 

The  amount  of  water  to  be  used  under  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  the  same  as  that  for  the 
Proposed  Action.  Approximately  1,900  ac-ft  of  water  would  be  needed  during  the 
approximately  2 to  4 year  construction  period,  with  the  majority  of  the  construction  water  use 
occurring  during  the  site  preparation  period  of  the  first  year.  Water  uses  include  soil 
compaction,  dust  control,  and  sanitary  needs.  The  peak  daily  water  withdrawal  is  estimated  to 
be  approximately  1 .5  million  gpd.  Under  Revised  Alternative  3,  water  supply  would  be  provided 
by  two  new  groundwater  wells;  the  primary  well  to  be  located  on  the  southeastern  corner  of  the 
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facility,  and  the  secondary  well  located  approximately  4,250  feet  west  of  facility.  In  addition, 
three  groundwater  monitoring  wells  would  be  installed  to  evaluate  potential  impacts  to 
groundwater  availability  and  quality.  The  production  wells  would  be  12  inches  in  diameter  and 
670  feet  deep,  with  a screened  interval  located  at  a depth  of  430  to  630  feet  below  ground 
surface.  The  depths  of  the  monitoring  wells  would  be  determined,  on  a site-specific  basis , to 
ensure  adequate  monitoring  of  the  elevation  of  the  groundwater  table. 


Basin-Wide  Overdraft 

The  analysis  of  the  availability  of  water  within  the  IVGB  is  the  same  for  Revised  Alternative  3 as 
with  the  Proposed  Action.  As  shown  in  Table  4.19-1,  the  total  water  balance  in  the  basin  would 
remain  positive  during  construction  of  Revised  Alternative  3,  in  the  range  of  530  to  1,845  ac- 
ft/yr.  Therefore,  construction  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  not  have  any  adverse  impact 
associated  with  basin-wide  overdraft  issues. 


Local  Drawdown 

The  well  locations  and  production  rates  would  be  the  same  for  Revised  Alternative  3 as  for  the 
Proposed  Action,  and  therefore  the  modeling  results  developed  and  evaluated  for  the  Proposed 
Action  are  also  applicable  to  Revised  Alternative  3.  These  results  indicate  that  groundwater 
level  declines  in  the  primary  well  scenario  would  be:  1.53  feet  in  WP-5,  1.77  feet  in  WP-6,  0.55 
feet  at  Ivanpah  SEGS,  1.00  feet  at  Colosseum  1,  and  0.63  feet  at  Colosseum  2.  Groundwater 
level  declines  in  the  secondary  well  scenario  would  be:  3.18  feet  in  WP-5,  3. 84  feet  in  WP-6, 
0.74  feet  at  Ivanpah  SEGS,  0.57  feet  at  Colosseum  1,  and  0.51  feet  at  Colosseum  2 (West 
Yost  2013b).  As  shown  in  the  annual  report  for  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  (Broadbent 
2012),  long-term  declines  in  these  wells  have  already  ranged  from  4 to  5 feet.  However,  the 
water  level  in  each  of  the  Colosseum  wells  is  more  than  1 1 feet  above  the  tentative  County 
significance  criteria.  Therefore,  the  additional  decline  provided  by  the  Stateline  wells  under 
Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  an  adverse  impact,  but  their  contribution  would  be  minor 
compared  to  that  of  the  other  wells. 

The  Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  (West  Yost  2013b).  required  as 
part  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Water-3,  would  be  applicable  to  the  project  under  Revised 
Alternative  3.  The  following  mitigation  measures  would  help  to  ensure  that  basin  overdraft  and 
offsite  drawdown  of  more  than  5 feet  do  not  occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would 
require  the  Applicant  to  develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  that  would  require  use  of  the 
secondary  well  or  treatment  of  water  quality  if  their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be 
causing  unacceptable  adverse  impacts.  Measure  MM-Water-3  would  require  monitoring  to 
ensure  that  no  impacts  occur,  and  that  are  a more  detailed  further  analysis  of  the  actual 
material  impact  ( unavailability  of  water,  increased  Dumping  costs , etc.)  be  conducted  if  certain 
water  level  or  water  quality  triggers  are  met.  Measures  MM-Water-4  and  MM-Water-5  would 
seek  to  ensure  that  the  development  on  the  surface  uses  pervious  groundcover  and  is 
otherwise  designed  to  maximize  groundwater  infiltration,  which  in  turn  would  assist  in  providing 
freshwater  to  the  aquifer.  Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water 
conservation  in  order  to  reduce  the  volume  of  water  use  by  the  project. 


Surface  Water  and  Drainage  Patterns 

The  impact  of  Revised  Alternative  3 on  surface  water  and  drainage  patterns  would  be  the  same 
as  those  evaluated  for  the  Proposed  Action.  The  situation  of  the  Revised  Alternative  3 site 
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layout  with  respect  to  the  local  drainage  subbasins  is  the  same  as  that  for  the  Proposed  Action, 
so  the  hydrologic  analysis  for  the  Proposed  Action  also  applies  to  Revised  Alternative  3. 

The  flow  rates  presented  in  Table  4.19.3  show  that,  on  average,  the  development  of  Revised 
Alternative  3 would  increase  flow  rates  in  the  subbasins  by  a maximum  of  about  2 percent.  In 
general,  the  reason  that  the  development  would  have  such  a limited  effect  on  flow  rates  is 
because  stormwater  velocities  would  be  deliberately  slowed  by  the  use  of  the  debris  and 
sediment  basins.  Based  on  these  results,  Revised  Alternative  3 would  not  be  subjected  to 
increased  potential  for  flood  damage,  and  would  not  modify  erosion  or  sedimentation  rates  in 
downstream  areas. 

Maintaining  these  results  depends  on  continued  operation  of  the  debris  and  sediment  basins  as 
they  are  designed  to  operate.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-9  would  require  the  Applicant  to 
implement  their  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012k),  which  specifies  how  the 
debris  and  sediment  basins  would  be  designed,  inspected,  and  maintained  to  ensure  their 
continued  operation.  BLM  has  reviewed  the  design  of  the  basins  on  the  Applicant’s  site  plans, 
the  proposed  methods  for  inspection  and  maintenance  in  the  Storm  Water  Management  Plan, 
and  the  methodologies  and  input  parameters  for  the  hydrologic  modeling,  and  concludes  that 
Revised  Alternative  3 would  not  be  subjected  to  increased  potential  for  flood  damage,  and 
would  not  modify  erosion  or  sedimentation  rates  in  downstream  areas. 


Stormwater  Drainage  Systems 

Similar  to  the  discussion  of  surface  water  and  drainage  pattern  impacts,  the  impact  of  Revised 
Alternative  3 on  stormwater  drainage  systems  would  be  the  same  under  construction, 
operations  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning.  This  is  because  any  potential  impact 
would  be  associated  with  modification  of  stormwater  flow  pathways,  volumes,  or  velocities,  and 
these  modifications  would  occur  during  initial  stages  of  construction  and  be  maintained 
throughout  the  operations  and  decommissioning  periods.  Therefore,  this  analysis  is  presented 
here  under  construction,  but  is  not  repeated  for  operations  and  decommissioning  of  Revised 
Alternative  3. 

No  designed  stormwater  drainage  system  currently  exists  in  the  area  of  the  proposed  Stateline 
facility  site.  Implementation  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  include  construction  of  drainage 
systems  including  debris  basins,  sediment  basins,  and  culverts  on  the  project  site  itself  to 
protect  onsite  facilities  and  ensure  that  stormwater  released  downstream  of  the  facility  mimics 
pre-development  conditions.  The  project  would  not  include  construction  or  modification  of  any 
stormwater  systems  either  upgradient  or  downgradient  of  the  facility.  Therefore,  Revised 
Alternative  3 would  not  have  the  potential  to  create  or  contribute  runoff  water  which  would 
exceed  the  capacity  of  existing  or  planned  stormwater  drainage  systems  and,  therefore,  no 
mitigation  measures  are  required  to  address  potential  effects  to  existing  or  planned  stormwater 
drainage  systems. 


Flood  Hazard  Areas 

Similar  to  the  discussion  of  drainage  pattern  and  drainage  system  impacts,  the  impact  of 
Revised  Alternative  3 associated  with  flood  hazard  areas  would  be  the  same  under 
construction,  operations  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning.  This  is  because  any 
potential  impact  would  be  associated  with  modification  of  stormwater  flow  pathways,  volumes, 
or  velocities,  and  these  modifications  would  occur  during  initial  stages  of  construction  and  be 
maintained  throughout  the  operations  and  decommissioning  periods.  Therefore,  this  analysis  is 
presented  here  under  construction,  but  is  not  repeated  for  operations  and  decommissioning  of 
Revised  Alternative  3. 
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Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  located  in  FEMA  Zone  D,  which  is  classified  as  an  area  where 
flood  hazards  have  not  been  mapped  (FEMA  2008).  Although  a flood  hazard  analysis  has  not 
been  conducted  by  FEMA  for  this  area,  the  hydrologic  study  and  modeling  completed  by  the 
Applicant  (Taney  Engineering  2011a)  for  the  Proposed  Action  is  also  applicable  to  Revised 
Alternative  3.  This  modeling  included  calculation  of  the  potential  for  scour  to  destabilize 
structures  constructed  on  the  site. 

The  scour  analysis  was  conducted  for  the  100  year  flood  scenario,  and  included  an  analysis  of 
the  project  area  without  implementation  of  upstream  debris  basins,  and  then  with 
implementation  of  upstream  debris  basins.  The  analysis  demonstrated  that,  without  stormwater 
management,  scour  depths  of  up  to  4.1  feet  could  occur  around  the  support  posts  of  the  solar 
arrays.  This  depth  of  scour  would  not  be  large  enough  to  destabilize  the  arrays  because  of  the 
depth  of  installation  of  the  supports,  and  the  fact  that  each  array  is  supported  by  multiple  posts. 
The  scour  calculation  for  the  post-development  condition,  which  would  include  debris  basins  to 
slow  stormwater  and  release  it  as  sheet  flow  across  the  solar  array  area,  would  be 
approximately  2 feet  in  depth.  Again,  this  depth  would  not  be  high  enough  to  destabilize  site 
structures.  The  Applicant’s  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  includes  provisions  to  inspect  the 
site  following  storm  events,  and  any  scour  of  this  magnitude  would  be  found  and  corrected. 


Water  Quality 

Surface  Water 

Construction  of  the  facility  under  Revised  Alternative  3 would  include  implementation  of  a 
Construction  SWPPP,  in  compliance  with  mitigation  measures  MM-Water-8  and  Section  402  of 
the  CWA  (see  Section  3.19.2.1  of  this  PA  and  EIS/EIR),  which  specifies  BMPs  to  minimize 
and/or  avoid  potential  impacts  associated  with  stormwater  runoff.  The  SWPPP  would 
incorporate  standard  BMPs  to  protect  water  quality  and  avoid  adverse  effects  of  project 
construction  on  surface  water  quality,  including  BMPs  to  prevent  drainage  pattern  alterations  to 
result  in  adverse  effects  to  surface  waters. 

The  potential  for  construction  of  Revised  Alternative  3 to  contribute  sources  of  polluted  runoff  if 
an  accidental  leak  or  release  of  harmful  materials  were  to  occur  during  construction  activities 
would  be  the  same  as  evaluated  for  the  Proposed  Action.  The  Applicant  has  developed  an 
Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  as 
required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2,  which  includes  identification  of  all  hazardous 
materials  that  would  be  used,  stored,  or  transported  at  the  site;  establishes  inspection 
procedures,  storage  requirements,  storage  quantity  limits,  inventory  control,  non-hazardous 
product  substitutes,  and  disposition  of  excess  materials;  and  requirements  for  notices  to  federal 
and  local  emergency  response  authorities.  Secondary  containment  would  be  provided  for  all 
on-site  hazardous  materials  and  waste  storage,  including  fuel.  The  types  and  volumes  of  fuels 
and  hazardous  materials  would  be  the  same  under  Revised  Alternative  3 as  in  the  Proposed 
Action.  In  addition,  the  Applicant  would  site  all  fueling,  hazardous  materials  storage  areas,  and 
operation  and  maintenance  activities  involving  hazardous  materials  at  least  100  feet  away  from 
blue-line  drainages  as  identified  on  USGS  topography  maps.  Similar  protective  measures, 
training,  and  reporting  would  be  required  as  part  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Water-10. 

With  compliance  with  regulatory  requirements  and  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM- 
PH&S-2  ( Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan),  MM-Water-8 
( Construction  SWPPP),  and  MM-Water-10  ( Accidental  Spill  Control  and  Environmental 
Training ),  potential  impacts  associated  with  the  creation  of  polluted  runoff  under  Revised 
Alternative  3 would  be  minimized  and/or  avoided. 
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Groundwater 

The  management  of  hazardous  materials  and  fuels  during  construction  of  Revised  Alternative  3 
would  be  the  same  as  discussed  above  for  surface  water.  The  regulatory  requirements, 
mitigation  measures  (specifically,  MM-PH&S-2  and  MM-Water-10),  and  management  plans  that 
would  minimize  the  potential  for  release  of  contaminants  to  surface  water  would  also  be 
effective  in  minimizing  the  potential  for  their  release  to  groundwater.  Given  the  depth  to 
groundwater  at  the  site  (approximately  200  feet),  it  is  highly  unlikely  that  any  release  of  fuel  or 
hazardous  materials  on  the  surface  could  reach  groundwater.  Any  releases  would  likely  be 
very  small  in  volume,  and  would  be  identified  and  remediated  before  they  could  migrate  the 
large  distance  to  groundwater.  Therefore,  contamination  of  groundwater  by  the  release  of 
contaminants  under  Revised  Alternative  3 is  very  unlikely. 

The  Applicant’s  proposed  use  of  a temporary  septic  tank  and  leach  field  system  for  the 
construction  office  area  could  potentially  have  an  adverse  impact  on  soil,  surface  water,  or 
groundwater  quality.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-12  would  require  that  the  Applicant  use 
portable  toilet  facilities  throughout  the  project  site  during  construction. 

The  potential  for  mobilization  of  existing  poor  quality  groundwater  is  the  same  for  Revised 
Alternative  3 as  it  is  for  the  Proposed  Action.  The  groundwater  withdrawal  wells  are  in  the 
same  location,  and  the  production  rates  would  be  the  same.  Based  on  the  location  of  the 
primary  production  well  in  close  proximity  to  the  Dry  Lake,  and  the  withdrawal  rate  from  that  well 
during  construction  being  comparable  to  the  rates  of  the  WP,  PVGC,  and  Colosseum  wells,  it  is 
likely  that  water  production  during  construction  could  potentially  result  in  mobilization  of  saline 
water  from  depth  or  from  the  Dry  Lake.  It  is  likely  that  this  impact  would  occur  if  the  peak 
construction  production  rate  were  to  occur  over  the  long-term,  but  it  is  less  certain  that  the 
effect  would  occur  within  the  relatively  short  duration  of  peak  groundwater  usage,  which  would 
be  only  one  year  during  construction.  This  impact  would  be  adverse,  but  would  likely  be 
temporary  during  and  shortly  following  construction.  Once  pumping  rates  are  reduced  to 
minimal  levels  during  operations,  groundwater  recharge  from  higher  elevations  on  the  alluvial 
fan  would  likely  restore  groundwater  quality  to  original  levels. 

The  Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  has  been  reviewed  by  the  County, 
meets  County  requirements,  and  would  be  sufficient  to  evaluate  potential  water  quality  impacts 
associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3.  However,  the  Plan  does  not  define  a water  quality 
criterion  that  would  be  used  to  identify  impacts.  Therefore,  mitigation  measure  MM-Water-3 
includes  a requirement  that  the  Applicant  consult  with  the  County  and  BLM  to  establish  a 
baseline  for  the  water  quality  criteria. 

Implementation  of  the  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  and  the  following  mitigation 
measures  would  help  to  ensure  that  groundwater  quality  impacts  do  not  occur.  Mitigation 
measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to  develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan 
that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary  well  or  treatment  of  water  quality  if  their  proposed 
water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing  unacceptable  adverse  water  quality  impacts. 
Measure  MM-Water-3  would  require  monitoring  to  ensure  that  no  impacts  occur,  and  that  are  a 
more  detailed  further  analysis  of  the  actual  material  impact  (unavailability  of  water,  increased 
Dumping  costs , etc.)  be  conducted  if  certain  water  level  or  water  quality  triggers  are  met. 
Measures  MM-Water-4  and  MM-Water-5  would  seek  to  ensure  that  the  development  on  the 
surface  uses  pervious  groundcover  and  is  otherwise  designed  to  maximize  groundwater 
infiltration,  which  in  turn  would  assist  in  providing  freshwater  to  the  aquifer.  Measure  MM- 
Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water  conservation  in  order  to  reduce  the  volume 
of  water  use  by  the  project.  Mitigation  Measure  MM-Water-1 1 , would  require  that  the  Applicant 
obtain  drinking  water  from  offsite  sources  if  the  analytical  results  from  the  onsite  wells  indicate 
that  the  water  does  not  meet  EPA’s  drinking  water  standard. 
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Mudflow 

Based  on  the  setting  of  the  proposed  facility  on  flat  ground  near  the  Dry  Lake  bed,  and  several 
miles  from  the  Clark  Mountains,  there  is  no  potential  for  the  facility  to  be  impacted  by  mudflow, 
or  to  cause  mudflow,  during  construction,  operations,  or  decommissioning.  Because  there 
would  be  no  impacts  under  any  phase  of  the  project,  this  analysis  is  presented  here  under 
construction,  but  is  not  repeated  for  operations  and  decommissioning  of  Revised  Alternative  3. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 
Groundwater  Supply  and  Recharge 

The  only  water  use  associated  with  operations  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  the  use  of  no 
more  than  20  ac-ft/yr  of  water  for  sanitary  purposes.  No  water  would  be  used  for  cleaning  solar 
panels  during  operations. 


Basin-Wide  Overdraft 

The  analysis  of  the  availability  of  water  within  the  IVGB  is  the  same  for  Revised  Alternative  3 as 
with  the  Proposed  Action.  A comparison  of  the  groundwater  recharge  rate  and  potential  basin 
pump  rates  was  shown  in  Table  4.19-1,  and  that  analysis  concluded  that  the  total  water  balance 
in  the  basin  during  construction  would  remain  positive  during  construction  of  Revised 
Alternative  3,  in  the  range  of  530  to  1,845  ac-ft/yr.  That  analysis  included  an  assumption  of  an 
extraction  rate  of  1 ,045  ac-ft/yr  for  the  Stateline  facility,  which  is  the  highest  rate  that  would  be 
anticipated  during  construction.  During  operations,  that  rate  would  drop  to  20  ac-ft/yr. 
Therefore,  the  available  water  balance  during  operations  would  be  much  higher,  in  the  range  of 
1,586  to  2,901  ac-ft/yr,  and  there  would  be  no  adverse  impact. 


Local  Drawdown 

The  analysis  of  the  effect  of  local  drawdown  presented  for  construction  of  Revised  Alternative  3 
is  also  applicable  to  operations.  The  modeling  conducted  by  the  Applicant  included  a 
construction  period  of  2 years  and  4 years,  followed  by  a 30-year  operational  period.  The 
modeling  included  a scenario  with  100  percent  of  production  from  the  primary  well,  as  well  as  a 
scenario  assuming  100  percent  of  production  from  the  secondary  well. 

The  results  of  the  Applicant’s  analysis  indicate  that  groundwater  level  declines  in  the  other 
nearby  wells  over  the  entire  construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning  periods  would  be  a 
maximum  of  3.18  feet  at  well  WP-5.  3.84  feet  at  WP-6,  0.74  feet  at  Ivanpah  SEGS,  1.00  feet  at 
Colosseum  1,  and  0.63  feet  at  Colosseum  2 (West  Yost  2013b).  As  shown  in  the  annual  report 
for  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  (Broadbent  2012),  long-term  declines  in  these  wells  have 
already  ranged  from  4 to  5 feet.  In  addition,  the  water  level  in  each  of  the  Colosseum  wells  is 
more  than  11  feet  above  the  tentative  County  significance  criteria.  In  general,  the  water 
withdrawal  rate  of  20  ac-ft/yr  during  operations  is  minimal  compared  to  rates  of  860  ac-ft/yr  for 
Primm,  1,800  ac-ft/yr  for  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  and  100  ac-ft/yr  for  Ivanpah  SEGS. 
Therefore,  the  additional  decline  resulting  from  operations  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  a 
minor  impact. 

The  Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  (West  Yost  2013b)  would  also  be 
applicable  to  the  project  operations  under  Revised  Alternative  3.  The  following  mitigation 
measures  would  help  to  ensure  that  basin  overdraft  and  offsite  drawdown  of  more  than  5 feet 
do  not  occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to  develop  a Water 
Supply  Contingency  Plan  that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary  well  or  treatment  of  water 
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quality  if  their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing  unacceptable  adverse 
impacts.  Measure  MM-Water-3  would  require  monitoring  to  ensure  that  no  impacts  occur,  and 
that  are  a more  detailed  further  analysis  of  the  actual  material  impact  (unavailability  of  water, 
increased  pumping  costs,  etc.)  be  conducted  if  certain  water  level  or  water  quality  triggers  are 
met.  Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water  conservation  in  order  to 
reduce  the  volume  of  water  use  by  the  project. 


Water  Quality 

Surface  Water 

The  potential  for  operations  of  Revised  Alternative  3 to  contribute  sources  of  polluted  runoff  if 
an  accidental  leak  or  release  of  harmful  materials  were  to  occur  would  be  the  same  as 
evaluated  for  the  Proposed  Action.  The  Applicant  has  developed  an  Emergency  Response  and 
Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  as  required  by  mitigation  measure 
MM-PH&S-2,  which  includes  identification  of  all  hazardous  materials  that  would  be  used, 
stored,  or  transported  at  the  site;  establishes  inspection  procedures,  storage  requirements, 
storage  quantity  limits,  inventory  control,  non-hazardous  product  substitutes,  and  disposition  of 
excess  materials;  and  requirements  for  notices  to  federal  and  local  emergency  response 
authorities.  Secondary  containment  would  be  provided  for  all  on-site  hazardous  materials  and 
waste  storage,  including  fuel.  The  types  and  volumes  of  fuels  and  hazardous  materials  would 
be  the  same  under  Revised  Alternative  3 as  in  the  Proposed  Action.  In  addition,  the  Applicant 
would  site  all  fueling,  hazardous  materials  storage  areas,  and  operation  and  maintenance 
activities  involving  hazardous  materials  at  least  100  feet  away  from  blue-line  drainages  as 
identified  on  USGS  topography  maps.  Similar  protective  measures,  training,  and  reporting 
would  be  required  as  part  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Water-10. 

With  compliance  with  regulatory  requirements  and  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM- 
PH&S-2  ( Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan),  MM-Water-8 
(Construction  SWPPP),  and  MM-Water-10  ( Accidental  Spill  Control  and  Environmental 
Training ),  potential  impacts  associated  with  the  creation  of  polluted  runoff  would  be  minimized 
and/or  avoided. 


Groundwater 

The  management  of  hazardous  materials  and  fuels  during  operations  of  Revised  Alternative  3 
would  be  the  same  as  discussed  above  for  surface  water.  The  regulatory  requirements, 
mitigation  measures  (specifically,  MM-PH&S-2  and  MM-Water-10),  and  management  plans  that 
would  minimize  the  potential  for  release  of  contaminants  to  surface  water  would  also  be 
effective  in  minimizing  the  potential  for  their  release  to  groundwater.  An  additional  requirement 
during  operations  would  be  development  and  implementation  of  a SPCC  Plan  to  manage  the 
presence  of  oil-containing  transformers.  The  SPCC  Plan  would  identify  hazardous  materials 
managed  onsite  during  operations,  specify  the  use  of  appropriate  spill  containment  and  cleanup 
kits  to  contain  accidental  hazardous  material  releases,  and  specify  inspection  and  response 
procedures  and  responsibilities.  The  Applicant’s  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous 
Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  as  required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S- 
2,  would  ensure  that  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  would  be  handled  in  a safe  and 
environmentally  sound  manner  to  prevent  releases  and  in  compliance  with  the  requirements  set 
forth  in  the  applicable  codes  and  regulations.  Best  management  practices  by  the  Applicant  as 
presented  in  the  SPCC  Plan  would  ensure  that  the  Applicant  minimizes,  avoids,  or  cleans  up 
unforeseen  spills  of  hazardous  material.  Given  the  depth  to  groundwater  at  the  site 
(approximately  200  feet),  it  is  highly  unlikely  that  any  release  of  fuel  or  hazardous  materials  on 
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the  surface  could  reach  groundwater.  Any  releases  during  operations  of  Revised  Alternative  3 
would  likely  be  very  small  in  volume,  and  would  be  identified  and  remediated  before  they  could 
migrate  the  large  distance  to  groundwater.  Therefore,  contamination  of  groundwater  by  the 
release  of  contaminants  is  very  unlikely. 

Mobilization  of  existing  poor  quality  groundwater,  as  discussed  for  construction,  would  likely  not 
be  a concern  during  operations  of  Revised  Alternative  3 due  to  the  low  volumes  of  water  that 
would  be  produced  from  the  new  groundwater  wells.  Although  the  wells  could  be  subject  to 
increased  salinity  during  construction,  this  effect  would  likely  be  temporary,  and  would  dissipate 
when  production  levels  are  reduced  to  no  more  than  20  ac-ft/yr  during  operations. 

The  Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  would  also  be  applicable  during 
project  operations  of  Revised  Alternative  3.  The  following  mitigation  measures  would  help  to 
ensure  that  groundwater  quality  impacts  do  not  occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would 
require  the  Applicant  to  develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  that  would  require  use  of  the 
secondary  well  or  treatment  of  water  quality  if  their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be 
causing  unacceptable  adverse  water  quality  impacts.  Measure  MM-Water-3  would  require 
monitoring  to  ensure  that  no  impacts  occur,  and  that  are  a more  detailed  further  analysis  of  the 
actual  material  impact  (unavailability  of  water,  increased  pumping  costs,  etc.)  be  conducted  if 
certain  water  level  or  water  quality  triggers  are  met.  Measures  MM-Water-4  and  MM-Water-5 
would  seek  to  ensure  that  the  development  on  the  surface  uses  pervious  groundcover  and  is 
otherwise  designed  to  maximize  groundwater  infiltration,  which  in  turn  would  assist  in  providing 
freshwater  to  the  aquifer.  Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water 
conservation  in  order  to  reduce  the  volume  of  water  use  by  the  project.  Mitigation  Measure  MM- 
Water-11,  would  require  that  the  Applicant  obtain  drinking  water  from  offsite  sources  if  the 
analytical  results  from  the  onsite  wells  indicate  that  the  water  does  not  meet  EPA’s  drinking 
water  standard. 


Decommissioning 
Groundwater  Supply  and  Recharge 

The  Applicant  has  not  defined  the  amount  of  water  that  would  be  required  for  dust  control 
during  decommissioning  of  Revised  Alternative  3.  Given  that  decommissioning  would  require 
earth-moving  activities  across  the  same  total  acreage  as  construction,  this  evaluation  assumes 
that  decommissioning  would  require,  at  a maximum,  the  same  volume  of  water  as  construction. 
The  impacts  of  this  water  use,  including  water  level  declines  in  nearby  wells  and  the  potential  to 
mobilize  saline  groundwater  from  the  depth  or  from  dry  lake,  would  be  the  same  as  evaluated 
for  construction  of  Revised  Alternative  3.  In  addition,  the  mitigation  measures  required  for 
construction  would  also  apply  to  decommissioning.  In  practice,  it  is  likely  that  water  use  during 
decommissioning  would  be  much  less  than  construction,  because  the  duration  would  be 
shorter.  The  water  would  be  obtained  from  the  same  two  groundwater  production  wells  that 
would  supply  water  for  construction  and  operations. 


Basin-Wide  Overdraft 

The  situation  of  the  proposed  production  wells  under  decommissioning  with  respect  to  basin- 
wide overdraft  concerns  is  the  same  as  evaluated  under  construction.  A comparison  of  the 
groundwater  recharge  rate  and  potential  basin  pump  rates  was  shown  in  Table  4.19-1,  and  that 
analysis  concluded  that  the  total  water  balance  in  the  basin  during  construction  would  remain 
positive  during  construction  of  Revised  Alternative  3,  in  the  range  of  530  to  1,845  ac-ft/yr.  That 
analysis  included  an  assumption  of  an  extraction  rate  of  1,045  ac-ft/yr  for  the  Stateline  facility, 
which  is  the  highest  rate  that  would  be  anticipated  during  construction.  During 
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decommissioning,  the  rate  could  rise  again  to  1,045  ac-ft/yr,  but  for  a much  shorter  duration 
than  construction.  Therefore,  the  available  water  balance  during  decommissioning  would  be  in 
the  range  of  1,586  to  2,901  ac-ft/yr,  and  there  would  be  no  adverse  impact. 


Local  Drawdown 

The  analysis  of  the  effect  of  local  drawdown  presented  for  construction  of  Revised  Alternative  3 
is  also  applicable  to  decommissioning.  The  modeling  conducted  by  the  Applicant  included  a 
construction  period  of  2 years  and  4 years,  followed  by  a 30-year  operational  period.  The 
modeling  included  a scenario  with  100  percent  of  production  from  the  primary  well,  as  well  as  a 
scenario  assuming  100  percent  of  production  from  the  secondary  well. 

The  results  of  the  Applicant’s  analysis  indicate  that  groundwater  level  declines  in  the  other 
nearby  wells  over  the  entire  construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning  periods  would  be  a 
maximum  of  3.18  feet  at  well  WP-5,  3.84  feet  at  WP-6,  0.74  feet  at  Ivanpah  SEGS,  1.00  feet  at 
Colosseum  1,  and  0.63  feet  at  Colosseum  2 (West  Yost  2013b).  As  shown  in  the  annual  report 
for  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  (Broadbent  2012),  long-term  declines  in  these  wells  have 
already  ranged  from  4 to  5 feet.  In  addition,  the  water  level  in  each  of  the  Colosseum  wells  is 
more  than  11  feet  above  the  tentative  County  significance  criteria.  Also,  the  drawdown 
associated  with  decommissioning  would  be  temporary,  and  would  cease  at  the  end  of  the 
decommissioning  period.  Therefore,  the  additional  decline  provided  by  the  Stateline  wells  under 
Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  a minor,  temporary  impact. 

The  Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  (West  Yost  2013b)  would  also  be 
applicable  to  the  project  decommissioning  under  Revised  Alternative  3.  The  following 
mitigation  measures  would  help  to  ensure  that  basin  overdraft  and  offsite  drawdown  of  more 
than  5 feet  do  not  occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to 
develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary  well  or 
treatment  of  water  quality  if  their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing 
unacceptable  adverse  impacts.  Measure  MM-Water-3  would  require  monitoring  to  ensure  that 
no  impacts  occur,  and  that  are  a more  detailed  further  analysis  of  the  actual  material  impact 
(unavailability  of  water , increased  pumping  costs , etc.)  be  conducted  if  certain  water  level  or 
water  quality  triggers  are  met.  Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water 
conservation  in  order  to  reduce  the  volume  of  water  use  by  the  project. 


Water  Quality 

Surface  Water 

Decommissioning  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  include  use  of  the  same  types  and  amounts  of 
fuels  and  hazardous  materials  as  construction,  but  for  a shorter  duration.  The  Applicant’s 
Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  as 
required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2,  would  be  applicable  to  project  decommissioning. 
This  Plan  includes  identification  of  all  hazardous  materials  that  would  be  used,  stored,  or 
transported  at  the  site;  establishes  inspection  procedures,  storage  requirements,  storage 
quantity  limits,  inventory  control,  non-hazardous  product  substitutes,  and  disposition  of  excess 
materials;  and  requirements  for  notices  to  federal  and  local  emergency  response  authorities. 
Secondary  containment  would  be  provided  for  all  on-site  hazardous  materials  and  waste 
storage,  including  fuel.  Once  decommissioning  is  completed,  remaining  fuel  and  hazardous 
materials  would  be  removed  from  the  site,  and  any  waste  materials  would  be  disposed  offsite  in 
accordance  with  regulatory  requirements.  Similar  protective  measures,  training,  and  reporting 
would  be  required  as  part  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Water-10. 
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With  compliance  with  regulatory  requirements  and  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM- 
PH&S-2  (Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan),  MM-Water-8 
(Construction  SWPPP),  and  MM-Water-10  ( Accidental  Spill  Control  and  Environmental 
Training ),  potential  impacts  associated  with  the  creation  of  polluted  runoff  under  Revised 
Alternative  3 would  be  minimized  and/or  avoided. 


Groundwater 

The  management  of  hazardous  materials  and  fuels  during  decommissioning  of  Revised 
Alternative  3 would  be  the  same  as  discussed  above  for  surface  water.  The  regulatory 
requirements,  mitigation  measures  (specifically,  MM-PH&S-2  and  MM-Water-10),  and 
management  plans  that  would  minimize  the  potential  for  release  of  contaminants  to  surface 
water  would  also  be  effective  in  minimizing  the  potential  for  their  release  to  groundwater.  The 
Applicant’s  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar 
2012b),  as  required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2,  would  ensure  that  hazardous  materials 
and  wastes  would  be  handled  in  a safe  and  environmentally  sound  manner  to  prevent  releases 
and  in  compliance  with  the  requirements  set  forth  in  the  applicable  codes  and  regulations. 
Given  the  depth  to  groundwater  at  the  site  (approximately  200  feet),  it  is  highly  unlikely  that  any 
release  of  fuel  or  hazardous  materials  on  the  surface  could  reach  groundwater.  Any  releases 
during  decommissioning  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  likely  be  very  small  in  volume,  and 
would  be  identified  and  remediated  before  they  could  migrate  the  large  distance  to 
groundwater.  Therefore,  contamination  of  groundwater  by  the  release  of  contaminants  is  very 
unlikely. 

Mobilization  of  existing  poor  quality  groundwater,  as  discussed  for  construction,  could  also 
occur  during  decommissioning.  Although  the  wells  could  be  subject  to  increased  salinity  during 
construction,  this  effect  would  likely  be  temporary,  and  would  dissipate  when  production  levels 
are  reduced  to  no  more  than  20  ac-ft/yr  during  operations.  During  decommissioning,  the  rate 
could  rise  again  to  1,045  ac-ft/yr,  but  for  a much  shorter  duration  than  construction.  The  effect 
would  then  dissipate  again  after  decommissioning , when  groundwater  production  ceases. 

The  Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  would  also  be  applicable  during 
project  decommissioning  of  Revised  Alternative  3.  The  following  mitigation  measures  would 
help  to  ensure  that  groundwater  quality  impacts  do  not  occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2 
would  require  the  Applicant  to  develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  that  would  reguire  use 
of  the  secondary  well  or  treatment  of  water  gualitv  if  their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were 
found  to  be  causing  unacceptable  adverse  water  quality  impacts.  Measure  MM-Water-3  would 
require  monitoring  to  ensure  that  no  impacts  occur,  and  that  are  a more  detailed  further 
analysis  of  the  actual  material  impact  (unavailability  of  water,  increased  pumping  costs , etc.)  be 
conducted  if  certain  water  level  or  water  quality  triggers  are  met.  Measures  MM-Water-4  and 
MM-Water-5  would  seek  to  ensure  that  the  development  on  the  surface  uses  pervious 
groundcover  and  is  otherwise  designed  to  maximize  groundwater  infiltration,  which  in  turn 
would  assist  in  providing  freshwater  to  the  aquifer.  Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require 
employee  training  on  water  conservation  in  order  to  reduce  the  volume  of  water  use  by  the 
project.  Mitigation  Measure  MM-Water-11,  would  require  that  the  Applicant  obtain  drinking 
water  from  offsite  sources  if  the  analytical  results  from  the  onsite  wells  indicate  that  the  water 
does  not  meet  EPA’s  drinking  water  standard. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  action  of  modifying  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  under  Revised  Alternative  3 would 
be  the  same  as  that  for  the  Proposed  Action.  This  action  would  not  require  construction  of  any 
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structures,  use  of  water  resources,  or  use  of  hazardous  materials  that  could  impact  water 
quality.  There  would  be  no  impacts  to  water  resources  associated  with  the  modified  DWMA 
boundary. 


4.19.5.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

The  CEQA  significance  determinations  of  water  quality  impacts  for  Revised  Alternative  3 would 
be  identical  to  Alternative  1 . 


4.19.6  Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 
4.19.6.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  4 is  conceptually  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1 ),  but  would  be  placed 
within  a different  land  area  which  comprises  1,766  acres.  The  land  area  associated  with 
Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  the  northern  portion  of  the  bifurcated  footprint  of  Alternative 
2. 


Construction 

Under  Alternative  4,  the  Stateline  facility  would  be  required  to  comply  with  all  applicable  water 
quality  standards  and  waste  discharge  requirements,  as  presented  in  Section  3.19.2  of  this  PA 
and  EIS/EIR.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-1  ( Demonstrate  Compliance  with  Water  Quality 
Permits)  requires  the  Applicant  to  demonstrate  compliance  with  all  applicable  permitting 
requirements  prior  to  commencing  construction,  which  will  ensure  that  the  proposed  Stateline 
facility  is  in  compliance  with  all  applicable  water  quality  permits  and  waste  discharge 
requirements  associated  with  construction,  operation,  and  decommissioning  activities. 


Groundwater  Supply  and  Recharge 

The  amount  of  water  to  be  used  under  Alternative  4 would  be  reduced  from  that  associated  with 
the  Proposed  Action,  due  to  the  smaller  land  area.  Based  on  a footprint  82  percent  of  the  size 
of  the  Proposed  Action  footprint,  approximately  1,550  ac-ft  of  water  would  be  needed  during  the 
approximately  2 to  4 year  construction  period,  with  the  majority  of  the  construction  water  use 
occurring  during  the  site  preparation  period  of  the  first  year.  Water  uses  include  soil 
compaction,  dust  control,  and  sanitary  needs.  The  peak  daily  water  withdrawal  is  estimated  to 
be  approximately  1.5  million  gpd.  Under  Alternative  4,  water  supply  would  be  provided  by  two 
new  groundwater  wells;  the  primary  well  to  be  located  on  the  southeastern  corner  of  the  facility, 
and  the  secondary  well  located  approximately  4,250  feet  west  of  facility.  In  addition,  three 
groundwater  monitoring  wells  would  be  installed  to  evaluate  potential  impacts  to  groundwater 
availability  and  quality.  The  production  wells  would  be  12  inches  in  diameter  and  670  feet  deep, 
with  a screened  interval  located  at  a depth  of  430  to  630  feet  below  ground  surface.  The 
depths  of  the  monitoring  wells  would  be  determined,  on  a site-specific  basis , to  ensure 
adequate  monitoring  of  the  elevation  of  the  groundwater  table. 


Basin-Wide  Overdraft 

The  analysis  of  the  availability  of  water  within  the  IVGB  is  the  same  for  Alternative  4 as  with  the 
Proposed  Action.  Although  the  overall  volume  of  groundwater  use  would  be  reduced  from  the 
Proposed  Action,  it  is  assumed  that  the  peak  daily  water  demand  would  be  approximately  the 
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same,  and  would  continue  for  at  least  one  year.  As  shown  in  Table  4.19-1,  the  total  water 
balance  in  the  basin  based  on  these  assumptions  is  positive,  in  the  range  of  530  to  1,845  ac- 
ft/yr.  Therefore,  construction  of  Alternative  4 would  not  have  any  adverse  impact  associated 
with  basin-wide  overdraft  issues. 


Local  Drawdown 

The  local  drawdown  associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be  reduced  from  that  analyzed  for  the 
Proposed  Action.  The  well  locations  for  Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  those  evaluated  for 
the  Proposed  Action.  The  most  conservative  of  the  analyses  performed  for  the  Proposed 
Action  assumed  use  of  1,900  ac-ft  of  water  through  the  2 year  construction  period,  followed  by 
30  years  of  production  at  a rate  of  20  ac-ft/yr.  In  Alternative  4,  the  amount  of  water  used  during 
the  2 year  construction  period  is  estimated  to  be  approximately  1,550  ac-ft,  which  would  then 
be  followed  by  the  same  production  rate  of  20  ac-ft/yr.  The  duration  for  the  extraction  of  the 
peak  daily  water  usage  would  be  reduced,  and  therefore  the  amount  of  potential  drawdown  in 
other  nearby  wells  would  also  be  reduced.  For  the  Proposed  Action,  this  drawdown  was 
estimated  to  be  minor,  and  would  not  result  in  an  adverse  impact.  Therefore,  this  same 
conclusion  applies  to  Alternative  4. 

The  Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  would  be  applicable  to  the  project 
under  Alternative  4.  The  following  mitigation  measures  would  help  to  ensure  that  basin 
overdraft  and  offsite  drawdown  of  more  than  5 feet  do  not  occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM- 
Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to  develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  that  would 
require  use  of  the  secondary  well  or  treatment  of  water  quality  if  their  proposed  water 
withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing  unacceptable  adverse  impacts.  Measure  MM-Water-3 
would  require  monitoring  to  ensure  that  no  impacts  occur,  and  that  are  a more  detailed  further 
analysis  of  the  actual  material  impact  ( unavailability  of  water,  increased  Dumping  costs,  etc.)  be 
conducted  if  certain  water  level  or  water  quality  triggers  are  met.  Measures  MM-Water-4  and 
MM-Water-5  would  seek  to  ensure  that  the  development  on  the  surface  uses  pervious 
groundcover  and  is  otherwise  designed  to  maximize  groundwater  infiltration,  which  in  turn 
would  assist  in  providing  freshwater  to  the  aquifer.  Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require 
employee  training  on  water  conservation  in  order  to  reduce  the  volume  of  water  use  by  the 
project. 


Surface  Water  and  Drainage  Patterns 

The  impact  of  Alternative  4 on  surface  water  and  drainage  patterns  would  be  the  same  under 
construction,  operations  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning.  This  is  because  any 
potential  impact  would  be  associated  with  vegetation  removal,  site  grading,  implementation  of 
debris  and  sediment  basins,  and  existence  of  infrastructure  on  the  project  site.  Once 
vegetation  removal,  grading,  and  basin  construction  is  completed  during  early  phases  of 
construction,  potential  impacts  of  the  facility  on  stormwater  flow  would  remain  the  same 
throughout  the  remainder  of  the  construction  period,  and  into  the  operations  and 
decommissioning  period.  Therefore,  this  analysis  is  presented  here  under  construction,  but  is 
not  repeated  for  operations  and  decommissioning  of  Alternative  4. 

Alternative  4 comprises  the  northern  portion  of  the  bifurcated  site  under  Alternative  2. 
Therefore  the  hydrologic  modeling  and  analysis  of  the  Alternative  2 site  layout  was  reviewed  to 
evaluate  potential  impacts  associated  with  Alternative  4. 

The  modeling  effort  for  Alternative  2 identified  eight  drainage  subbasins  totaling  more  than 
33,000  acres  providing  stormwater  flow  into  the  project  area.  Of  the  eight  subbasins,  only  four 
of  the  subbasins  (numbers  1 through  4)  are  applicable  to  the  northern  portion,  which  would 
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comprise  Alternative  4.  The  resulting  flow  rate  calculations  for  those  four  subbasins  are  shown 
in  Table  4.19-5. 


Table  4.19-5.  Comparison  of  Existing  and  Post-Development  Flow  Rates,  Alternative  4 


Sub- 

Basin 

Existing  F 
(cubic  feet 

low  Rates 
per  second) 

Post-Developm 
(cubic  feet 

ent  Flow  Rates 
per  second) 

1.2  yr 

10  yr 

25  yr 

100  yr 

1.2  yr 

10  yr 

25  yr 

100  yr 

1 

530 

2,927 

4,009 

6,624 

541 

2,950 

4,033 

6,638 

2 

548 

3,134 

4,301 

7,215 

557 

3,160 

4,329 

7,233 

3 

280 

1,602 

2,213 

3,742 

285 

1,615 

2,226 

3,751 

4 

326 

1,884 

2,597 

4,381 

329 

1,891 

2,605 

4,386 

Average  Percentage  Change  in  Flow  Rate 

+1.65% 

+0.70% 

+0.55% 

+0.20% 

The  flow  rates  presented  in  Table  4.19.5  show  that,  on  average,  the  development  of  Alternative 
4 would  increase  flow  rates  in  the  subbasins  by  a maximum  of  about  1.7  percent.  In  general, 
the  reason  that  the  development  would  have  such  a limited  effect  on  flow  rates  is  because 
stormwater  velocities  would  be  deliberately  slowed  by  the  use  of  the  debris  and  sediment 
basins.  Based  on  these  results,  Alternative  4 would  not  be  subjected  to  increased  potential  for 
flood  damage,  and  would  not  modify  erosion  or  sedimentation  rates  in  downstream  areas. 

Maintaining  these  results  depends  on  continued  operation  of  the  debris  and  sediment  basins  as 
they  are  designed  to  operate.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-9  would  require  the  Applicant  to 
implement  their  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012k),  which  specifies  how  the 
debris  and  sediment  basins  would  be  designed,  inspected,  and  maintained  to  ensure  their 
continued  operation.  BLM  has  reviewed  the  design  of  the  basins  on  the  Applicant’s  site  plans, 
the  proposed  methods  for  inspection  and  maintenance  in  the  Storm  Water  Management  Plan, 
and  the  methodologies  and  input  parameters  for  the  hydrologic  modeling,  and  concludes  that 
Alternative  4 would  not  be  subjected  to  increased  potential  for  flood  damage,  and  would  not 
modify  erosion  or  sedimentation  rates  in  downstream  areas. 


Stormwater  Drainage  Systems 

Similar  to  the  discussion  of  surface  water  and  drainage  pattern  impacts,  the  impact  of 
Alternative  4 on  stormwater  drainage  systems  would  be  the  same  under  construction, 
operations  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning.  This  is  because  any  potential  impact 
would  be  associated  with  modification  of  stormwater  flow  pathways,  volumes,  or  velocities,  and 
these  modifications  would  occur  during  initial  stages  of  construction  and  be  maintained 
throughout  the  operations  and  decommissioning  periods.  Therefore,  this  analysis  is  presented 
here  under  construction,  but  is  not  repeated  for  operations  and  decommissioning  of  Alternative 
4. 

No  designed  stormwater  drainage  system  currently  exists  in  the  area  of  the  proposed  Stateline 
facility  site.  Implementation  of  Alternative  4 would  include  construction  of  drainage  systems 
including  debris  basins,  sediment  basins,  and  culverts  on  the  project  site  itself  to  protect  onsite 
facilities  and  ensure  that  stormwater  released  downstream  of  the  facility  mimics  pre- 
development conditions.  The  project  would  not  include  construction  or  modification  of  any 
stormwater  systems  either  upgradient  or  downgradient  of  the  facility.  Therefore,  Alternative  4 
would  not  have  the  potential  to  create  or  contribute  runoff  water  which  would  exceed  the 
capacity  of  existing  or  planned  stormwater  drainage  systems  and,  therefore,  no  mitigation 
measures  are  required  to  address  potential  effects  to  existing  or  planned  stormwater  drainage 
systems. 
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Flood  Hazard  Areas 

Similar  to  the  discussion  of  drainage  pattern  and  drainage  system  impacts,  the  impact  of 
Alternative  4 associated  with  flood  hazard  areas  would  be  the  same  under  construction, 
operations  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning.  This  is  because  any  potential  impact 
would  be  associated  with  modification  of  stormwater  flow  pathways,  volumes,  or  velocities,  and 
these  modifications  would  occur  during  initial  stages  of  construction  and  be  maintained 
throughout  the  operations  and  decommissioning  periods.  Therefore,  this  analysis  is  presented 
here  under  construction,  but  is  not  repeated  for  operations  and  decommissioning  of  Alternative 
4. 

Alternative  4 would  be  located  in  FEMA  Zone  D,  which  is  classified  as  an  area  where  flood 
hazards  have  not  been  mapped  (FEMA  2008).  Although  a flood  hazard  analysis  has  not  been 
conducted  by  FEMA  for  this  area,  the  hydrologic  study  and  modeling  completed  by  the 
Applicant  (Taney  Engineering  2011b)  for  Alternative  2 would  be  applicable  to  Alternative  4. 
This  analysis  included  calculation  of  the  potential  for  scour  to  destabilize  structures  constructed 
on  the  site. 

The  scour  analysis  was  conducted  for  the  100  year  flood  scenario,  and  included  an  analysis  of 
the  project  area  without  implementation  of  upstream  debris  basins,  and  then  with 
implementation  of  upstream  debris  basins.  The  analysis  demonstrated  that,  without  stormwater 
management,  scour  depths  of  up  to  4.4  feet  could  occur  around  the  support  posts  of  the  solar 
arrays.  This  depth  of  scour  would  not  be  large  enough  to  destabilize  the  arrays  because  of  the 
depth  of  installation  of  the  supports,  and  the  fact  that  each  array  is  supported  by  multiple  posts. 
The  scour  calculation  for  the  post-development  condition,  which  would  include  debris  basins  to 
slow  stormwater  and  release  it  as  sheet  flow  across  the  solar  array  area,  would  be 
approximately  2.1  feet  in  depth.  Again,  this  depth  would  not  be  high  enough  to  destabilize  site 
structures.  The  Applicant’s  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  includes  provisions  to  inspect  the 
site  following  storm  events,  and  any  scour  of  this  magnitude  would  be  found  and  corrected. 


Water  Quality 

Surface  Water 

Construction  of  the  facility  under  Alternative  4 would  include  implementation  of  a Construction 
SWPPP,  in  compliance  with  mitigation  measures  MM-Water-8  and  Section  402  of  the  CWA 
(see  Section  3.19.2.1  of  this  PA  and  EIS/EIR),  which  specifies  BMPs  to  minimize  and/or  avoid 
potential  impacts  associated  with  stormwater  runoff.  The  SWPPP  would  incorporate  standard 
BMPs  to  protect  water  quality  and  avoid  adverse  effects  of  project  construction  on  surface 
water  quality,  including  BMPs  to  prevent  drainage  pattern  alterations  to  result  in  adverse  effects 
to  surface  waters. 

The  potential  for  construction  of  Alternative  4 to  contribute  sources  of  polluted  runoff  if  an 
accidental  leak  or  release  of  harmful  materials  were  to  occur  during  construction  activities 
would  be  the  same  as  evaluated  for  the  Proposed  Action.  The  Applicant  has  developed  an 
Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  as 
required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2,  which  includes  identification  of  all  hazardous 
materials  that  would  be  used,  stored,  or  transported  at  the  site;  establishes  inspection 
procedures,  storage  requirements,  storage  quantity  limits,  inventory  control,  non-hazardous 
product  substitutes,  and  disposition  of  excess  materials;  and  requirements  for  notices  to  federal 
and  local  emergency  response  authorities.  Secondary  containment  would  be  provided  for  all 
on-site  hazardous  materials  and  waste  storage,  including  fuel.  The  types  and  volumes  of  fuels 
and  hazardous  materials  would  be  the  same  under  Alternative  4 as  in  the  Proposed  Action,  but 
they  would  be  used  for  a shorter  duration.  In  addition,  the  Applicant  would  site  all  fueling, 
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hazardous  materials  storage  areas,  and  operation  and  maintenance  activities  involving 
hazardous  materials  at  least  100  feet  away  from  blue-line  drainages  as  identified  on  USGS 
topography  maps.  Similar  protective  measures,  training,  and  reporting  would  be  required  as 
part  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Water-10. 

With  compliance  with  regulatory  requirements  and  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM- 
PH&S-2  ( Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan),  MM-Water-8 
(Construction  SWPPP ),  and  MM-Water-10  ( Accidental  Spill  Control  and  Environmental 
Training ),  potential  impacts  associated  with  the  creation  of  polluted  runoff  under  Alternative  4 
would  be  minimized  and/or  avoided. 


Groundwater 

The  management  of  hazardous  materials  and  fuels  during  construction  of  Alternative  4 would 
be  the  same  as  discussed  above  for  surface  water.  The  regulatory  requirements,  mitigation 
measures  (specifically,  MM-PH&S-2  and  MM-Water-10),  and  management  plans  that  would 
minimize  the  potential  for  release  of  contaminants  to  surface  water  would  also  be  effective  in 
minimizing  the  potential  for  their  release  to  groundwater.  Given  the  depth  to  groundwater  at  the 
site  (approximately  200  feet),  it  is  highly  unlikely  that  any  release  of  fuel  or  hazardous  materials 
on  the  surface  could  reach  groundwater.  Any  releases  would  likely  be  very  small  in  volume, 
and  would  be  identified  and  remediated  before  they  could  migrate  the  large  distance  to 
groundwater.  Therefore,  contamination  of  groundwater  by  the  release  of  contaminants  under 
Alternative  4 is  very  unlikely. 

The  Applicant’s  proposed  use  of  a temporary  septic  tank  and  leach  field  system  for  the 
construction  office  area  could  potentially  have  an  adverse  impact  soil  surface  water,  or 
groundwater  quality.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-12  would  require  that  the  Applicant  use 
portable  toilet  facilities  throughout  the  project  site  during  construction. 

Mobilization  of  existing  poor  quality  groundwater  is  a potential  concern  for  Alternative  4,  as  it  is 
for  the  Proposed  Action.  The  groundwater  withdrawal  wells  are  in  the  same  location,  and  the 
maximum  production  rates  would  be  the  same.  However,  the  duration  of  the  peak  withdrawal 
rate  would  be  shorter  under  Alternative  4,  and  therefore  the  potential  for  mobilization  of  saline 
water  would  be  lower  under  Alternative  4 than  for  the  Proposed  Action.  Based  on  the  location 
of  the  primary  production  well  in  close  proximity  to  the  Dry  Lake,  and  the  withdrawal  rate  from 
that  well  during  construction  being  comparable  to  the  rates  of  the  WP,  PVGC,  and  Colosseum 
wells,  it  is  likely  that  water  production  during  construction  could  potentially  result  in  mobilization 
of  saline  water  from  depth  or  from  the  Dry  Lake.  It  is  likely  that  this  impact  would  occur  if  the 
peak  construction  production  rate  were  to  occur  over  the  long-term,  but  it  is  less  certain  that  the 
effect  would  occur  within  the  relatively  short  duration  of  peak  groundwater  usage,  especially 
since  the  duration  of  this  peak  would  be  reduced  under  Alternative  4.  The  impact  would  be 
adverse,  but  would  likely  be  temporary  during  and  shortly  following  construction.  Once 
pumping  rates  are  reduced  to  minimal  levels  during  operations,  groundwater  recharge  from 
higher  elevations  on  the  alluvial  fan  would  likely  restore  groundwater  quality  to  original  levels. 

The  Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  has  been  reviewed  by  the  County, 
meets  County  requirements,  and  would  be  sufficient  to  evaluate  potential  water  quality  impacts 
associated  with  Alternative  4.  However,  the  Plan  does  not  define  a water  quality  criterion  that 
would  be  used  to  identify  impacts.  Therefore,  mitigation  measure  MM-Water-3  includes  a 
requirement  that  the  Applicant  consult  with  the  County  and  BLM  to  establish  a baseline  for  the 
water  quality  criteria. 

Implementation  of  the  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  and  the  following  mitigation 
measures  would  help  to  ensure  that  groundwater  quality  impacts  do  not  occur.  Mitigation 
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measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to  develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan 
that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary  well  or  treatment  of  water  quality  if  their  proposed 
water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing  unacceptable  adverse  water  quality  impacts. 
Measure  MM-Water-3  would  require  monitoring  to  ensure  that  no  impacts  occur,  and  that  are  a 
more  detailed  further  analysis  of  the  actual  material  impact  (unavailability  of  water , increased 
pumping  costs , etc.)  be  conducted  if  certain  water  level  or  water  quality  triggers  are  met. 
Measures  MM-Water-4  and  MM-Water-5  would  seek  to  ensure  that  the  development  on  the 
surface  uses  pervious  groundcover  and  is  otherwise  designed  to  maximize  groundwater 
infiltration,  which  in  turn  would  assist  in  providing  freshwater  to  the  aquifer.  Measure  MM- 
Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water  conservation  in  order  to  reduce  the  volume 
of  water  use  by  the  project.  Mitigation  Measure  MM-Water-11,  would  require  that  the  Applicant 
obtain  drinking  water  from  offsite  sources  if  the  analytical  results  from  the  onsite  wells  indicate 
that  the  water  does  not  meet  EPA’s  drinking  water  standard. 


Mudflow 

Based  on  the  setting  of  the  proposed  facility  on  flat  ground  near  the  Dry  Lake  bed,  and  several 
miles  from  the  Clark  Mountains,  there  is  no  potential  for  the  facility  to  be  impacted  by  mudflow, 
or  to  cause  mudflow,  during  construction,  operations,  or  decommissioning.  Because  there 
would  be  no  impacts  under  any  phase  of  the  project,  this  analysis  is  presented  here  under 
construction,  but  is  not  repeated  for  operations  and  decommissioning  of  Alternative  4. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 
Groundwater  Supply  and  Recharge 

The  only  water  use  associated  with  operations  of  Alternative  4 would  be  the  use  of  no  more 
than  20  ac-ft/yr  of  water  for  sanitary  purposes.  No  water  would  be  used  for  cleaning  soiar 
panels  during  operations. 


Basin-Wide  Overdraft 

The  situation  of  the  production  wells  under  operations  with  respect  to  basin-wide  overdraft 
concerns  is  the  same  as  evaluated  under  construction  of  Alternative  4.  A comparison  of  the 
groundwater  recharge  rate  and  potential  basin  pump  rates  was  shown  in  Table  4.19-1,  and  that 
analysis  concluded  that  the  total  water  balance  in  the  basin  during  construction  is  positive,  in 
the  range  of  530  to  1 ,845  ac-ft/yr.  That  analysis  included  an  assumption  of  an  extraction  rate  of 
1,045  ac-ft/yr  for  the  Stateline  facility,  which  is  the  highest  rate  that  would  be  anticipated  during 
construction.  During  operations  of  Alternative  4,  that  rate  would  drop  to  20  ac-ft/yr.  Therefore, 
the  available  water  balance  during  operations  of  Alternative  4 would  be  much  higher,  in  the 
range  of  1 ,586  to  2,901  ac-ft/yr,  and  there  would  be  no  adverse  impact. 


Local  Drawdown 

The  analysis  of  the  effect  of  local  drawdown  presented  for  construction  of  Alternative  4 is  also 
applicable  to  operations.  The  modeling  conducted  by  the  Applicant  included  a construction 
period  of  2 years  and  4 years,  followed  by  a 30-year  operational  period.  The  modeling  included 
a scenario  with  100  percent  of  production  from  the  primary  well,  as  well  as  a scenario  assuming 
100  percent  of  production  from  the  secondary  well. 
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The  results  of  the  Applicant’s  analysis  indicate  that  groundwater  level  declines  in  the  other 
nearby  wells  over  the  entire  construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning  periods  would  be  a 
maximum  of  3.18  feet  at  well  WP-5,  3.84  feet  at  WP-6,  0.74  feet  at  Ivanpah  SEGS,  1.00  feet  at 
Colosseum  1,  and  0.63  feet  at  Colosseum  2 (West  Yost  2013b).  As  shown  in  the  annual  report 
for  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  (Broadbent  2012),  long-term  declines  in  these  wells  have 
already  ranged  from  4 to  5 feet.  In  addition,  the  water  level  in  each  of  the  Colosseum  wells  is 
more  than  11  feet  above  the  tentative  County  significance  criteria.  In  general,  the  water 
withdrawal  rate  of  20  ac-ft/yr  during  operations  is  minimal  compared  to  rates  of  860  ac-ft/yr  for 
Primm,  1,800  ac-ft/yr  for  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  and  100  ac-ft/yr  for  Ivanpah  SEGS. 
Therefore,  the  additional  decline  resulting  from  operations  of  Alternative  4 would  be  a minor 
impact. 

The  Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  (West  Yost  2013b)  would  also  be 
applicable  to  the  project  operations  under  Alternative  4.  The  following  mitigation  measures 
would  help  to  ensure  that  basin  overdraft  and  offsite  drawdown  of  more  than  5 feet  do  not 
occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to  develop  a Water  Supply 
Contingency  Plan  that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary  well  or  treatment  of  water  quality  if 
their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing  unacceptable  adverse  impacts. 
Measure  MM-Water-3  would  require  monitoring  to  ensure  that  no  impacts  occur,  and  that  are  a 
more  detailed  further  analysis  of  the  actual  material  impact  ( unavailability  of  water , increased 
Dumping  costs , etc.)  be  conducted  if  certain  water  level  or  water  quality  triggers  are  met. 
Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water  conservation  in  order  to  reduce 
the  volume  of  water  use  by  the  project. 


Water  Quality 

Surface  Water 

The  potential  for  operations  of  Alternative  4 to  contribute  sources  of  polluted  runoff  if  an 
accidental  leak  or  release  of  harmful  materials  were  to  occur  would  be  the  same  as  evaluated 
for  the  Proposed  Action.  The  Applicant  has  developed  an  Emergency  Response  and 
Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  as  required  by  mitigation  measure 
MM-PH&S-2,  which  includes  identification  of  all  hazardous  materials  that  would  be  used, 
stored,  or  transported  at  the  site;  establishes  inspection  procedures,  storage  requirements, 
storage  quantity  limits,  inventory  control,  non-hazardous  product  substitutes,  and  disposition  of 
excess  materials;  and  requirements  for  notices  to  federal  and  local  emergency  response 
authorities.  Secondary  containment  would  be  provided  for  all  on-site  hazardous  materials  and 
waste  storage,  including  fuel.  The  types  and  volumes  of  fuels  and  hazardous  materials  would 
be  the  same  under  Alternative  4 as  in  the  Proposed  Action.  In  addition,  the  Applicant  would  site 
all  fueling,  hazardous  materials  storage  areas,  and  operation  and  maintenance  activities 
involving  hazardous  materials  at  least  100  feet  away  from  blue-line  drainages  as  identified  on 
USGS  topography  maps.  Similar  protective  measures,  training,  and  reporting  would  be 
required  as  part  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Water-10. 

With  compliance  with  regulatory  requirements  and  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM- 
PH&S-2  (Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan),  MM-Water-8 
(Construction  SWPPP),  and  MM-Water-10  ( Accidental  Spill  Control  and  Environmental 
Training ).  potential  impacts  associated  with  the  creation  of  polluted  runoff  would  be  minimized 
and/or  avoided. 
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Groundwater 

The  management  of  hazardous  materials  and  fuels  during  operations  of  Alternative  4 would  be 
the  same  as  discussed  above  for  surface  water.  The  regulatory  requirements,  mitigation 
measures  (specifically,  MM-PH&S-2  and  MM- Water-10),  and  management  plans  that  would 
minimize  the  potential  for  release  of  contaminants  to  surface  water  would  also  be  effective  in 
minimizing  the  potential  for  their  release  to  groundwater.  An  additional  requirement  during 
operations  would  be  development  and  implementation  of  a SPCC  Plan  to  manage  the  presence 
of  oil-containing  transformers.  The  SPCC  Plan  would  identify  hazardous  materials  managed 
onsite  during  operations,  specify  the  use  of  appropriate  spill  containment  and  cleanup  kits  to 
contain  accidental  hazardous  material  releases,  and  specify  inspection  and  response 
procedures  and  responsibilities.  The  Applicant’s  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous 
Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  as  required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S- 
2,  would  ensure  that  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  would  be  handled  in  a safe  and 
environmentally  sound  manner  to  prevent  releases  and  in  compliance  with  the  requirements  set 
forth  in  the  applicable  codes  and  regulations.  Best  management  practices  by  the  Applicant  as 
presented  in  the  SPCC  Plan  would  ensure  that  the  Applicant  minimizes,  avoids,  or  cleans  up 
unforeseen  spills  of  hazardous  material.  Given  the  depth  to  groundwater  at  the  site 
(approximately  200  feet),  it  is  highly  unlikely  that  any  release  of  fuel  or  hazardous  materials  on 
the  surface  could  reach  groundwater.  Any  releases  during  operations  of  Alternative  4 would 
likely  be  very  small  in  volume,  and  would  be  identified  and  remediated  before  they  could 
migrate  the  large  distance  to  groundwater.  Therefore,  contamination  of  groundwater  by  the 
release  of  contaminants  is  very  unlikely. 

Mobilization  of  existing  poor  quality  groundwater,  as  discussed  for  construction,  would  likely  not 
be  a concern  during  operations  of  Alternative  4 due  to  the  low  volumes  of  water  that  would  be 
produced  from  the  new  groundwater  wells.  Although  the  wells  could  be  subject  to  increased 
salinity  during  construction,  this  effect  would  likely  be  temporary,  and  would  dissipate  when 
production  levels  are  reduced  to  no  more  than  20  ac-ft/yr  during  operations. 

The  Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  would  also  be  applicable  during 
project  operations  of  Alternative  4.  The  following  mitigation  measures  would  help  to  ensure  that 
groundwater  quality  impacts  do  not  occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the 
Applicant  to  develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary 
well  or  treatment  of  water  quality  if  their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing 
unacceptable  adverse  water  quality  impacts.  Measure  MM-Water-3  would  require  monitoring  to 
ensure  that  no  impacts  occur,  and  that  are  a more  detailed  further  analysis  of  the  actual 
material  impact  ( unavailability  of  water,  increased  Dumping  costs , etc.)  be  conducted  if  certain 
water  level  or  water  quality  triggers  are  met.  Measures  MM-Water-4  and  MM-Water-5  would 
seek  to  ensure  that  the  development  on  the  surface  uses  pervious  groundcover  and  is 
otherwise  designed  to  maximize  groundwater  infiltration,  which  in  turn  would  assist  in  providing 
freshwater  to  the  aquifer.  Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water 
conservation  in  order  to  reduce  the  volume  of  water  use  by  the  project. 


Decommissioning 
Groundwater  Supply  and  Recharge 

The  Applicant  has  not  defined  the  amount  of  water  that  would  be  required  for  dust  control 
during  decommissioning  of  Alternative  4.  Given  that  decommissioning  would  require  earth- 
moving  activities  across  the  same  total  acreage  as  construction,  this  evaluation  assumes  that 
decommissioning  would  require,  at  a maximum,  the  same  volume  of  water  as  construction. 
The  impacts  of  this  water  use,  including  water  level  declines  in  nearby  wells  and  the  potential  to 
mobilize  saline  groundwater  from  depth  or  from  the  dry  lake,  would  be  the  same  as  evaluated 
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for  construction  of  Alternative  4.  In  addition,  the  mitigation  measures  required  for  construction 
would  also  apply  to  decommissioning.  In  practice,  it  is  likely  that  water  use  during 
decommissioning  would  be  much  less  than  construction,  because  the  duration  would  be 
shorter.  The  water  would  be  obtained  from  the  same  two  groundwater  production  wells  that 
would  supply  water  for  construction  and  operations. 


Basin-Wide  Overdraft 

The  situation  of  the  proposed  production  wells  under  decommissioning  with  respect  to  basin- 
wide overdraft  concerns  is  the  same  as  evaluated  under  construction.  A comparison  of  the 
groundwater  recharge  rate  and  potential  basin  pump  rates  was  shown  in  Table  4.19-1,  and  that 
analysis  concluded  that  the  total  water  balance  in  the  basin  during  construction  is  positive,  in 
the  range  of  530  to  1 ,845  ac-ft/yr.  That  analysis  included  an  assumption  of  an  extraction  rate  of 
1 ,045  ac-ft/yr  for  the  Stateline  facility,  which  is  the  highest  rate  that  would  be  anticipated  during 
construction.  During  decommissioning,  the  rate  could  rise  again  to  1,045  ac-ft/yr,  but  for  a 
much  shorter  duration  than  construction.  Therefore,  the  available  water  balance  during 
decommissioning  would  be  in  the  range  of  1,586  to  2,901  ac-ft/yr,  and  there  would  be  no 
adverse  impact. 


Local  Drawdown 

The  analysis  of  the  effect  of  local  drawdown  presented  for  construction  of  Alternative  4 is  also 
applicable  to  decommissioning.  The  modeling  conducted  by  the  Applicant  included  a 
construction  period  of  2 years  and  4 years,  followed  by  a 30-year  operational  period.  The 
modeling  included  a scenario  with  100  percent  of  production  from  the  primary  well,  as  well  as  a 
scenario  assuming  100  percent  of  production  from  the  secondary  well. 

The  results  of  the  Applicant’s  analysis  indicate  that  groundwater  level  declines  in  the  other 
nearby  wells  over  the  entire  construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning  periods  would  be  a 
maximum  of  3.18  feet  at  well  WP-5,  3. 84  feet  at  WP-6,  0.74  feet  at  Ivanpah  SEGS,  1.00  feet  at 
Colosseum  1,  and  0.63  feet  at  Colosseum  2 (West  Yost  2013b).  As  shown  in  the  annual  report 
for  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  (Broadbent  2012),  long-term  declines  in  these  wells  have 
already  ranged  from  4 to  5 feet.  In  addition,  the  water  level  in  each  of  the  Colosseum  wells  is 
more  than  11  feet  above  the  tentative  County  significance  criteria.  In  general,  the  water 
withdrawal  rate  of  20  ac-ft/yr  during  operations  is  minimal  compared  to  rates  of  860  ac-ft/yr  for 
Primm,  1,800  ac-ft/yr  for  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  and  100  ac-ft/yr  for  Ivanpah  SEGS. 
Therefore,  the  additional  decline  resulting  from  decommissioning  of  Alternative  4 would  be  a 
minor  impact. 

The  Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  (West  Yost  2013b ) would  also  be 
applicable  to  the  project  decommissioning  under  Alternative  4.  The  following  mitigation 
measures  would  help  to  ensure  that  basin  overdraft  and  offsite  drawdown  of  more  than  5 feet 
do  not  occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to  develop  a Water 
Supply  Contingency  Plan  that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary  well  or  treatment  of  water 
quality  if  their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing  unacceptable  adverse 
impacts.  Measure  MM-Water-3  would  require  monitoring  to  ensure  that  no  impacts  occur,  and 
that  are  a more  detailed  further  analysis  of  the  actual  material  impact  ( unavailability  of  water , 
increased  pumping  costs,  etc.)  be  conducted  if  certain  water  level  or  water  quality  triggers  are 
met.  Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water  conservation  in  order  to 
reduce  the  volume  of  water  use  by  the  project. 
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Water  Quality 

Surface  Water 

Decommissioning  of  Alternative  4 would  include  use  of  the  same  types  and  amounts  of  fuels 
and  hazardous  materials  as  construction,  but  for  a shorter  duration.  The  Applicant’s 
Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  as 
required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2,  would  be  applicable  to  project  decommissioning. 
This  Plan  includes  identification  of  all  hazardous  materials  that  would  be  used,  stored,  or 
transported  at  the  site;  establishes  inspection  procedures,  storage  requirements,  storage 
quantity  limits,  inventory  control,  non-hazardous  product  substitutes,  and  disposition  of  excess 
materials;  and  requirements  for  notices  to  federal  and  local  emergency  response  authorities. 
Secondary  containment  would  be  provided  for  all  on-site  hazardous  materials  and  waste 
storage,  including  fuel.  Once  decommissioning  is  completed,  remaining  fuel  and  hazardous 
materials  would  be  removed  from  the  site,  and  any  waste  materials  would  be  disposed  offsite  in 
accordance  with  regulatory  requirements.  Similar  protective  measures,  training,  and  reporting 
would  be  required  as  part  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Water-10. 

With  compliance  with  regulatory  requirements  and  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM- 
PH&S-2  (Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan),  MM-Water-8 
(Construction  SWPPP),  and  MM-Water-10  (Accidental  Spill  Control  and  Environmental 
Training),  potential  impacts  associated  with  the  creation  of  polluted  runoff  under  Alternative  4 
would  be  minimized  and/or  avoided. 


Groundwater 

The  management  of  hazardous  materials  and  fuels  during  decommissioning  of  Alternative  4 
would  be  the  same  as  discussed  above  for  surface  water.  The  regulatory  requirements, 
mitigation  measures  (specifically,  MM-PH&S-2  and  MM-Water-10),  and  management  plans  that 
would  minimize  the  potential  for  release  of  contaminants  to  surface  water  would  also  be 
effective  in  minimizing  the  potential  for  their  release  to  groundwater.  The  Applicant’s 
Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  as 
required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2,  would  ensure  that  hazardous  materials  and 
wastes  would  be  handled  in  a safe  and  environmentally  sound  manner  to  prevent  releases  and 
in  compliance  with  the  requirements  set  forth  in  the  applicable  codes  and  regulations.  Given 
the  depth  to  groundwater  at  the  site  (approximately  200  feet),  it  is  highly  unlikely  that  any 
release  of  fuel  or  hazardous  materials  on  the  surface  could  reach  groundwater.  Any  releases 
during  decommissioning  of  Alternative  4 would  likely  be  very  small  in  volume,  and  would  be 
identified  and  remediated  before  they  could  migrate  the  large  distance  to  groundwater. 
Therefore,  contamination  of  groundwater  by  the  release  of  contaminants  is  very  unlikely. 

Mobilization  of  existing  poor  quality  groundwater,  as  discussed  for  construction,  could  also 
occur  during  decommissioning.  Although  the  wells  could  be  subject  to  increased  salinity  during 
construction,  this  effect  would  likely  be  temporary,  and  would  dissipate  when  production  levels 
are  reduced  to  no  more  than  20  ac-ft/yr  during  operations.  During  decommissioning,  the  rate 
could  rise  again  to  1,045  ac-ft/yr,  but  for  a much  shorter  duration  than  construction.  The  effect 
would  then  dissipate  again  after  decommissioning,  when  groundwater  production  ceases. 

The  Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  would  also  be  applicable  during 
project  decommissioning  of  Alternative  4.  The  following  mitigation  measures  would  help  to 
ensure  that  groundwater  quality  impacts  do  not  occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would 
require  the  Applicant  to  develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  that  would  reguire  use  of  the 
secondary  well  or  treatment  of  water  gualitv  if  their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be 
causing  unacceptable  adverse  water  quality  impacts.  Measure  MM-Water-3  would  require 
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monitoring  to  ensure  that  no  impacts  occur,  and  that  are  a more  detailed  further  analysis  of  the 
actual  material  impact  ( unavailability  of  water,  increased  Dumping  costs , etc.)  be  conducted  if 
certain  water  level  or  water  quality  triggers  are  met.  Measures  MM-Water-4  and  MM-Water-5 
would  seek  to  ensure  that  the  development  on  the  surface  uses  pervious  groundcover  and  is 
otherwise  designed  to  maximize  groundwater  infiltration,  which  in  turn  would  assist  in  providing 
freshwater  to  the  aquifer.  Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water 
conservation  in  order  to  reduce  the  volume  of  water  use  by  the  project.  Mitigation  Measure  MM- 
Water-11  would  require  that  the  Applicant  obtain  drinking  water  from  offsite  sources  if  the 
analytical  results  from  the  onsite  wells  indicate  that  the  water  does  not  meet  EPA’s  drinking 
water  standard. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  action  of  modifying  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  under  Alternative  4 would  be  the 
same  as  that  for  the  Proposed  Action.  This  action  would  not  require  construction  of  any 
structures,  use  of  water  resources,  or  use  of  hazardous  materials  that  could  impact  water 
quality.  There  would  be  no  impacts  to  water  resources  associated  with  the  modified  DWMA 
boundary. 


4.19.6.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

The  CEQA  significance  determinations  of  recreation  impacts  for  Alternative  4 would  be  identical 
to  Alternative  1.  Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  a substantial  lessening  of  any  significant 
environmental  impacts  as  compared  to  the  other  alternatives. 


4.19.7  Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 
4.19.7.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Under  this  alternative,  the  BLM  would  not  approve  the  proposed  solar  facility  and  would  not 
amend  the  CDCA  Plan.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be  constructed,  and  the  BLM 
would  continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the  existing  land  use  designation  in  the 
CDCA  Plan. 

Because  there  would  be  no  amendment  to  the  CDCA  Plan  and  no  solar  project  approved  for 
the  site  under  this  alternative,  none  of  the  impacts  on  water  resources  from  construction, 
operation,  or  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  occur. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  the  No  Action 
Alternative.  Land  uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today. 
The  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  have  any  adverse  impact  on  water  resources. 


4.19.7.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

There  would  be  no  impacts  to  water  resources  under  Alternative  5. 
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4.19.8  Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 

4.19.8.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  6 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  not  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  and  no  project  would  be  approved.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be 
constructed  on  the  site,  and  the  BLM  would  continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the 
existing  land  use  designation  in  the  CDCA  Plan.  As  a result,  none  of  the  impacts  on  water 
resources  from  construction , operation , or  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action  would 
occur. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  action  of  modifying  the  boundary  of  the  I van  pah  DWMA  under  Alternative  6 would  be  the 
same  as  that  for  the  Proposed  Action.  This  action  would  not  require  construction  of  any 
structures,  use  of  water  resources , or  use  of  hazardous  materials  that  could  impact  water 
quality.  There  would  be  no  impacts  to  water  resources  associated  with  the  modified  DWMA 
boundary. 


4.19.8.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

There  would  be  no  impacts  to  water  resources  under  Alternative  6. 


4.19.9  Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 
4.19.9.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  7 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  although  none  of  the  action  alternatives  would  be  approved.  The  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  Project  would  not  be  constructed  on  the  project  site  and  the  project  site  would  remain 
vacant  in  the  near-term.  As  a result,  none  of  the  impacts  on  water  resources  from  construction, 
operation,  or  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  occur.  While  it  is  possible  that 
some  future  solar  energy  project  could  be  constructed  on  the  site  that  has  similar  impacts  to 
water  resources  as  the  Proposed  Action,  those  impacts  are  speculative  at  this  time. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  Alternative  7. 
Land  uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today.  This 
alternative  would  not  have  any  adverse  impact  on  water  resources. 


4.19.9.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

There  would  be  no  impacts  to  water  resources  under  Alternative  7. 

4.19.10  Cumulative  Impacts 
4.19.10.1  Geographic  Extent/Context 

The  geographic  extent  of  analysis  for  water  resource  impacts  varies  depending  on  the  nature  of 
the  impact  being  evaluated,  as  follows: 
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Basin-wide  Overdraft 

The  geographic  extent  for  cumulative  impact  analysis  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternatives  is  the  boundaries  of  the  IVGB. 


Local  Drawdown 

The  geographic  extent  for  cumulative  impact  analysis  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternatives  is  locations  of  nearby  wells  that  could  potentially  be  within  the  radius  of  influence  of 
the  new  production  wells  installed  for  the  Stateline  project.  For  purposes  of  this  analysis,  this  is 
assumed  to  include  the  Primm  wells  (WP-5  and  WP-6),  PVGC  wells  (PVGC-7,  PVGC-8, 
PVGC-9,  Colosseum  1,  and  Colosseum  2),  and  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  well. 


Stormwater  Drainage  Patterns 

The  geographic  extent  for  cumulative  impact  analysis  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternatives  is  the  extent  of  the  subbasins  in  which  project  components  are  located.  In  general, 
this  includes  the  subbasin  outlines  as  they  are  delineated  in  the  Applicant’s  hydrologic  studies 
(Figure  3 in  Taney  Engineering  2011a;  Figure  3 in  Taney  Engineering  2011b),  as  well  as 
Ivanpah  Dry  Lake,  which  is  the  receiving  basin.  This  extent  includes  areas  both  upgradient  and 
downgradient  of  the  facility. 


Stormwater  Systems 

As  discussed  in  the  analysis  of  direct  and  indirect  impacts,  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternatives  do  not  have  any  potential  to  impact  stormwater  systems,  because  no  stormwater 
systems  exist  on  the  site  or  in  downgradient  areas.  Therefore,  no  cumulative  analysis  is 
performed  for  impacts  to  stormwater  systems. 


Flood  Hazards 

The  geographic  extent  for  cumulative  impact  analysis  is  the  same  as  that  for  stormwater 
drainage  patterns. 

Surface  Water  Quality 

The  geographic  extent  for  cumulative  impact  analysis  is  the  same  as  that  for  stormwater 
drainage  patterns. 


Groundwater  Quality 

The  geographic  extent  for  cumulative  impact  analysis  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternatives  is  the  area  in  which  groundwater  impacts  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternatives  could  occur.  For  potential  release  of  contaminants,  this  includes  the  downgradient 
area  into  which  contaminants  could  migrate  (Ivanpah  Dry  Lake).  For  potential  mobilization  of 
poor  quality  groundwater,  this  includes  the  radius  of  influence  of  the  new  production  wells 
installed  for  the  Stateline  project. 
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Mudflow 

As  discussed  in  the  analysis  of  direct  and  indirect  impacts,  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternatives  do  not  have  any  potential  to  be  impacted  by,  or  to  cause,  mudflows.  Therefore,  no 
cumulative  analysis  is  performed  for  mudflows. 


4.19.10.2  Existing  Cumulative  Conditions 

This  section  discusses  past  and  ongoing  projects  in  the  cumulative  analysis  areas  described 
above.  As  the  geographic  area  differs  by  type  of  impact,  so  the  range  of  existing  and  ongoing 
projects  also  differs. 


Basin-wide  Overdraft 

The  existing  projects  that  use  groundwater  within  the  IVGB  are  listed  in  Table  4.19-1,  and 
include  public  water  supply  systems  (Jean,  Primm,  Goodsprings,  Nipton,  and  Desert),  the 
Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  Molycorp,  and  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  and  Silver  State  solar  projects. 
The  analysis  presented  in  Table  4.19-1  acts  as  a summary  of  existing  cumulative  current 
conditions  with  respect  to  basin-wide  overdraft.  That  table  summarizes  the  overall  water 
balance  in  the  IVGB,  including  the  rate  of  groundwater  recharge,  as  well  as  the  total  of  all 
groundwater  uses  in  the  basin. 

As  shown  in  this  table,  the  total  water  balance  in  the  basin,  including  construction  of  the 
proposed  Stateline  project,  would  remain  in  the  range  of  530  to  1,845  ac-ft/yr  during 
construction  of  Alternatives  1 through  3.  The  existing  condition  can  be  obtained  by  subtracting 
the  projected  water  use  by  the  Stateline  facility,  resulting  in  a positive  balance  ranging  from 
1,606  to  2,921  ac-ft/yr.  Given  that  the  analysis  used  worst  case  pump  rates,  it  is  likely  that  the 
existing  balance  is  much  higher.  This  demonstrates  that  the  existing  cumulative  condition  of 
the  basin  is  not  in  overdraft. 


Local  Drawdown 

As  discussed  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives,  the  Broadbent  reports  (Broadbent  2002; 
Broadbent  2009)  document  that  local  drawdown  effects  are  known  to  occur  in  all  of  the  wells  in 
the  local  area.  As  shown  in  the  annual  report  for  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  (Broadbent 
2012),  although  the  water  level  in  each  of  the  Colosseum  wells  is  more  than  11  feet  above  the 
tentative  County  significance  criteria,  long-term  declines  in  these  wells  have  already  ranged 
from  4 to  5 feet.  Similar  declines  would  be  expected  in  the  Primm  wells. 

Springs 

The  closest  surface  water  to  the  site  is  in  the  form  of  springs  located  at  the  base  of  the  Clark 
Mountains.  The  closest  springs  are  Whiskey  Spring  ( located  4.2  miles  from  the  nearest 
groundwater  withdrawal  location,  which  is  the  secondary  production  well),  Ivanpah  Spring  (4.6 
miles  away),  and  Willow  Spring  (4.9  miles  away).  The  springs  are  located  at  elevations  of  more 
than  4,000  feet  above  sea  level,  and  are  caused  by  shallow  groundwater  being  forced  to  the 
surface  by  impermeable  bedrock.  There  is  no  reported  information  on  impacts  to  these  springs 
from  the  past  projects  in  the  region. 
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Stormwater  Drainage  Patterns 

The  existing  projects  in  the  upgradient  area  of  the  subbasins  related  to  the  Proposed  Action 
and  alternatives  include  Ivanpah  SEGS,  the  Clark  Mountain  Grazing  Allotment,  transmission 
lines,  and  the  Kern  River  natural  gas  transmission  pipeline.  Each  of  these  projects  is  situated 
on  the  alluvial  fan  upgradient  of  the  Proposed  Action , and  could  therefore  affect  hydrologic 
conditions  related  to  stormwater  flow  entering  the  facility  from  upstream.  In  general,  none  of 
these  projects  are  expected  to  have  substantially  affected  existing  cumulative  conditions  with 
respect  to  stormwater  drainage  patterns. 

Grazing  activities  are  not  expected  to  have  affected  stormwater  drainage  patterns  in  any  way. 

The  Ivanpah  SEGS  development  has  been  implemented  using  a low-impact  development 
approach  in  which  site  grading  was  limited,  and  site  drainages  were  generally  left  undeveloped. 
The  hydrologic  analyses  conducted  for  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  project  concluded  that  stormwater 
conditions  on  the  downgradient  edge  of  the  facility,  including  stormwater  velocity  and  volumes 
and  erosion  and  sedimentation  characteristics,  would  not  be  affected  by  development  of  the 
project.  Construction  of  that  facility,  and  therefore  any  potential  impact  to  stormwater  patterns, 
has  now  been  occurring  since  October,  2010,  and  there  are  no  reports  or  observations  of 
modification  of  stormwater  drainage  patterns  on  the  proposed  Stateline  site.  Therefore,  the 
Ivanpah  SEGS  project  has  not  had  any  identifiable  impact  on  existing  cumulative  conditions 
related  to  stormwater  drainage  patterns. 

The  transmission  lines  have  a very  limited  footprint  that  is  not  expected  to  affect  stormwater 
pathways,  and  the  Kern  River  pipeline  is  buried  in  the  subsurface.  Therefore,  these 
developments  are  not  expected  to  have  any  effect  on  stormwater  drainage  patterns. 

The  geographic  area  of  cumulative  analysis  also  includes  areas  downgradient  of  the  Proposed 
Action.  Due  to  the  proximity  of  the  facility  to  the  Dry  Lake,  this  includes  only  the  Dry  Lake  itself, 
as  well  as  infrastructure  located  on  the  Dry  Lake  (1-15  and  the  Calnev  Pipeline).  There  is  no 
available  information  regarding  potential  erosion  or  sedimentation  impacts  on  the  Dry  Lake  in 
the  area  of  the  Proposed  Action  that  could  have  been  caused  by  any  existing  projects. 


Flood  Hazards 

The  existing  cumulative  conditions  with  respect  to  flood  hazards  are  similar  to  those  for 
stormwater  drainage  patterns.  Existing  projects  within  the  geographic  area  of  analysis  are  the 
Clark  Mountain  Grazing  Allotment,  Ivanpah  SEGS,  the  transmission  lines,  and  the  Kern  River 
pipeline,  each  located  upstream  of  the  Proposed  Action.  The  Proposed  Action  and  all 
alternatives  would  be  located  in  FEMA  Zone  D,  which  is  classified  as  an  area  where  flood 
hazards  have  not  been  mapped  (FEMA  2008).  However,  none  of  the  existing  projects  are 
known  to  have  affected  potential  flood  conditions  on  or  downgradient  of  the  proposed  Stateline 
facility. 


Surface  Water  Quality 

The  existing  cumulative  conditions  with  respect  to  surface  water  quality  are  similar  to  those  for 
stormwater  drainage  patterns.  Existing  projects  within  the  geographic  area  of  analysis  are  the 
Clark  Mountain  Grazing  Allotment,  Ivanpah  SEGS,  the  transmission  lines,  and  the  Kern  River 
pipeline,  each  located  upstream  of  the  proposed  Stateline  facility.  None  of  these  is  known  to 
have  affected  surface  water  quality  on  or  downgradient  of  the  proposed  Stateline  facility 
through  either  releases  of  hazardous  materials,  or  through  modification  of  sedimentation  and 
erosion  characteristics. 
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Groundwater  Quality 

With  respect  to  the  potential  release  of  contaminants  to  groundwater,  the  existing  projects 
include  any  project  that  could  potentially  impact  groundwater  within  the  IVGB.  Groundwater 
contamination  related  to  Molycorp  waste  disposal  activities  is  known  to  exist  at  the  New  Ivanpah 
Evaporation  Pond  (NIEP;  located  about  3 miles  east  of  the  proposed  Stateline  facility),  the  Old 
Ivanpah  Evaporation  Pond  (OIEP;  located  about  9 miles  to  the  southeast  of  the  facility),  and  the 
Molycorp  Mine  and  Millsite  (located  about  10  miles  south  of  the  facility).  These  areas  of 
contamination  are  each  currently  under  investigation  and/or  remediation  under  the  oversight  of 
the  Lahontan  RWQCB.  None  of  these  areas  is  known  to  have  impacted,  or  have  the  potential 
to  impact,  groundwater  uses  in  the  IVGB. 

Additional  existing  projects  which  have  the  potential  to  affect  groundwater  quality  include  the 
Calnev  petroleum  products  pipeline,  transport  of  hazardous  materials  and  fuels  along  1-15  and 
the  Union  Pacific  Railroad,  storage  of  fuels  at  gasoline  stations  at  Primm,  and  use  of  limited 
amounts  of  fuels  and  hazardous  materials  at  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  and  the  Ivanpah 
SEGS,  Silver  State,  and  Walter  Higgins  Bighorn  power  plants.  None  of  these  potential  sources 
are  known  to  have  had  impacts  to  groundwater  quality. 

Mobilization  of  existing  poor  quality  groundwater  has  been  documented  in  the  area  of  the 
Proposed  Action.  Existing  projects  that  could  create  this  effect  include  any  project  that  involves 
groundwater  withdrawal  in  close  proximity  to  the  Dry  Lake,  including  the  Primm  resorts,  the 
Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  and  Ivanpah  SEGS  in  the  northern  part  of  Ivanpah  Valley,  and 
Molycorp  in  the  southern  part.  Broadbent  (2002)  reports  that  TDS  concentrations  in  the  PVGC 
wells  increased  immediately  after  the  wells  were  first  pumped  in  1995.  By  1998,  the  golf  course 
had  procured  the  Colosseum  wells  to  provide  better  water  quality,  and  had  substantially 
reduced  pumping  from  the  PVGC  wells.  Within  two  years,  the  TDS  concentrations  in  PVGC-7 
and  PVGC-8  had  dropped  to  original  levels  again,  apparently  due  to  recovery  of  the  original 
groundwater  gradient  and  inflow  of  fresher  water  from  the  recharge  areas  higher  on  the  alluvial 
fan. 

A similar  trend  was  noted  in  the  Primm  wells  WP-5  and  WP-6.  There  appears  to  be  a direct 
positive  correlation  between  pumping  rate  and  TDS  concentrations  in  these  wells,  with  TDS 
concentrations  rising  as  pump  rates  increase.  This  would  be  consistent  with  withdrawal  of 
water  from  depth  or  from  the  direction  of  the  Dry  Lake.  However,  TDS  concentrations  decrease 
again  once  pumping  is  reduced.  This  trend  suggests  that  detrimental  effects  to  groundwater 
quality  as  a result  of  withdrawal  are  not  permanent  (Broadbent  2002). 


4.19.10.3  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Projects 

Table  4.1-1  provides  a list  of  current  and  reasonably  foreseeable  projects,  including  other 
proposed  or  approved  renewable  energy  projects;  various  BLM  authorized  actions/activities, 
proposed  or  approved  projects  within  the  County’s  jurisdiction,  and  other  actions/activities  that 
the  agencies  consider  reasonably  foreseeable.  Table  4.1-2  summarizes  the  cumulative 
projects  that  would  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  the  Proposed  Action  and  result  in 
cumulative  impacts  to  recreational  resources.  Most  of  these  projects  have  either  undergone 
independent  environmental  review  pursuant  to  NEPA  and/or  CEQA,  or  will  do  so  prior  to 
approval.  Even  if  environmental  review  has  not  been  completed  for  the  cumulative  projects 
described  in  Table  4.1-2,  their  effects  were  considered  in  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis  in  the 
PA  and  EIS/EIR. 

Again,  the  reasonable  foreseeable  projects  which  are  relevant  to  the  analysis  vary  depending 
on  the  type  of  impact  being  evaluated,  as  follows: 
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Basin-wide  Overdraft 

The  evaluation  of  basin-wide  overdraft  impacts  in  Table  4.19-1  included  current  projects 
withdrawing  water  from  the  IVGB,  as  well  as  potential  future  use  at  the  Silver  State  and 
Stateline  projects.  The  pump  rate  provided  for  the  Silver  State  solar  projects  includes  the 
expected  volume  to  be  used  to  support  future  construction  of  Phase  2 of  the  project.  The  pump 
rate  provided  for  Molycorp  represents  both  a past  use  and  a future  use,  since  these  wells  are 
currently  not  used,  but  are  expected  to  be  used  by  2013.  In  addition,  the  pump  rate  provided 
for  Molycorp  also  assumes  that  Molycorp  provides  water  to  support  the  Calnev  Pipeline 
Expansion  Project.  No  other  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  are  expected  to  use  groundwater 
from  the  basin. 


Local  Drawdown 

No  additional  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  are  expected  to  use  groundwater  in  the  local 
area  near  the  Primm  and  PVGC  wells. 


Springs 

No  other  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  are  expected  to  use  groundwater  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
springs  located  at  the  base  of  the  Clark  Mountains. 


Stormwater  Drainage  Patterns 

Desert  Xpress  is  the  only  reasonably  foreseeable  future  project  in  the  area  which  could  impact 
stormwater  drainage  patterns. 


Flood  Hazards 

Desert  Xpress  is  the  only  reasonably  foreseeable  future  project  in  the  areawhich  could  impact 
flood  hazards. 


Surface  Water  Quality 

The  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects  which  could  impact  surface  water  quality  in  the  area 
include  Desert  Xpress,  JPOE,  Molycorp  Phoenix  Project,  Silver  State  Phase  2,  Southern 
Nevada  Supplemental  Airport,  and  the  Calnev  Expansion  Project.  Most  of  these  are 
construction  projects  which  would  use  fuels  and  hazardous  materials  during  construction,  but 
would  then  have  very  limited  activities  associated  with  their  operations.  Molycorp,  Southern 
Nevada  Supplemental  Airport,  and  the  Calnev  Expansion  project  would  include  long-term 
storage,  transport,  or  management  of  large  volumes  of  fuels,  and  therefore  their  operations 
could  potentially  impact  surface  water  quality. 


Groundwater  Quality 

The  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects  which  could  impact  groundwater  quality  through  the 
release  of  hazardous  materials  are  the  same  as  those  that  could  affect  surface  water:  Desert 
Xpress,  JPOE,  Molycorp  Phoenix  Project,  Silver  State  Phase  2,  Southern  Nevada 
Supplemental  Airport,  and  the  Calnev  Expansion  Project.  With  respect  to  mobilization  of  poor 
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quality  groundwater,  there  are  no  known  future  projects  that  are  expected  to  involve 
groundwater  withdrawal  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Dry  Lake. 


4.19.10.4  Cumulative  Impact  Analysis 
Construction 

Basin-wide  Overdraft 

The  analysis  presented  in  Table  4.19-1  acts  as  a summary  of  basin-wide  overdraft  with  respect 
to  all  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects,  including  inclusion  of  the 
construction  phase  of  the  Proposed  Action.  As  shown  in  this  table,  the  total  water  balance  in 
the  basin  associated  with  all  of  these  projects  is  positive,  in  the  range  of  530  to  1 ,845  ac-ft/yr. 
Given  that  the  analysis  used  worst  case  pump  rates,  it  is  likely  that  the  balance  is  much  higher. 
Therefore,  the  cumulative  effect  of  all  projects  would  not  create  a basin-wide  overdraft 
condition. 


Local  Drawdown 

As  discussed  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives,  the  Broadbent  reports  (Broadbent  2002; 
Broadbent  2009)  document  that  local  drawdown  effects  are  known  to  occur  in  all  of  the  wells  in 
the  local  area.  As  shown  in  the  annual  report  for  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  (Broadbent 
2012),  although  the  water  level  in  each  of  the  Colosseum  wells  is  more  than  11  feet  above  the 
tentative  County  significance  criteria,  long-term  declines  in  these  wells  have  already  ranged 
from  4 to  5 feet.  Similar  declines  would  be  expected  in  the  Primm  wells.  Inclusion  of  water 
withdrawal  from  the  Proposed  Action  (the  only  reasonably  foreseeable  future  project)  would 
result  in  an  additional  drawdown  ranging  of  a maximum  of  3.18  feet  at  WP-5,  3.84  feet  at  WP- 
6,  0.74  feet  at  Ivanpah  SEGS,  1.00  feet  at  Colosseum  1,  and  0.63  feet  at  Colosseum  2 (West 
Yost  2013b). 

Cumulative  local  drawdown  effects  would  be  expected  as  a result  of  the  existing  projects,  and 
the  Proposed  Action  would  contribute,  incrementally,  to  that  effect.  However,  the  cumulative 
effect  of  the  withdrawal  from  all  wells  would  not  exceed  the  County’s  significance  criteria  for 
those  types  of  effects , and  therefore  the  impact  would  therefore  be  less  than  significant. 

The  Applicant  has  developed  a Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  (West  Yost 
2013b),  which  would  monitor  the  impact,  establish  significance  criteria  for  evaluating  impacts, 
and  proposes  response  actions  (such  as  reducing  pumping  rates  or  implementing  water 
conservation  measures ) to  be  implemented  should  the  significance  criteria  be  exceeded. 
Implementation  of  the  plan  would  be  required  as  part  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Water-3.  The 
following  mitigation  measures  would  also  help  to  ensure  that  basin  overdraft  and  offsite 
drawdown  of  more  than  5 feet  do  not  occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the 
Applicant  to  develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary 
well  or  treatment  of  water  quality  if  their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing 
unacceptable  adverse  impacts.  Measures  MM-Water-4  and  MM-Water-5  would  seek  to  ensure 
that  the  development  on  the  surface  uses  pervious  groundcover  and  is  otherwise  designed  to 
maximize  groundwater  infiltration,  which  in  turn  would  assist  in  providing  freshwater  to  the 
aquifer.  Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water  conservation  in  order 
to  reduce  the  volume  of  water  use  by  the  project.  Similar  measures  are  currently  required  for 
the  Primm,  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  and  Ivanpah  SEGS  wells,  and  would  be  expected  to  be 
required  for  the  other  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects. 


November  2013 


4.19-73 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.19  Water  Resources 


Springs 

The  closest  surface  water  to  the  site  is  in  the  form  of  springs  located  at  the  base  of  the  Clark 
Mountains.  The  closest  springs  are  Whiskey  Spring  ( located  4.2  miles  from  the  nearest 
groundwater  withdrawal  location , which  is  the  secondary  production  well),  Ivanpah  Spring  (4.6 
miles  away),  and  Willow  Spring  (4.9  miles  away).  The  springs  are  located  at  elevations  of  more 
than  4,000  feet  above  sea  level , and  are  caused  by  shallow  groundwater  being  forced  to  the 
surface  by  impermeable  bedrock. 

The  groundwater  modeling  performed  by  the  applicant  incorporated  pumping  from  all 
groundwater  users  in  the  basin,  and  therefore , acted  as  a cumulative  analysis.  The  modeling 
showed  that  drawdown,  even  in  wells  located  close  to  each  other , was  on  the  order  of  a few 
feet.  Given  this  small  amount  of  drawdown  in  local  wells , the  potential  for  a level  of  drawdown 
substantial  enough  to  affect  springs  more  than  4 miles  away  Is  minimal.  Also , the  amount  of 
additional  groundwater  use  added  by  the  project  during  construction  would  be  minimal 
compared  to  the  total  groundwater  use , which  has  been  occurring  in  this  region  for  years.  No 
impacts  to  these  springs  resulting  from  historical  groundwater  use  has  been  reported , and 
therefore  the  added  incremental  use , which  would  occur  only  during  construction , does  not 
have  the  ability  to  affect  the  springs. 


Stormwater  Drainage  Patterns 

The  contribution  of  the  Proposed  Action  to  cumulative  impacts  on  surface  water  and  drainage 
patterns  would  be  the  same  under  construction,  operations  and  maintenance,  and 
decommissioning.  This  is  because  any  potential  impact  would  be  associated  with  vegetation 
removal,  site  grading,  implementation  of  debris  and  sediment  basins,  and  existence  of 
infrastructure  on  the  project  site.  Once  vegetation  removal,  grading,  and  basin  construction  is 
completed  during  early  phases  of  construction,  potential  contributions  to  cumulative  impacts 
would  remain  the  same  throughout  the  remainder  of  the  construction  period,  and  into  the 
operations  and  decommissioning  period.  Therefore,  this  analysis  is  presented  here  under 
construction,  but  is  not  repeated  for  the  cumulative  analysis  for  operations  and 
decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action. 

The  Proposed  Action  and  other  existing  and  future  projects  would  be  located  on  an  active 
alluvial  fan  system  characterized  by  numerous  ephemeral  drainages  that  only  flow  during 
substantial  precipitation  events.  Impacts  associated  with  development  on  an  alluvial  fan  system 
can  include  flash  flood  damage  to  unprotected  site  structures,  increased  soil  erosion  onsite  and 
in  downgradient  areas  due  to  increase  in  stormwater  flow  rates  or  concentration  of  flow, 
increased  potential  for  flood  damage  to  downgradient  structures,  and  increased  sedimentation 
in  downgradient  areas. 

To  address  these  potential  impacts  for  the  Proposed  Action,  the  Applicant  has  conducted 
hydrologic  modeling  to  predict  stormwater  flow  conditions,  designed  the  Proposed  Action  to 
incorporate  protective  features,  and  then  included  these  protective  features  in  additional 
modeling  to  verify  that  they  would  protect  both  the  facility  and  the  downgradient  areas.  The 
modeling  conducted  by  the  Applicant  for  the  Proposed  Action  ( Taney  Engineering  2011a)  also 
acts  as  an  analysis  of  existing  cumulative  conditions  because  it  incorporated  assumptions  and 
input  parameters  associated  with  existing  projects  located  upgradient  from  the  Project  site. 

That  analysis  indicated  that,  with  implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  Storm  Water  Management 
Plan,  compliance  with  regulatory  requirements,  mitigation  measures,  and  similar  requirements 
for  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  project,  there  would  be  no  adverse  impacts  to  stormwater  flow,  erosion, 
or  sedimentation  characteristics  in  the  Project  area. 
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The  only  reasonably  foreseeable  future  project  which  could  affect  stormwater  drainage  in  the 
area  is  Desert  Xpress.  Construction  of  this  project  would  involve  vegetation  clearing,  site 
grading,  and  placement  of  infrastructure  within  stormwater  flow  pathways.  Desert  Xpress  would 
include  a new  linear  feature  extending  across  active  drainage  channels  on  the  alluvial  fan 
upgradient  of  the  proposed  Stateline  facility,  and  could  therefore  affect  stormwater  patterns  and 
erosion  and  sedimentation  characteristics  if  it  obstructed  drainages  or  increased  erosion  rates. 

The  Desert  Xpress  project  would  be  required  to  operate  in  compliance  with  a Construction 
SWPPP,  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action.  In  addition,  it  would  be  subject  to  mitigation  measures 
required  as  part  of  project  approval.  The  SWPPP  and  the  mitigation  measures  would  be 
designed  to  address  stormwater  so  that  no  increase  in  stormwater  flow,  erosion,  or 
sedimentation  occurs  in  downgradient  areas.  In  theory,  failure  to  comply  with  these  measures 
on  Desert  Xpress  could  affect  stormwater  flow  conditions  as  they  enter  the  Proposed  Action 
site.  Since  the  Project’s  hydrologic  modeling  was  conducted,  and  the  facility  subsequently 
designed,  based  on  certain  assumptions  regarding  the  nature  of  stormwater  flow  entering  the 
site  from  upgradient,  modification  of  these  conditions  by  Desert  Xpress  could  render  the 
Project’s  modeling  inapplicable,  and  could  mean  that  the  design  of  the  Proposed  Action  would 
be  inadequate  to  manage  stormwater  flows.  This  scenario  is  unlikely,  as  Desert  Xpress  would 
be  subject  to  regulatory  oversight  and  monitoring  for  compliance  with  mitigation  measures. 

Assuming  that  the  future  projects  do  not  affect  upgradient  hydrology,  the  flow  rates  presented 
in  Table  4.19.3  show  that,  on  average,  the  development  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  increase 
flow  rates  in  the  subbasins  by  a maximum  of  about  2 percent.  Based  on  these  results,  the 
cumulative  projects  would  not  result  in  subjecting  any  areas  to  increased  potential  for  flood 
damage,  and  would  not  modify  erosion  or  sedimentation  rates  in  downstream  areas. 

Maintaining  these  results  depends  on  continued  operation  of  the  debris  and  sediment  basins  as 
they  are  designed  to  operate.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-9  would  require  the  Applicant  to 
implement  their  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012k),  which  specifies  how  the 
debris  and  sediment  basins  would  be  designed,  inspected,  and  maintained  to  ensure  their 
continued  operation.  BLM  has  reviewed  the  design  of  the  basins  on  the  Applicant’s  site  plans, 
the  proposed  methods  for  inspection  and  maintenance  in  the  Storm  Water  Management  Plan, 
and  the  methodologies  and  input  parameters  for  the  hydrologic  modeling,  and  concludes  that 
the  Proposed  Action  along  with  other  existing  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions  would 
not  be  subject  downstream  areas  to  increased  potential  for  flood  damage,  nor  would  they 
modify  erosion  or  sedimentation  rates  in  downstream  areas. 


Flood  Hazards 

Similar  to  the  discussion  of  cumulative  surface  water  drainage  pattern  impacts,  the  contribution 
of  the  Proposed  Action  to  cumulative  impacts  associated  with  flood  hazard  areas  would  be  the 
same  under  construction,  operations  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning.  This  is  because 
any  potential  impact  would  be  associated  with  modification  of  stormwater  flow  pathways, 
volumes,  or  velocities,  and  these  modifications  would  occur  during  initial  stages  of  construction 
and  be  maintained  throughout  the  operations  and  decommissioning  periods.  Therefore,  this 
cumulative  analysis  is  presented  here  under  construction,  but  is  not  repeated  for  operations  and 
decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action. 

The  cumulative  analysis  of  flood  hazards  is  similar  to  that  for  stormwater  drainage  patterns, 
because  the  analysis  is  based  on  modification  of  stormwater  flow  patterns.  As  discussed 
above,  the  modeling  conducted  by  the  Applicant  for  the  Proposed  Action  also  acts  as  an 
analysis  of  flood  hazards  for  existing  cumulative  conditions  because  it  incorporated 
assumptions  and  input  parameters  associated  with  existing  projects  located  upgradient. 
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That  analysis  indicated  that,  with  implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  Storm  Water  Management 
Plan,  compliance  with  regulatory  requirements,  mitigation  measures,  and  similar  requirements 
for  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  project,  there  would  be  no  adverse  impacts  associated  with  flood 
hazards. 

The  only  reasonably  foreseeable  future  project  which  could  affect  flood  hazards  in  the  area  is 
Desert  Xpress.  Construction  of  this  project  would  involve  vegetation  clearing,  site  grading,  and 
placement  of  infrastructure  within  stormwater  flow  pathways.  Desert  Xpress  would  include  a 
new  linear  feature  extending  across  active  drainage  channels  on  the  alluvial  fan  upgradient  of 
the  Proposed  Action  site , and  could  therefore  affect  stormwater  flow  or  erosion  and 
sedimentation  characteristics,  and  therefore  create  potential  flood  hazards  to  downgradient 
areas. 

The  Desert  Xpress  project  would  be  required  to  operate  in  compliance  with  a Construction 
SWPPP,  similar  to  the  Stateline  project.  In  addition,  it  would  be  subject  to  mitigation  measures 
required  as  part  of  project  approval.  The  SWPPP  and  the  mitigation  measures  would  be 
designed  to  address  stormwater  so  that  no  increase  in  stormwater  flow,  erosion,  or 
sedimentation  occurs  in  downgradient  areas.  In  theory,  failure  to  comply  with  these  measures 
on  Desert  Xpress  could  affect  stormwater  flow  conditions  as  they  enter  the  Proposed  Action 
site.  Since  the  Project’s  hydrologic  modeling  was  conducted,  and  the  facility  subsequently 
designed,  based  on  certain  assumptions  regarding  the  nature  of  stormwater  flow  entering  the 
site  from  upgradient,  modification  of  these  conditions  by  Desert  Xpress  could  render  the 
Project’s  modeling  inapplicable,  and  could  mean  that  the  design  of  the  Proposed  Action  would 
be  inadequate  to  protect  the  facility  from  flood  hazards.  This  scenario  is  unlikely,  as  Desert 
Xpress  would  be  subject  to  regulatory  oversight  and  monitoring  for  compliance  with  mitigation 
measures. 

The  scour  analysis  was  conducted  for  the  100  year  flood  scenario,  and  included  an  analysis  of 
the  project  area  without  implementation  of  upstream  debris  basins,  and  then  with 
implementation  of  upstream  debris  basins.  The  analysis  demonstrated  that,  without  stormwater 
management,  scour  depths  of  up  to  4.1  feet  could  occur  around  the  support  posts  of  the  solar 
arrays.  This  depth  of  scour  would  not  be  large  enough  to  destabilize  the  arrays  because  of  the 
depth  of  installation  of  the  supports,  and  the  fact  that  each  array  is  supported  by  multiple  posts. 
The  scour  calculation  for  the  post-development  condition,  which  would  include  debris  basins  to 
slow  stormwater  and  release  it  as  sheet  flow  across  the  solar  array  area,  would  be 
approximately  2 feet  in  depth.  Again,  this  depth  would  not  be  high  enough  to  destabilize  site 
structures.  Implementation  of  Desert  Xpress,  assuming  that  this  project  is  in  compliance  with 
regulations  and  associated  mitigation  measures,  would  not  change  these  conclusions.  The 
Applicant’s  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  includes  provisions  to  inspect  the  site  following 
storm  events,  and  any  scour  of  this  magnitude  would  be  found  and  corrected. 


Surface  Water  Quality  - Hazardous  Materials  Releases 

With  respect  to  potential  releases  of  hazardous  materials  or  fuels,  all  projects  in  the  Valley 
would  use  these  items  in  some  quantity.  Existing  potential  sources  of  contaminants  include  the 
existing  Calnev  petroleum  products  pipeline,  transport  of  hazardous  materials  and  fuels  along  I- 
15  and  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad,  storage  of  fuels  at  gasoline  stations  at  Primm,  and  use  of 
limited  amounts  of  fuels  and  hazardous  materials  at  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  and  the 
Ivanpah  SEGS,  Silver  State,  and  Walter  Higgins  Bighorn  power  plants.  Future  projects  which 
would  involve  use  of  these  materials  include  Desert  Xpress,  JPOE,  Molycorp  Phoenix  Project, 
Silver  State  Phase  2,  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport,  and  the  Calnev  Expansion 
Project.  Most  of  the  future  projects  are  construction  projects  which  would  use  fuels  and 
hazardous  materials  during  construction,  but  would  then  have  very  limited  activities  associated 
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with  their  operations.  However,  Molycorp,  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport,  and  the 
existing  and  proposed  Calnev  Expansion  project  would  include  long-term  storage,  transport,  or 
management  of  large  volumes  of  fuels,  and  therefore  their  operations  could  potentially  impact 
surface  water  quality.  Currently,  no  sources  impacting  surface  water  quality  through  the 
release  of  hazardous  materials  are  known. 

Each  of  these  projects  could  release  hazardous  materials  or  fuels,  resulting  in  impacts  to 
surface  water  quality.  Cumulative  impacts  would  only  occur  if  multiple  releases  were  to  occur 
and  not  be  addressed  through  remediation,  which  is  unlikely.  All  of  the  projects  that  store  more 
than  1,320  gallons  of  oil  would  be  required  to  operate  under  a SPCC  Plan,  which  would  require 
features  such  as  secondary  containment,  facility  inspection,  and  response  actions.  In  addition, 
most  of  these  projects  are  subject  to  mitigation  measures  resulting  from  the  project  approval 
process.  For  the  Proposed  Action,  the  Applicant  has  developed  an  Emergency  Response  and 
Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  as  required  by  mitigation  measure 
MM-PH&S-2,  which  includes  identification  of  all  hazardous  materials  that  would  be  used, 
stored,  or  transported  at  the  site;  establishes  inspection  procedures,  storage  requirements, 
storage  quantity  limits,  inventory  control,  non-hazardous  product  substitutes,  and  disposition  of 
excess  materials;  and  requirements  for  notices  to  federal  and  local  emergency  response 
authorities.  Secondary  containment  would  be  provided  for  all  on-site  hazardous  materials  and 
waste  storage,  including  fuel.  In  particular,  fuel  storage  (for  construction  vehicles  and 
equipment)  would  be  a temporary  activity  occurring  only  for  as  long  as  is  needed  to  support 
construction  activities.  In  addition,  the  Applicant  would  site  all  fueling,  hazardous  materials 
storage  areas,  and  operation  and  maintenance  activities  involving  hazardous  materials  at  least 
100  feet  away  from  blue-line  drainages  as  identified  on  USGS  topography  maps.  Similar 
protective  measures,  training,  and  reporting  would  be  required  as  part  of  mitigation  measure 
MM-Water-10. 

Because  they  are  subject  to  similar  regulatory  requirements  and  mitigation  measures,  none  of 
the  existing  or  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects  are  expected  to  create  cumulative 
surface  water  quality  impacts.  With  compliance  with  regulatory  requirements  and 
implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM-PH&S-2  ( Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous 
Materials  Management  Plan),  MM-Water-8  ( Construction  SWPPP),  and  MM-Water-10 
( Accidental  Spill  Control  and  Environmental  Training),  construction  of  the  Proposed  Action 
would  not  contribute  to  any  cumulative  impacts. 


Surface  Water  Quality  - Sedimentation  and  Erosion  Characteristics 

Similar  to  the  discussion  of  cumulative  surface  water  drainage  pattern  impacts,  the  contribution 
of  the  Proposed  Action  to  cumulative  impacts  associated  with  sedimentation  and  erosion  would 
be  the  same  under  construction,  operations  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning.  This  is 
because  any  potential  impact  would  be  associated  with  modification  of  stormwater  flow 
pathways,  volumes,  or  velocities,  and  these  modifications  would  occur  during  initial  stages  of 
construction  and  be  maintained  throughout  the  operations  and  decommissioning  periods. 
Therefore,  this  cumulative  analysis  is  presented  here  under  construction,  but  is  not  repeated  for 
operations  and  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action. 

The  cumulative  analysis  of  surface  water  quality  resulting  from  modification  of  sedimentation 
and  erosion  characteristics  is  similar  to  that  for  stormwater  drainage  patterns,  because  the 
analysis  is  based  on  modification  of  stormwater  flow  patterns.  As  discussed  above,  the 
modeling  conducted  by  the  Applicant  for  the  Proposed  Action  also  acts  as  an  analysis  of 
sedimentation  and  erosion  characteristics  for  existing  cumulative  conditions  because  it 
incorporated  assumptions  and  input  parameters  associated  with  existing  projects  located 
upgradient,  including  grazing,  Kern  River  pipeline,  transmission  lines,  and  Ivanpah  SEGS. 
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That  analysis  concluded  that,  with  implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  Storm  Water  Management 
Plan,  compliance  with  regulatory  requirements,  mitigation  measures,  and  similar  requirements 
for  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  project,  there  would  be  no  adverse  impacts  to  surface  water  quality 
associated  with  modification  of  sedimentation  or  erosion  characteristics  from  the  Proposed 
Action  and  existing  cumulative  projects. 

The  only  reasonably  foreseeable  future  project  which  could  affect  sedimentation  and  erosion  in 
the  area  is  Desert  Xpress.  Construction  of  this  project  would  involve  vegetation  clearing,  site 
grading,  and  placement  of  infrastructure  within  stormwater  flow  pathways.  Desert  Xpress  would 
include  a new  linear  feature  extending  across  active  drainage  channels  on  the  alluvia!  fan 
upgradient  of  the  proposed  Stateline  facility,  and  could  therefore  affect  sedimentation  and 
erosion  characteristics  in  downgradient  areas. 

The  Desert  Xpress  project  would  be  required  to  operate  in  compliance  with  a Construction 
SWPPP,  similar  to  the  Stateline  project.  In  addition,  the  project  would  be  subject  to  mitigation 
measures  required  as  part  of  project  approval.  The  SWPPP  and  the  mitigation  measures 
would  be  designed  to  address  stormwater  so  that  no  increase  in  stormwater  flow,  erosion,  or 
sedimentation  occurs  in  downgradient  areas.  In  theory,  failure  to  comply  with  these  measures 
on  Desert  Xpress  could  affect  stormwater  flow  conditions  as  they  enter  the  Stateline  facility. 
Since  the  Stateline  hydrologic  modeling  was  conducted,  and  the  facility  subsequently  designed, 
based  on  certain  assumptions  regarding  the  nature  of  stormwater  flow  entering  the  site  from 
upgradient,  modification  of  these  conditions  by  Desert  Xpress  could  render  the  Stateline 
modeling  inapplicable,  and  could  mean  that  the  design  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  be 
inadequate  to  ensure  that  surface  water  quality  impacts  associated  with  sedimentation  and 
erosion  characteristics  do  not  occur.  This  scenario  is  unlikely,  as  Desert  Xpress  would  be 
subject  to  regulatory  oversight  and  monitoring  for  compliance  with  mitigation  measures. 


Groundwater  Quality  - Hazardous  Materials  Releases 

Groundwater  quality  impacts  associated  with  releases  of  fuels  or  hazardous  materials  have 
been  documented  to  have  occurred  in  the  IVGB.  Groundwater  contamination  related  to 
Molycorp  waste  disposal  activities  is  known  to  exist  at  the  New  Ivanpah  Evaporation  Pond 
(NIEP;  located  about  3 miles  east  of  the  proposed  Stateline  facility),  the  Old  Ivanpah 
Evaporation  Pond  (01 EP;  located  about  9 miles  to  the  southeast  of  the  facility),  and  the 
Molycorp  Mine  and  Millsite  (located  about  10  miles  south  of  the  facility).  These  areas  of 
contamination  are  each  currently  under  investigation  and/or  remediation  under  the  oversight  of 
the  Lahontan  RWQCB.  None  of  these  areas  is  known  to  have  impacted,  or  have  the  potential 
to  impact,  groundwater  uses  in  the  IVGB.  In  addition,  each  area  is  relatively  limited  in  extent 
with  respect  to  the  overall  lateral  extent  and  storage  capacity  of  the  basin,  and  the  cumulative 
effect  has  therefore  not  resulted  in  adverse  to  any  groundwater  users. 

Additional  existing  projects  which  have  the  potential  to  affect  groundwater  quality  include  the 
Calnev  petroleum  products  pipeline,  transport  of  hazardous  materials  and  fuels  along  I-  15  and 
the  Union  Pacific  Railroad,  storage  of  fuels  at  gasoline  stations  at  Primm,  and  use  of  limited 
amounts  of  fuels  and  hazardous  materials  at  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  and  the  Ivanpah 
SEGS,  Silver  State,  and  Walter  Higgins  Bighorn  power  plants.  None  of  these  potential  sources 
are  known  to  have  had  impacts  to  groundwater  quality.  Future  projects  which  could  impact 
groundwater  quality  through  the  release  of  hazardous  materials  are  the  same  as  those  that 
could  affect  surface  water:  Desert  Xpress,  JPOE,  Molycorp  Phoenix  Project,  Silver  State  Phase 
2,  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport,  and  the  Calnev  Expansion  Project. 

Each  of  these  projects  could  potentially  release  hazardous  materials  or  fuels,  resulting  in 
impacts  to  groundwater  quality.  Adverse  cumulative  impacts  would  only  occur  if  multiple 
releases  were  to  occur,  would  not  be  addressed  through  remediation,  and  the  cumulative  effect 
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would  be  so  large  with  respect  to  the  basin  that  it  would  result  in  impacts  to  groundwater  users. 
This  scenario  is  unlikely.  All  of  the  projects  that  store  more  than  1,320  gallons  of  oil  would  be 
required  to  operate  under  a SPCC  Plan,  which  would  require  features  such  as  secondary 
containment,  facility  inspection,  and  response  actions.  In  addition,  most  of  these  projects  are 
subject  to  mitigation  measures  resulting  from  the  project  approval  process.  For  the  Proposed 
Action,  the  Applicant  has  developed  an  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials 
Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  as  required  by  mitigation  measure  MM-PH&S-2,  which 
includes  identification  of  all  hazardous  materials  that  would  be  used,  stored,  or  transported  at 
the  site;  establishes  inspection  procedures,  storage  requirements,  storage  quantity  limits, 
inventory  control,  non-hazardous  product  substitutes,  and  disposition  of  excess  materials;  and 
requirements  for  notices  to  federal  and  local  emergency  response  authorities.  Secondary 
containment  would  be  provided  for  all  on-site  hazardous  materials  and  waste  storage,  including 
fuel.  In  particular,  fuel  storage  (for  construction  vehicles  and  equipment)  would  be  a temporary 
activity  occurring  only  for  as  long  as  is  needed  to  support  construction  activities.  In  addition,  the 
Applicant  would  site  all  fueling,  hazardous  materials  storage  areas,  and  operation  and 
maintenance  activities  involving  hazardous  materials  at  least  100  feet  away  from  blue-line 
drainages  as  identified  on  USGS  topography  maps.  Similar  protective  measures,  training,  and 
reporting  would  be  required  as  part  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Water-10. 

Because  they  are  subject  to  similar  regulatory  requirements  and  mitigation  measures,  none  of 
the  existing  or  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects  are  expected  to  create  cumulative 
groundwater  quality  impacts.  With  compliance  with  regulatory  requirements  and 
implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM-PH&S-2  (Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous 
Materials  Management  Plan),  MM-Water-8  (Construction  SWPPP ),  and  MM-Water-10 
(Accidental  Spill  Control  and  Environmental  Training ),  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  contribute 
to  any  cumulative  impacts. 


Groundwater  Quality  - Mobilization  of  Poor  Quality  Groundwater 

Cumulative  impacts  associated  with  mobilization  of  existing  poor  quality  groundwater  have  been 
documented  in  the  area  of  the  Proposed  Action.  Broadbent  (2002)  reports  that  TDS 
concentrations  in  the  PVGC  wells  increased  immediately  after  the  wells  were  first  pumped  in 
1995.  By  1998,  the  golf  course  had  procured  the  Colosseum  wells  to  provide  better  water 
quality,  and  had  substantially  reduced  pumping  from  the  PVGC  wells.  A similar  trend  was 
noted  in  the  Primm  wells  WP-5  and  WP-6.  The  addition  of  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  well  and  the 
Proposed  Action  well  in  the  same  general  area  could  potentially  add  to  this  effect. 

The  Applicant  has  developed  a Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  (West  Yost 
2013b),  which  would  monitor  the  impact,  establish  significance  criteria  for  evaluating  impacts, 
and  propose  response  actions  to  be  implemented  should  the  significance  criteria  be  exceeded, 
implementation  of  the  plan  would  be  required  as  part  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Water-3.  The 
following  mitigation  measures  would  help  to  ensure  that  migration  of  poor  quality  groundwater 
does  not  occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to  develop  a 
Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  that  would  reguire  use  of  the  secondary  well  or  treatment  of 
water  Quality  if  their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing  unacceptable  adverse 
impacts.  Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water  conservation  in  order 
to  reduce  the  volume  of  water  use  by  the  project.  Similar  measures  are  currently  required  for 
the  Primm,  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  and  Ivanpah  SEGS  wells.  Mitigation  Measure  MM- 
Water-11  would  require  that  the  Applicant  obtain  drinking  water  from  offsite  sources  if  the 
analytical  results  from  the  onsite  wells  indicate  that  the  water  does  not  meet  EPA’s  drinking 
water  standard. 
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Although  a cumulative  impact  could  occur,  and  the  Proposed  Action  could  contribute  to  that 
impact,  implementation  of  the  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan,  mitigation 
measures,  and  similar  measures  required  for  the  other  projects  would  ensure  that  groundwater 
quality  and  uses  are  not  impacted.  Any  contribution  of  the  Proposed  Action  to  the  cumulative 
impact  is  expected  to  be  temporary,  and  would  be  reduced  quickly  once  construction-pumping 
rates  are  reduced. 


Operations  and  Maintenance 

Basin-wide  Overdraft 

The  analysis  presented  in  Table  4.19-1  acts  as  a summary  of  basin-wide  overdraft  with  respect 
to  all  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects,  including  inclusion  of  the 
construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning  phases  of  the  Proposed  Action.  As  shown  in 
this  table,  the  total  water  balance  in  the  basin  associated  with  all  of  these  projects  would  remain 
positive,  in  the  range  of  530  to  1,845  ac-ft/yr.  That  analysis  included  an  assumption  of  an 
extraction  rate  of  1 ,045  ac-ft/yr  for  the  Stateline  facility,  which  is  the  highest  rate  that  would  be 
anticipated  during  construction.  During  operations,  that  rate  would  drop  to  20  ac-ft/yr. 
Therefore,  the  available  water  balance  during  operations  would  be  much  higher,  in  the  range  of 
1,586  to  2,901  ac-ft/yr,  and  the  cumulative  effect  of  all  projects  would  not  create  an  overdraft 
condition. 


Local  Drawdown 

As  discussed  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives,  the  Broadbent  reports  (Broadbent  2002; 
Broadbent  2009)  document  that  local  drawdown  effects  are  known  to  occur  in  all  of  the  wells  in 
the  local  area.  As  shown  in  the  annual  report  for  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  (Broadbent 
2012),  although  the  water  level  in  each  of  the  Colosseum  wells  is  more  than  11  feet  above  the 
tentative  County  significance  criteria,  long-term  declines  in  these  wells  have  already  ranged 
from  4 to  5 feet.  Similar  declines  would  be  expected  in  the  Primm  wells.  Inclusion  of  water 
withdrawal  from  operations  of  the  Proposed  Action  (the  only  reasonably  foreseeable  future 
project)  would  result  in  an  additional  drawdown  ranging  of  a maximum  of  3.18  feet  at  WP-5, 
3. 84  feet  at  WP-6,  0.74  feet  at  Ivanpah  SEGS,  1.00  feet  at  Colosseum  1,  and  0.63  feet  at 
Colosseum  2 (West  Yost  2013b). 

Cumulative  local  drawdown  effects  would  be  expected  as  a result  of  the  existing  projects,  and 
the  Proposed  Action  would  contribute,  incrementally,  to  that  effect.  However,  the  cumulative 
effect  of  the  withdrawal  from  all  wells  would  not  exceed  the  County  significance  criteria,  and  the 
impact  would  therefore  be  less  than  significant.  Given  the  very  low  production  rate  of  the 
Stateline  well  (20  ac-ft/yr)  compared  to  the  combined  rates  from  the  Primm,  PVGC,  and 
Ivanpah  SEGS  wells  (up  to  2,760  ac-ft/yr),  the  contribution  of  operations  of  the  Proposed  Action 
to  the  total  drawdown  is  minimal. 

The  Applicant  has  developed  a Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  (West  Yost 
2013b),  which  would  monitor  the  impact,  establish  significance  criteria  for  evaluating  impacts, 
and  propose  response  actions  to  be  implemented  should  the  significance  criteria  be  exceeded. 
Implementation  of  the  plan  would  be  required  as  part  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Water-3.  The 
following  mitigation  measures  would  help  to  ensure  that  basin  overdraft  and  offsite  drawdown  of 
more  than  5 feet  do  not  occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to 
develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary  well  or 
treatment  of  water  quality  if  their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing 
unacceptable  adverse  impacts.  Measures  MM-Water-4  and  MM-Water-5  would  seek  to  ensure 
that  the  development  on  the  surface  uses  pervious  groundcover  and  is  otherwise  designed  to 
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maximize  groundwater  infiltration,  which  in  turn  would  assist  in  providing  freshwater  to  the 
aquifer.  Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water  conservation  in  order 
to  reduce  the  volume  of  water  use  by  the  project.  Similar  measures  are  currently  required  for 
the  Primm,  PVGC,  and  Ivanpah  SEGS  wells. 


Springs 

Since  groundwater  use  rates  would  be  minimal  during  operations,  and  no  past  impacts  to  the 
springs  at  the  base  of  the  Clark  Mountains  have  been  reported , there  is  no  potential  for  project 
operations  to  contribute  to  a cumulative  effect  to  the  springs. 


Surface  Water  Quality  - Hazardous  Materials  Releases 

The  potential  for  the  other  existing  and  future  projects  in  the  area  to  create  cumulative  surface 
water  quality  impacts  through  the  release  of  hazardous  materials  or  fuels  would  be  the  same 
regardless  of  the  construction,  operations,  or  decommissioning  phase  of  the  Stateline  facility. 
This  potential  for  cumulative  impacts  from  all  other  projects  was  evaluated  in  the  discussion  of 
construction  above,  and  was  found  to  be  minimal. 

The  potential  for  the  Proposed  Action  to  contribute  to  such  impacts  would  be  lower  under 
project  operations  than  under  project  construction.  In  general,  the  volumes  of  fuels  and 
hazardous  materials  to  be  used  onsite  during  operations  would  be  lower  than  during 
construction.  In  addition,  there  would  be  many  fewer  employees,  vehicles,  and  vehicle  trips, 
and  therefore  a lower  risk  of  a release  associated  with  these.  Operations  would  include  storage 
of  72,000  gallons  of  mineral  oil  in  transformers,  but  this  would  be  managed  as  required  in  the 
SPCC  Plan. 

For  the  Proposed  Action,  the  Applicant  has  developed  an  Emergency  Response  and 
Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  as  required  by  mitigation  measure 
MM-PH&S-2,  which  includes  identification  of  all  hazardous  materials  that  would  be  used, 
stored,  or  transported  at  the  site;  establishes  inspection  procedures,  storage  requirements, 
storage  quantity  limits,  inventory  control,  non-hazardous  product  substitutes,  and  disposition  of 
excess  materials;  and  requirements  for  notices  to  federal  and  local  emergency  response 
authorities.  Secondary  containment  would  be  provided  for  all  on-site  hazardous  materials  and 
waste  storage,  including  fuel.  In  particular,  fuel  storage  (for  construction  vehicles  and 
equipment)  would  be  a temporary  activity  occurring  only  for  as  long  as  is  needed  to  support 
construction  activities.  In  addition,  the  Applicant  would  site  all  fueling,  hazardous  materials 
storage  areas,  and  operation  and  maintenance  activities  involving  hazardous  materials  at  least 
100  feet  away  from  blue-line  drainages  as  identified  on  USGS  topography  maps.  Similar 
protective  measures,  training,  and  reporting  would  be  required  as  part  of  mitigation  measure 
MM-Water-10. 

With  similar  regulatory  requirements  and  mitigation  measures,  none  of  the  existing  or  future 
projects  are  expected  to  create  cumulative  surface  water  quality  impacts.  With  compliance  with 
regulatory  requirements  and  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM-PH&S-2  (Emergency 
Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan),  MM-Water-8  ( Construction  SWPPP). 
and  MM-Water-10  (Accidental  Spill  Control  and  Environmental  Training J,  operation  of  the 
Proposed  Action  would  not  contribute  to  any  cumulative  impacts. 
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Groundwater  Quality  - Hazardous  Materials  Releases 

As  discussed  for  construction,  groundwater  quality  impacts  associated  with  releases  of  fuels  or 
hazardous  materials  have  been  documented  to  have  occurred  in  the  IVGB.  The  potential  for 
the  other  existing  and  future  projects  in  the  area  to  result  in  additional  releases,  and  to  add  to 
these  cumulative  groundwater  quality  impacts,  would  be  the  same  regardless  of  the 
construction,  operations,  or  decommissioning  phase  of  the  Stateline  facility.  This  potential  for 
future  releases,  and  therefore  additional  cumulative  impacts,  from  all  other  projects  was 
evaluated  in  the  discussion  of  construction  above,  and  was  found  to  be  minimal. 

The  potential  for  the  Proposed  Action  to  contribute  to  existing  or  future  cumulative  impacts 
would  be  lower  under  project  operations  than  under  project  construction.  In  general,  the 
volumes  of  fuels  and  hazardous  materials  to  be  used  onsite  during  operations  would  be  lower 
than  during  construction.  In  addition,  there  would  be  many  fewer  employees,  vehicles,  and 
vehicle  trips,  and  therefore  a lower  risk  of  a release  associated  with  these.  Operations  would 
include  storage  of  72,000  gallons  of  mineral  oil  in  transformers,  but  this  would  be  managed  as 
required  in  the  SPCC  Plan. 

For  the  Proposed  Action,  the  Applicant  has  developed  an  Emergency  Response  and 
Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  as  required  by  mitigation  measure 
MM-PH&S-2,  which  includes  identification  of  all  hazardous  materials  that  would  be  used, 
stored,  or  transported  at  the  site;  establishes  inspection  procedures,  storage  requirements, 
storage  quantity  limits,  inventory  control,  non-hazardous  product  substitutes,  and  disposition  of 
excess  materials;  and  requirements  for  notices  to  federal  and  local  emergency  response 
authorities.  Secondary  containment  would  be  provided  for  all  on-site  hazardous  materials  and 
waste  storage,  including  fuel.  In  addition,  the  Applicant  would  site  all  fueling,  hazardous 
materials  storage  areas,  and  operation  and  maintenance  activities  involving  hazardous 
materials  at  least  100  feet  away  from  blue-line  drainages  as  identified  on  USGS  topography 
maps.  Similar  protective  measures,  training,  and  reporting  would  be  required  as  part  of 
mitigation  measure  MM-Water-10. 

With  similar  regulatory  requirements  and  mitigation  measures,  none  of  the  existing  or  future 
projects  are  expected  to  create  cumulative  groundwater  quality  impacts.  With  compliance  with 
regulatory  requirements  and  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM-PH&S-2  (Emergency 
Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan),  MM-Water-8  ( Construction  SWPPP), 
and  MM-Water-10  (Accidental  Spill  Control  and  Environmental  Training ),  operation  of  the 
Proposed  Action  would  not  contribute  to  any  cumulative  impacts. 


Groundwater  Quality  - Mobilization  of  Poor  Quality  Groundwater 

As  discussed  above  for  construction,  cumulative  impacts  associated  with  mobilization  of 
existing  poor  quality  groundwater  has  been  documented  in  the  area  of  the  Proposed  Action. 
The  addition  of  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  well  and  the  proposed  Stateline  well  in  the  same  general 
area  could  potentially  add  to  this  effect.  However,  given  the  very  low  production  rate  of  the 
Stateline  well  (20  ac-ft/yr)  compared  to  the  combined  rates  from  the  Primm,  PVGC,  and 
Ivanpah  SEGS  wells  (up  to  2,760  ac-ft/yr),  the  contribution  of  operations  of  the  Proposed  Action 
to  the  impact  is  minimal. 

The  Applicant  has  developed  a Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  (West  Yost 
2013b),  which  would  monitor  the  impact,  establish  significance  criteria  for  evaluating  impacts, 
and  propose  response  actions  to  be  implemented  should  the  significance  criteria  be  exceeded. 
Implementation  of  the  plan  would  be  required  as  part  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Water-3.  The 
following  mitigation  measures  would  help  to  ensure  that  migration  of  poor  quality  groundwater 
does  not  occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to  develop  a 
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Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary  well  or  treatment  of 
water  quality  if  their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing  unacceptable  adverse 
impacts.  Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water  conservation  in  order 
to  reduce  the  volume  of  water  use  by  the  project.  Similar  measures  are  currently  required  for 
the  Primm,  PVGC,  and  Ivanpah  SEGS  wells.  Mitigation  Measure  MM-Water-1 1 would  require 
that  the  Applicant  obtain  drinking  water  from  offsite  sources  if  the  analytical  results  from  the 
onsite  wells  indicate  that  the  water  does  not  meet  EPA’s  drinking  water  standard. 

Although  a cumulative  impact  could  occur,  and  the  Proposed  Action  could  contribute  to  that 
impact,  implementation  of  the  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan,  mitigation 
measures,  and  similar  measures  required  for  the  other  projects  would  ensure  that  groundwater 
quality  and  uses  are  not  impacted.  Any  contribution  of  the  Proposed  Action  to  the  cumulative 
impact  is  expected  to  be  temporary,  and  would  be  reduced  quickly  once  construction-pumping 
rates  are  reduced. 


Decommissioning 

Basin-wide  Overdraft 

The  analysis  presented  in  Table  4.19-1  acts  as  a summary  of  basin-wide  overdraft  with  respect 
to  all  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects,  including  inclusion  of  the 
construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning  phases  of  the  Stateline  project.  As  shown  in 
this  table,  the  total  water  balance  in  the  basin  associated  with  all  of  these  projects  would  remain 
positive,  in  the  range  of  530  to  1,845  ac-ft/yr.  That  analysis  included  an  assumption  of  an 
extraction  rate  of  1 ,045  ac-ft/yr  for  the  Stateline  facility,  which  is  the  highest  rate  that  would  be 
anticipated  during  construction.  During  decommissioning,  the  rate  could  rise  again  to  1,045  ac- 
ft/yr,  but  for  a much  shorter  duration  than  construction.  Therefore,  the  available  water  balance 
during  decommissioning  would  be  in  the  range  of  1,586  to  2,901  ac-ft/yr,  and  the  cumulative 
effect  of  all  projects  would  not  create  an  overdraft  condition. 


Local  Drawdown 

As  discussed  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives,  the  Broadbent  reports  (Broadbent  2002; 
Broadbent  2009)  document  that  local  drawdown  effects  are  known  to  occur  in  all  of  the  wells  in 
the  local  area.  As  shown  in  the  annual  report  for  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  (Broadbent 
2012),  although  the  water  level  in  each  of  the  Colosseum  wells  is  more  than  11  feet  above  the 
tentative  County  significance  criteria,  long-term  declines  in  these  wells  have  already  ranged 
from  4 to  5 feet.  Similar  declines  would  be  expected  in  the  Primm  wells.  Inclusion  of  water 
withdrawal  from  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action  (the  only  reasonably  foreseeable 
future  project)  would  result  in  an  additional  drawdown  ranging  of  a maximum  of  3.18  feet  at 
WP-5,  3.84  feet  at  WP-6,  0.74  feet  at  Ivanpah  SEGS,  1.00  feet  at  Colosseum  1,  and  0.63  feet 
at  Colosseum  2 (West  Yost  2013b). 

Cumulative  local  drawdown  effects  would  be  expected  as  a result  of  the  existing  projects,  and 
the  Proposed  Action  would  contribute,  incrementally,  to  that  effect.  However,  the  cumulative 
effect  of  the  withdrawal  from  all  wells  would  not  exceed  the  County  significance  criteria,  and  the 
impact  would  therefore  be  less  than  significant. 

The  Applicant  has  developed  a Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  (West  Yost 
2013b).  which  would  monitor  the  impact,  establish  significance  criteria  for  evaluating  impacts, 
and  propose  response  actions  to  be  implemented  should  the  significance  criteria  be  exceeded. 
Implementation  of  the  plan  would  be  required  as  part  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Water-3.  The 
following  mitigation  measures  would  help  to  ensure  that  basin  overdraft  and  offsite  drawdown  of 
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more  than  5 feet  do  not  occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to 
develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary  well  or 
treatment  of  water  quality  if  their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing 
unacceptable  adverse  impacts.  Measures  MM-Water-4  and  MM-Water-5  would  seek  to  ensure 
that  the  development  on  the  surface  uses  pervious  groundcover  and  is  otherwise  designed  to 
maximize  groundwater  infiltration,  which  in  turn  would  assist  in  providing  freshwater  to  the 
aquifer.  Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water  conservation  in  order 
to  reduce  the  volume  of  water  use  by  the  project.  Similar  measures  are  currently  required  for 
the  Primm,  PVGC,  and  Ivanpah  SEGS  wells. 


Surface  Water  Quality  - Hazardous  Materials  Releases 

The  potential  for  the  other  existing  and  future  projects  in  the  area  to  create  cumulative  surface 
water  quality  impacts  through  the  release  of  hazardous  materials  or  fuels  would  be  the  same 
regardless  of  the  construction,  operations,  or  decommissioning  phase  of  the  Stateline  facility. 
This  potential  for  cumulative  impacts  from  all  other  projects  was  evaluated  in  the  discussion  of 
construction  above,  and  was  found  to  be  minimal. 

The  potential  for  the  Proposed  Action  to  contribute  to  such  impacts  would  be  lower  under 
project  decommissioning  than  under  project  construction  or  operation.  In  general,  the  volumes 
of  fuels  and  hazardous  materials  to  be  used  onsite  during  decommissioning  would  be  lower 
than  during  construction.  Also,  decommissioning  would  include  removal  of  72,000  gallons  of 
mineral  oil  contained  in  transformers. 

For  the  Proposed  Action,  the  Applicant  has  developed  an  Emergency  Response  and 
Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  as  required  by  mitigation  measure 
MM-PH&S-2,  which  includes  identification  of  all  hazardous  materials  that  would  be  used, 
stored,  or  transported  at  the  site;  establishes  inspection  procedures,  storage  requirements, 
storage  quantity  limits,  inventory  control,  non-hazardous  product  substitutes,  and  disposition  of 
excess  materials;  and  requirements  for  notices  to  federal  and  local  emergency  response 
authorities.  Secondary  containment  would  be  provided  for  all  on-site  hazardous  materials  and 
waste  storage,  including  fuel.  In  particular,  fuel  storage  (for  construction  vehicles  and 
equipment)  would  be  a temporary  activity  occurring  only  for  as  long  as  is  needed  to  support 
construction  activities.  In  addition,  the  Applicant  would  site  all  fueling,  hazardous  materials 
storage  areas,  and  operation  and  maintenance  activities  involving  hazardous  materials  at  least 
100  feet  away  from  blue-line  drainages  as  identified  on  USGS  topography  maps.  Similar 
protective  measures,  training,  and  reporting  would  be  required  as  part  of  mitigation  measure 
MM-Water-10. 

Because  they  are  subject  to  similar  regulatory  requirements  and  mitigation  measures,  none  of 
the  existing  or  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects  are  expected  to  create  cumulative 
surface  water  quality  impacts.  With  compliance  with  regulatory  requirements  and 
implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM-PH&S-2  (Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous 
Materials  Management  Plan),  MM-Water-8  (Construction  SWPPP),  and  MM-Water-10 
(Accidental  Spill  Control  and  Environmental  Training ).  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action 
would  not  contribute  to  any  cumulative  impacts. 


Groundwater  Quality  - Hazardous  Materials  Releases 

As  discussed  for  construction,  groundwater  quality  impacts  associated  with  releases  of  fuels  or 
hazardous  materials  have  been  documented  to  have  occurred  in  the  IVGB.  The  potential  for 
the  other  existing  and  future  projects  in  the  area  to  result  in  additional  releases,  and  to  add  to 
these  cumulative  groundwater  quality  impacts,  would  be  the  same  regardless  of  the 
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construction,  operations,  or  decommissioning  phase  of  the  Stateline  facility.  This  potential  for 
future  releases,  and  therefore  additional  cumulative  impacts,  from  all  other  projects  was 
evaluated  in  the  discussion  of  construction  above,  and  was  found  to  be  minimal. 

The  potential  for  the  Proposed  Action  to  contribute  to  existing  or  future  cumulative  impacts 
would  be  lower  under  project  decommissioning  than  under  project  construction  or  operation.  In 
general,  the  volumes  of  fuels  and  hazardous  materials  to  be  used  onsite  during 
decommissioning  would  be  lower  than  during  construction.  Also,  decommissioning  would 
include  removal  of  72,000  gallons  of  mineral  oil  contained  in  transformers. 

For  the  Proposed  Action,  the  Applicant  has  developed  an  Emergency  Response  and 
Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  as  required  by  mitigation  measure 
MM-PH&S-2,  which  includes  identification  of  all  hazardous  materials  that  would  be  used, 
stored,  or  transported  at  the  site;  establishes  inspection  procedures,  storage  requirements, 
storage  quantity  limits,  inventory  control,  non-hazardous  product  substitutes,  and  disposition  of 
excess  materials;  and  requirements  for  notices  to  federal  and  local  emergency  response 
authorities.  Secondary  containment  would  be  provided  for  all  on-site  hazardous  materials  and 
waste  storage,  including  fuel.  In  addition,  the  Applicant  would  site  all  fueling,  hazardous 
materials  storage  areas,  and  operation  and  maintenance  activities  involving  hazardous 
materials  at  least  100  feet  away  from  blue-line  drainages  as  identified  on  USGS  topography 
maps.  Similar  protective  measures,  training,  and  reporting  would  be  required  as  part  of 
mitigation  measure  MM-Water-10. 

With  similar  regulatory  requirements  and  mitigation  measures,  none  of  the  existing  or  future 
projects  are  expected  to  create  cumulative  groundwater  quality  impacts.  With  compliance  with 
regulatory  requirements  and  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM-PH&S-2  ( Emergency 
Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan),  MM-Water-8  ( Construction  SWPPP ), 
and  MM-Water-10  ( Accidental  Spill  Control  and  Environmental  Training ),  decommissioning  of 
the  Proposed  Action  would  not  contribute  to  any  cumulative  impacts. 


Groundwater  Quality  - Mobilization  of  Poor  Quality  Groundwater 

As  discussed  above  for  construction,  cumulative  impacts  associated  with  mobilization  of 
existing  poor  quality  groundwater  has  been  documented  in  the  area  of  the  Proposed  Action. 
The  addition  of  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  well  and  the  proposed  Stateline  well  in  the  same  general 
area  could  potentially  add  to  this  effect.  However,  given  the  low  production  rate  and  short 
duration  of  use  of  the  Stateline  well  compared  to  the  combined  rates  from  the  Primm,  PVGC, 
and  Ivanpah  SEGS  wells  (up  to  2,760  ac-ft/yr),  the  contribution  of  decommissioning  of  the 
Proposed  Action  to  the  impact  is  minimal. 

The  Applicant  has  developed  a Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  (West  Yost 
2013b),  which  would  monitor  the  impact,  establish  significance  criteria  for  evaluating  impacts, 
and  propose  response  actions  to  be  implemented  should  the  significance  criteria  be  exceeded. 
Implementation  of  the  plan  would  be  required  as  part  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Water-3.  The 
following  mitigation  measures  would  help  to  ensure  that  migration  of  poor  quality  groundwater 
does  not  occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to  develop  a 
Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary  well  or  treatment  of 
water  quality  if  their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing  unacceptable  adverse 
impacts.  Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water  conservation  in  order 
to  reduce  the  volume  of  water  use  by  the  project.  Similar  measures  are  currently  required  for 
the  Primm,  PVGC,  and  Ivanpah  SEGS  wells.  Mitigation  Measure  MM-Water-11  would  require 
that  the  Applicant  obtain  drinking  water  from  offsite  sources  if  the  analytical  results  from  the 
onsite  wells  indicate  that  the  water  does  not  meet  EPA’s  drinking  water  standard. 
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Although  a cumulative  impact  could  occur,  and  the  Proposed  Action  could  contribute  to  that 
impact,  implementation  of  the  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan,  mitigation 
measures,  and  similar  measures  required  for  the  other  projects  would  ensure  that  groundwater 
quality  and  uses  are  not  impacted.  Any  contribution  of  the  Proposed  Action  to  the  cumulative 
impact  is  expected  to  be  temporary,  and  would  be  reduced  quickly  once  decommissioning 
pumping  rates  are  reduced. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  action  of  modifying  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  require  construction  of 
any  structures,  use  of  water  resources,  or  use  of  hazardous  materials  that  could  impact  water 
quality.  There  would  be  no  impacts  to  water  resources  associated  with  the  modified  DWMA 
boundary,  and  therefore  this  action  would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts. 


4.19.10.5  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 
WR-1 

Surface  Water  Quality  - Hazardous  Materials  Releases 

With  respect  to  potential  releases  of  hazardous  materials  or  fuels,  all  projects  in  the  Valley 
would  use  these  items  in  some  quantity.  Therefore,  cumulative  surface  water  quality  impacts 
from  hazardous  materials  usage  could  potentially  occur.  However,  no  such  impacts  have  been 
identified  to  be  currently  occurring. 

Each  of  the  existing  and  future  projects,  including  the  proposed  Stateline  project,  would  be 
subject  to  regulatory  requirements  (such  as  SPCC  Plans)  and  mitigation  measures.  Therefore, 
no  adverse  cumulative  effects  would  be  expected.  With  compliance  with  regulatory 
requirements  and  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM-PH&S-2  (Emergency  Response 
and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan),  MM-Water-8  (Construction  SWPPP),  and  MM- 
Water-10  (Accidental  Spill  Control  and  Environmental  Training ),  construction,  operation,  and 
decommissioning  of  the  Stateline  facility  would  not  contribute  any  impacts  that  would  be 
cumulatively  considerable. 


Surface  Water  Quality  - Sedimentation  and  Erosion  Characteristics 

With  respect  to  potential  cumulative  surface  water  quality  impacts  associated  with  modification 
of  sedimentation  and  erosion  characteristics,  the  construction,  operation,  and  decommissioning 
of  the  proposed  Stateline  facility  in  the  same  drainage  subbasins  as  the  Kern  River  pipeline, 
transmission  lines,  EITP,  Desert  Xpress,  and  Ivanpah  SEGS  could  potentially  result  in 
cumulative  surface  water  quality  impacts.  However,  no  such  impacts  have  been  identified  to  be 
currently  occurring. 

Each  of  the  existing  and  future  projects,  including  the  proposed  Stateline  project,  would  be 
subject  to  regulatory  requirements  (such  as  Construction  SWPPPs)  and  mitigation  measures. 
Therefore,  no  adverse  cumulative  effects  would  be  expected.  With  compliance  with  regulatory 
requirements  and  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM-PH&S-2  (Emergency  Response 
and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan),  MM-Water-8  (Construction  SWPPP),  and  MM- 
Water-10  (Accidental  Spill  Control  and  Environmental  Training),  construction,  operation,  and 
decommissioning  of  the  Stateline  facility  would  not  contribute  any  impacts  that  would  be 
cumulatively  considerable. 
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Groundwater  Quality  - Hazardous  Materials  Releases 

Groundwater  quality  impacts  associated  with  releases  of  fuels  or  hazardous  materials  have 
been  documented  to  have  occurred  in  the  IVGB.  Groundwater  contamination  related  to 
Molycorp  waste  disposal  activities  is  known  to  exist  at  the  NIEP  (located  about  3 miles  east  of 
the  proposed  Stateline  facility),  the  OIEP  (located  about  9 miles  to  the  southeast  of  the  facility), 
and  the  Molycorp  Mine  and  Millsite  (located  about  10  miles  south  of  the  facility).  These  areas 
of  contamination  are  each  currently  under  investigation  and/or  remediation  under  the  oversight 
of  the  Lahontan  RWQCB.  None  of  these  areas  is  known  to  have  impacted,  or  have  the 
potential  to  impact,  groundwater  uses  in  the  IVGB.  In  addition,  each  area  is  relatively  limited  in 
extent  with  respect  to  the  overall  lateral  extent  and  storage  capacity  of  the  basin,  and  the 
cumulative  effect  has  therefore  not  resulted  in  adverse  to  any  groundwater  users. 

Additional  existing  projects  which  have  the  potential  to  contribute  to  this  cumulative  effect 
include  the  Calnev  petroleum  products  pipeline,  transport  of  hazardous  materials  and  fuels 
along  1-15  and  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad,  storage  of  fuels  at  gasoline  stations  at  Primm,  and 
use  of  limited  amounts  of  fuels  and  hazardous  materials  at  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  and 
the  Ivanpah  SEGS,  Silver  State,  and  Walter  Higgins  Bighorn  power  plants.  None  of  these 
potential  sources  are  known  to  have  had  impacts  to  groundwater  quality.  Future  projects  which 
could  contribute  to  this  cumulative  groundwater  quality  effect  are  the  same  as  those  that  could 
affect  surface  water:  EITP,  Desert  Xpress,  JPOE,  Mountain  Pass  Lateral,  Molycorp  Phoenix 
Project,  Silver  State  Phase  2,  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport,  and  the  Calnev 
Expansion  Project. 

Each  of  the  existing  and  future  projects,  including  the  proposed  Stateline  project,  would  be 
subject  to  regulatory  requirements  (such  as  SPCC  Plans)  and  mitigation  measures.  Therefore, 
no  additional  contributions  to  the  existing  cumulative  effects  would  be  expected.  With 
compliance  with  regulatory  requirements  and  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM- 
PH&S-2  (Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan),  MM-Water-8 
( Construction  SWPPP ),  and  MM-Water-10  ( Accidental  Spill  Control  and  Environmental 
Training ),  construction,  operation,  and  decommissioning  of  the  Stateline  facility  would  not 
contribute  any  impacts  that  would  be  cumulatively  considerable. 


Groundwater  Quality  - Mobilization  of  Poor  Quality  Groundwater 

Cumulative  impacts  associated  with  mobilization  of  existing  poor  quality  groundwater  have  been 
documented  in  the  area  of  the  Proposed  Action.  Broadbent  (2002)  reports  that  TDS 
concentrations  in  the  PVGC  wells  increased  immediately  after  the  wells  were  first  pumped  in 
1995.  By  1998,  the  golf  course  had  procured  the  Colosseum  wells  to  provide  better  water 
quality,  and  had  substantially  reduced  pumping  from  the  PVGC  wells.  A similar  trend  was 
noted  in  the  Primm  wells  WP-5  and  WP-6.  The  addition  of  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  well  and  the 
proposed  Stateline  well  in  the  same  general  area  could  potentially  add  to  this  effect. 

The  Applicant  has  developed  a Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  (West  Yost 
2013b),  which  would  monitor  the  impact,  establish  significance  criteria  for  evaluating  impacts, 
and  propose  response  actions  to  be  implemented  should  the  significance  criteria  be  exceeded. 
Implementation  of  the  plan  would  be  required  as  part  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Water-3.  The 
following  mitigation  measures  would  help  to  ensure  that  migration  of  poor  quality  groundwater 
does  not  occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to  develop  a 
Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  that  would  reguire  use  of  the  secondary  well  or  treatment  of 
water  Quality  if  their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing  unacceptable  adverse 
impacts.  Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water  conservation  in  order 
to  reduce  the  volume  of  water  use  by  the  project.  Similar  measures  are  currently  required  for 
the  Primm,  PVGC,  and  Ivanpah  SEGS  wells.  Mitigation  Measure  MM-Water-11  would  require 

November  2013  4.19-87  Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.19  Water  Resources 


that  the  Applicant  obtain  drinking  water  from  offsite  sources  if  the  analytical  results  from  the 
onsite  wells  indicate  that  the  water  does  not  meet  EPA’s  drinking  water  standard. 

Although  a cumulative  effect  has  occurred,  and  the  Stateline  project  could  contribute  to  that 
impact,  implementation  of  the  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan,  mitigation 
measures,  and  similar  measures  required  for  the  other  projects  would  ensure  that  groundwater 
uses  are  not  impacted.  Any  contribution  of  the  Stateline  project  to  the  cumulative  impact  is 
expected  to  be  temporary,  and  would  be  reduced  quickly  once  construction-pumping  rates  are 
reduced.  The  additional  incremental  impact  from  the  proposed  Stateline  project  would  not  be 
cumulatively  considerable. 


WR-2 

As  discussed  for  direct  and  indirect  impacts  for  construction,  the  total  water  balance  in  the 
basin  would  remain  positive,  in  the  range  of  530  to  1 ,845  ac-ft/yr.  Therefore,  there  is  no  current 
cumulative  effect  on  groundwater  availability  within  the  overall  IVGB,  and  water  withdrawal 
under  the  proposed  project  would  not  be  cumulatively  considerable. 

As  discussed  for  direct  and  indirect  impacts  of  the  proposed  Stateline  facility,  the  Broadbent 
reports  (Broadbent  2002;  Broadbent  2009)  document  that  local  drawdown  effects  are  known  to 
occur  in  all  of  the  wells  in  the  local  area.  As  shown  in  the  annual  report  for  the  Primm  Valley 
Golf  Course  (Broadbent  2012),  although  the  water  level  in  each  of  the  Colosseum  wells  is  more 
than  1 1 feet  above  the  tentative  County  significance  criteria,  long-term  declines  in  these  wells 
have  already  ranged  from  4 to  5 feet.  Similar  declines  would  be  expected  in  the  Primm  wells. 
Inclusion  of  water  withdrawal  from  the  Stateline  facility  (the  only  reasonably  foreseeable  future 
project)  would  result  in  an  additional  drawdown  ranging  of  a maximum  of  3.18  feet  at  WP-5, 
3.84  feet  at  WP-6,  0.74  feet  at  Ivanpah  SEGS,  1.00  feet  at  Colosseum  1,  and  0.63  feet  at 
Colosseum  2 (West  Yost  2013b). 

Therefore,  cumulative  local  drawdown  effects  have  occurred  as  a result  of  the  existing  projects, 
and  the  Stateline  facility  would  contribute,  incrementally,  to  that  effect.  That  contribution  would 
occur  during  construction,  and  would  be  a temporary  effect.  In  general,  the  water  withdrawal 
rate  of  20  ac-ft/yr  during  operations  is  minimal  compared  to  rates  of  860  ac-ft/yr  for  Primm, 
1,800  ac-ft/yr  for  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  and  100  ac-ft/yr  for  Ivanpah  SEGS.  During 
decommissioning,  the  rate  could  rise  again  to  1,045  ac-ft/yr,  but  for  a much  shorter  duration 
than  construction.  Application  of  the  provisional  significance  criterion  to  be  used  to  evaluate 
groundwater  level  impacts  in  the  Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan,  along 
with  mitigation  measures,  would  help  to  ensure  that  basin  overdraft  and  offsite  drawdown  of 
more  than  5 feet  do  not  occur.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  would  require  the  Applicant  to 
develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  that  would  require  use  of  the  secondary  well  or 
treatment  of  water  quality  if  their  proposed  water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing 
unacceptable  adverse  impacts.  Measures  MM-Water-4  and  MM-Water-5  would  seek  to  ensure 
that  the  development  on  the  surface  uses  pervious  groundcover  and  is  otherwise  designed  to 
maximize  groundwater  infiltration,  which  in  turn  would  assist  in  providing  freshwater  to  the 
aquifer.  Measure  MM-Water-6  would  require  employee  training  on  water  conservation  in  order 
to  reduce  the  volume  of  water  use  by  the  project.  Therefore,  the  additional  decline  provided  by 
the  Stateline  wells  would  be  a minor  impact,  and  would  not  be  cumulatively  considerable. 


WR-3 

The  Proposed  Action  and  other  existing  and  future  projects  would  be  located  on  an  active 
alluvial  fan  system  characterized  by  numerous  ephemeral  drainages  that  only  flow  during 
substantial  precipitation  events.  Impacts  associated  with  development  on  an  alluvial  fan  system 
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can  include  flash  flood  damage  to  unprotected  site  structures,  increased  soil  erosion  onsite  and 
in  downgradient  areas  due  to  increase  in  stormwater  flow  rates  or  concentration  of  flow, 
increased  potential  for  flood  damage  to  downgradient  structures,  and  increased  sedimentation 
in  downgradient  areas.  Placement  of  multiple  projects  within  the  same  drainage  can  result  in 
cumulative  impacts  on  hydrology. 

The  Applicant  has  conducted  hydrologic  modeling  to  predict  stormwater  flow  conditions, 
designed  the  project  to  incorporate  protective  features,  and  then  included  these  protective 
features  in  additional  modeling  to  verify  that  they  would  protect  both  the  facility  and  the 
downgradient  areas.  The  modeling  conducted  by  the  Applicant  acts  as  an  analysis  of  existing 
cumulative  conditions  because  it  incorporates  assumptions  and  input  parameters  associated 
with  existing  projects  located  upgradient,  including  the  Kern  River  pipeline,  transmission  lines, 
the  Clark  Mountain  Grazing  Allotment,  and  Ivanpah  SEGS.  That  analysis  indicated  that,  with 
implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  Storm  Water  Management  Plan,  compliance  with  regulatory 
requirements,  mitigation  measures,  and  similar  requirements  for  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  project, 
there  would  be  no  cumulative  impact  to  stormwater  flow,  erosion,  or  sedimentation 
characteristics. 

Future  projects  which  could  affect  stormwater  drainage  in  the  area  include  EITP  and  Desert 
Xpress.  Construction  of  both  of  these  projects  would  involve  vegetation  clearing,  site  grading, 
and  placement  of  infrastructure  within  stormwater  flow  pathways.  Although  the  EITP  would 
have  a limited  footprint  following  construction,  Desert  Xpress  would  include  a new  linear  feature 
extending  across  active  drainage  channels  on  the  alluvial  fan  upgradient  of  the  proposed 
Stateline  facility,  and  could  therefore  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts  associated  with  erosion 
and  sedimentation  characteristics. 

All  of  these  projects  would  be  required  to  operate  in  compliance  with  a Construction  SWPPP, 
similar  to  the  Stateline  project.  In  addition,  each  project  would  be  subject  to  mitigation 
measures  required  as  part  of  project  approval.  The  SWPPP  and  the  mitigation  measures 
would  be  designed  to  address  stormwater  so  that  no  increase  in  stormwater  flow,  erosion,  or 
sedimentation  occurs  in  downgradient  areas,  and,  for  Desert  Xpress,  that  would  include 
stormwater  that  would  eventually  enter  the  Stateline  facility  from  upgradient.  Assuming  that  the 
future  projects  do  not  affect  upgradient  hydrology,  the  flow  rates  presented  in  Table  4.19.3 
show  that,  on  average,  the  development  of  the  Stateline  facility  would  increase  flow  rates  in  the 
subbasins  by  a maximum  of  about  2 percent.  Based  on  these  results,  the  cumulative  projects 
would  not  result  in  subjecting  any  areas  to  increased  potential  for  flood  damage,  and  would  not 
modify  erosion  or  sedimentation  rates  in  downstream  areas.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no 
cumulative  effect. 

Maintaining  these  results  depends  on  continued  operation  of  the  debris  and  sediment  basins  as 
they  are  designed  to  operate.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-9  would  require  the  Applicant  to 
implement  their  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012k),  which  specifies  how  the 
debris  and  sediment  basins  would  be  designed,  inspected,  and  maintained  to  ensure  their 
continued  operation.  BLM  has  reviewed  the  design  of  the  basins  on  the  Applicant’s  site  plans, 
the  proposed  methods  for  inspection  and  maintenance  in  the  Storm  Water  Management  Plan, 
and  the  methodologies  and  input  parameters  for  the  hydrologic  modeling,  and  concludes  that 
the  Stateline  facility  would  not  be  subjected  to  increased  potential  for  flood  damage,  and  would 
not  modify  erosion  or  sedimentation  rates  in  downstream  areas.  Therefore,  the  contribution  of 
the  Stateline  facility  would  not  be  cumulatively  considerable. 


WR-4 

The  cumulative  analysis  of  flood  hazards  is  similar  to  that  for  stormwater  drainage  patterns, 
because  the  analysis  is  based  on  modification  of  stormwater  flow  patterns.  As  discussed 
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above,  the  modeling  conducted  by  the  Applicant  for  the  Stateline  project  also  acts  as  an 
analysis  of  flood  hazards  for  existing  cumulative  conditions  because  it  incorporated 
assumptions  and  input  parameters  associated  with  existing  projects  located  upgradient. 

While  the  project  would  deliberately  alter  the  existing  drainage  within  the  project  area,  the 
potential  for  this  modification  to  cause  onsite  or  offsite  flooding  was  evaluated  in  the  Applicant’s 
modeling.  Stormwater  velocities  were  modeled  to  increase  by  a maximum  of  about  2 percent, 
which  would  not  cause  flooding  onsite,  or  on  any  offsite  areas.  With  implementation  of  the 
Applicant’s  Storm  Water  Management  Plan,  compliance  with  regulatory  requirements, 
mitigation  measures,  and  similar  requirements  for  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  project,  there  would  be  no 
cumulative  effect  associated  with  flood  hazards,  and  the  contribution  of  the  Stateline  facility 
would  not  be  cumulatively  considerable. 


WR-5 

No  designed  stormwater  drainage  system  currently  exists  or  is  planned  in  the  area  of  the 
proposed  Stateline  facility  site.  Therefore,  there  would  be  cumulative  effect  on  the  capacity  of 
stormwater  drainage  systems. 


WR-8 

The  Stateline  facility  and  other  cumulative  projects  would  be  located  in  FEMA  Zone  D,  which  is 
classified  as  an  area  where  flood  hazards  have  not  been  mapped  (FEMA  2008).  Although  the 
site  has  not  been  designated  as  being  within  a 100-year  floodplain,  stormwater  flow  is  known  to 
occur  in  channels  within  the  project  area  on  a regular  basis.  Therefore,  structures  placed  into 
these  channels  could  potentially  be  subjected  to  flood  damage,  or  could  redirect  flow  to  other 
areas.  To  evaluate  the  potential  for  flood  damage,  the  hydrologic  study  and  modeling 
completed  by  the  Applicant  (Taney  Engineering  2011a)  included  calculation  of  the  potential  for 
scour  to  destabilize  structures  constructed  on  the  site. 

As  discussed  above,  the  modeling  conducted  by  the  Applicant  for  the  Stateline  facility  also  acts 
as  an  analysis  of  flood  hazards  for  existing  cumulative  conditions  because  it  incorporated 
assumptions  and  input  parameters  associated  with  existing  projects  located  upgradient.  The 
analysis  indicated  that,  with  implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  Storm  Water  Management  Plan, 
compliance  with  regulatory  requirements,  mitigation  measures,  and  similar  requirements  for  the 
Ivanpah  SEGS  project,  there  would  be  no  cumulative  effects  associated  with  flood  hazards. 
Any  diversion  of  stormwater  flow  by  site  structures  would  be  limited  in  extent.  Diverted  flow 
would  likely  be  re-directed  for  a few  feet  around  any  site  structures,  and  would  be  unlikely  to 
leave  the  project  area.  If  diverted  flow  did  leave  the  project  area,  there  are  no  nearby 
structures  that  could  be  impacted.  Impacts  from  the  Stateline  facility  would  not  be  cumulatively 
considerable. 


WR-10 

Based  on  the  setting  of  the  proposed  facility  on  flat  ground  near  the  Dry  Lake  bed,  and  several 
miles  from  the  Clark  Mountains,  there  is  no  potential  for  the  facility  to  be  impacted  by  mudflow, 
or  to  cause  mudflow. 
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4.19.10.6  Alternatives 
Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 

As  discussed  in  the  cumulative  analysis  of  the  Proposed  Action,  no  adverse  impacts  from 
existing  projects  in  the  cumulative  analysis  area  are  known  to  have  occurred  with  respect  to 
stormwater  drainage  patterns,  flood  hazards,  or  surface  water  quality.  Alternative  2 would  not 
combine  with  any  of  the  existing  or  future  projects  to  create  these  impacts. 

Existing  projects  in  the  cumulative  analysis  area  are  known  to  have  caused  adverse  impacts 
with  respect  to  local  groundwater  drawdown,  groundwater  quality  through  release  of  hazardous 
materials,  and  groundwater  quality  through  mobilization  of  saline  groundwater.  Activities 
associated  with  Alternative  2 would  not  be  expected  to  contribute  to  the  areas  where  releases 
of  hazardous  materials  have  caused  groundwater  contamination.  However,  Alternative  2 
activities  could  contribute  to  groundwater  drawdown  and  mobilization  of  saline  groundwater 
through  groundwater  use  during  construction.  The  potential  for  Alternative  2 to  contribute  to 
these  impacts  would  be  addressed  by  implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  Storm  Water 
Management  Plan,  regulatory  requirements,  and  mitigation  measures.  Because  groundwater 
use  rates  and  locations  under  Alternative  2 are  approximately  the  same  as  those  for  the 
Proposed  Action,  the  potential  contribution  to  cumulative  impacts  would  be  the  same  for  both 
alternatives. 


Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 

As  discussed  in  the  cumulative  analysis  of  the  Proposed  Action,  no  adverse  impacts  from 
existing  projects  in  the  cumulative  analysis  area  are  known  to  have  occurred  with  respect  to 
stormwater  drainage  patterns,  flood  hazards,  or  surface  water  quality.  Revised  Alternative  3 
would  not  combine  with  any  of  the  existing  or  future  projects  to  create  these  impacts. 

Existing  projects  in  the  cumulative  analysis  area  are  known  to  have  caused  adverse  impacts 
with  respect  to  local  groundwater  drawdown,  groundwater  quality  through  release  of  hazardous 
materials,  and  groundwater  quality  through  mobilization  of  saline  groundwater.  Activities 
associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  not  be  expected  to  contribute  to  the  areas  where 
releases  of  hazardous  materials  have  caused  groundwater  contamination.  However,  Revised 
Alternative  3 activities  could  contribute  to  groundwater  drawdown  and  mobilization  of  saline 
groundwater  through  groundwater  use  during  construction.  The  potential  for  Revised 
Alternative  3 to  contribute  to  these  impacts  would  be  addressed  by  implementation  of  the 
Applicant’s  Storm  Water  Management  Plan,  regulatory  requirements,  and  mitigation  measures. 
Because  groundwater  use  rates  and  locations  under  Revised  Alternative  3 are  approximately 
the  same  as  those  for  the  Proposed  Action,  the  potential  contribution  to  cumulative  impacts 
would  be  the  same  for  both  alternatives. 


Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 

As  discussed  in  the  cumulative  analysis  of  the  Proposed  Action,  no  adverse  impacts  from 
existing  projects  in  the  cumulative  analysis  area  are  known  to  have  occurred  with  respect  to 
stormwater  drainage  patterns,  flood  hazards,  or  surface  water  quality.  Alternative  4 would  not 
combine  with  any  of  the  existing  or  future  projects  to  create  these  impacts. 

Existing  projects  in  the  cumulative  analysis  area  are  known  to  have  caused  adverse  impacts 
with  respect  to  local  groundwater  drawdown,  groundwater  quality  through  release  of  hazardous 
materials,  and  groundwater  quality  through  mobilization  of  saline  groundwater.  Activities 
associated  with  Alternative  4 would  not  be  expected  to  contribute  to  the  areas  where  releases 
of  hazardous  materials  have  caused  groundwater  contamination.  However,  Alternative  4 
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activities  could  contribute  to  groundwater  drawdown  and  mobilization  of  saline  groundwater 
through  groundwater  use  during  construction.  The  potential  for  Alternative  4 to  contribute  to 
these  impacts  would  be  addressed  by  implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  Storm  Water 
Management  Plan,  regulatory  requirements,  and  mitigation  measures.  Because  groundwater 
use  locations  and  the  peak  groundwater  usage  rates  under  Alternative  4 are  approximately  the 
same  as  those  for  the  Proposed  Action,  the  potential  contribution  to  cumulative  impacts  would 
be  the  same  for  both  alternatives. 


Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 

Alternative  5,  the  No  Action  Alternative,  would  not  contribute  to  any  adverse  cumulative  impacts 
to  water  resources. 


Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 

Under  Alternative  6,  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  be  approved  and  the  CDCA  Plan  would  be 
amended  to  find  the  site  unsuitable  for  solar  energy  development.  As  a result , Alternative  6, 
the  No  Project  Exclude  Solar  Alternative , would  not  contribute  to  any  adverse  cumulative 
impacts  to  water  resources. 


Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 

Under  Alternative  7,  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  be  approved  and  the  CDCA  Plan  would  be 
amended  to  find  the  site  unsuitable  for  solar  energy  development.  As  a result.  Alternative  7, 
the  No  Project , Approve  Solar  Alternative , would  not  contribute  to  any  adverse  cumulative 
impacts  to  water  resources. 


4.19.11  Mitigation  Measures 

MM-Water-1:  Demonstrate  compliance  with  water  quality  permits.  Prior  to  construction,  the 
Applicant  shall  submit  satisfactory  evidence  to  the  BLM  and  San  Bernardino  County  that  all  of 
the  agencies  listed  below  have  been  contacted  and  whether  or  not  each  agency  requires  a 
permit  associated  with  the  Stateline  facility.  Permits  may  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  well 
construction  permits  from  San  Bernardino  County,  a Streambed  Alteration  Agreement  from  the 
CDFW,  a Clean  Water  Act  Section  402  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System 
(NPDES)  General  Permit  for  stormwater  discharges  associated  with  construction  activities, 
including  a Stormwater  Pollution  Prevention  Plan  (SWPPP)  with  Best  Management  Practices 
(BMPs)  for  stormwater  management,  and  a Clean  Water  Act  Section  401  certification  from  the 
Lahontan  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  (RWQCB). 

Where  a permit  is  required,  the  Applicant  shall  provide  a copy  of  all  the  conditions  required  by 
that  agency  to  BLM  and  the  County.  The  BLM  and  the  County,  as  applicable,  shall  review  these 
conditions  for  consistency  with  proposed  plans.  During  construction,  the  Environmental  Monitor 
shall  be  aware  of  these  other  agency  conditions  and,  if  non-compliance  is  observed,  shall 
contact  the  affected  agency.  For  post-construction  measures,  the  Environmental  Monitor  shall 
notify  the  affected  agency  should  non-compliance  be  observed.  The  Applicant  shall  maintain 
and  make  available  on  site  at  all  times  an  approved  copy  of  all  required  permits. 
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MM-Water-2:  Develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  for  Construction.  Prior  to 
construction,  the  Applicant  shall  coordinate  groundwater  withdrawal  plans  with  the  Lahontan 
RWQCB.  No  groundwater  resources  from  overdrafted  basins  shall  be  used  to  meet  project 
needs.  The  Applicant  shall  implement  their  proposal  for  two  supply  wells,  a primary  supply  well 
and  a secondary  supply  well.  The  Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  shall  identify  the  well  sites, 
proximity  to  other  active  wells,  estimated  total  depth,  well  screen  depth,  diameter,  estimated 
yield  and  water  quality,  and  time  required  to  have  the  wells  drilled,  constructed,  developed  and 
fully  operational  (if  the  wells  are  to  be  drilled  specifically  for  the  project,  as  opposed  to  use  of 
existing  wells). 

If  the  water  quality  or  yield  of  the  primary  supply  well  is  inadequate  or  becomes  inadequate  to 
meet  the  project  requirements,  the  secondary  supply  well  shall  be  used  in  order  to  produce 
water  of  appropriate  quality.  Use  of  a secondary  supply  well  would  not  alter  the  quantity  of 
groundwater  pumped  for  project  purposes;  the  purpose  of  the  secondary  supply  well  would  be 
to  avoid  potential  impacts  associated  with  withdrawals  from  the  primary  supply  well. 

The  Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  shall  specify  when  the  secondary  supply  well  shall  be 
used,  what  conditions  would  trigger  necessary  use  of  the  secondary  supply  well,  the  person 
responsible  for  determining  when  to  utilize  the  secondary  supply  well,  and  how  such  use  shall 
be  reported.  The  Environmental  Monitor  shall  verify  that  the  secondary  supply  well  is  installed 
and  is  capable  of  producing  daily  yields  sufficient  to  supplement  or  replace  the  primary  supply 
well  in  meeting  construction  water  demand,  as  needed. 

If  needed  to  generate  water  of  sufficient  quality,  water  treatment  using  a mobile,  self-contained 
ion  exchange  or  reverse  osmosis  unit  will  be  implemented.  Water  use  volumes  evaluated  in 
this  document  apply  to  groundwater  withdrawal  rates,  not  actual  final  water  use  rates. 
Therefore,  withdrawal  of  higher  water  volumes  of  groundwater  to  meet  the  same  water  usage 
rate  shall  not  be  permitted.  Wastestreams  from  the  treatment  units  shall  be  disposed  of  offsite 
in  accordance  with  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations.  Wastes  shall  not  be  disposed  in  the 
Primm  wastewater  infiltration  ponds,  or  in  any  other  location  that  returns  the  waste  material  to 
groundwater  within  the  Ivanpah  Valley  Groundwater  Basin. 


MM-Water-3:  Amend  and  Implement  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan.  The 

Applicant  shall  amend  and  implement  their  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  (West 
Yost  2013b)  prior  to  the  onset  of  construction.  The  Applicant  shall  propose  a water  quality 
standard,  or  methodology  for  developing  a standard,  to  be  used  as  an  indicator  of  potential 
adverse  groundwater  quality  impacts.  This  standard  shall  include  the  baseline  numerical  total 
dissolved  solids  concentration  and/or  electrical  conductivity  value  from  which  deviation  will  be 
measured,  as  well  as  which  wells  will  be  used  for  such  measurements.  This  standard  shall  be 
proposed  to  the  County  and  BLM  for  review  and  approval. 

The  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  shall  provide  detailed  methodology  for 
monitoring  background  and  site  groundwater  levels,  water  quality,  and  flow.  Monitoring  shall  be 
performed  during  pre-construction,  construction,  and  project  operation  with  the  intent  to 
establish  pre-construction  and  project-related  groundwater  level  and  water  quality  trends  that 
can  be  quantitatively  compared  against  observed  and  simulated  trends  near  the  project 
pumping  wells  and  near  potentially  impacted  existing  private  wells.  Water  quality  monitoring 
shall  include  annual  sampling  and  testing  for  TDS,  chloride,  sodium,  calcium,  arsenic,  and  other 
anions  and  metals  that  could  be  mobilized  from  depth  or  from  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake.  Water  quality 
samples  shall  be  drawn  from  both  project  supply  wells  and  the  three  monitoring  wells. 

During  construction,  quarterly  water  level  and  water  quality  monitoring  data  reports  shall  be 
submitted  to  the  BLM  and  the  County  for  review  and  approval.  Reports  shall  include  the 
pumping  rates  for  both  project  wells.  Based  on  the  results  of  the  quarterly  water  level  trend 
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analyses,  the  Applicant  shall  determine  if  the  project  pumping  has  resulted,  or  will  likely  result  if 
pumping  continues,  in  water  level  decline  of  five  feet  or  more  below  the  projected  baseline  trend 
at  nearby  private  wells.  If  drawdown  of  five  feet  or  more  occurs  at  off-site  wells,  and  a majority 
of  this  drawdown  can  be  attributable  to  pumping  of  the  Applicant’s  wells , then  the  Applicant 
shall  immediately  reduce  groundwater  pumping  until  water  levels  stabilize  or  recover,  sustaining 
drawdown  of  less  than  five  feet. 

The  Plan  shall  include  a schedule  for  submittal  of  quarterly  monitoring  data  reports  by  the 
Applicant  to  the  BLM  and  County.  The  BLM  and  County  shall  determine  whether  groundwater 
wells  surrounding  the  project  site  and  project  supply  well(s)  are  affected  by  project  activities  in  a 
way  that  requires  additional  mitigation  and,  if  so,  shall  determine  what  measures  are  needed. 


MM-Water-4:  Install  pervious  and/or  high-roughness  groundcover  where  applicable.  Prior 
to  the  onset  of  construction,  the  Applicant  shall  submit  a drainage  design  and  hydrologic  and 
hydraulic  analysis  to  the  BLM  for  review  and  approval  and  to  San  Bernardino  County  for  review 
and  comment.  The  Applicant  shall  also  implement  their  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  (First 
Solar  2012k).  In  the  design  plans,  groundcover  for  the  onsite  substation  and  O&M  Building 
shall  be  comprised  of  a pervious  and/or  high-roughness  material  (for  example,  gravel)  to  the 
maximum  extent  feasible,  in  order  to  ensure  maximum  percolation  of  rainfall  after  construction. 
Debris/sediment  basins  shall  be  installed  to  reduce  local  increases  in  runoff,  particularly  on 
frequent  runoff  events  (up  to  10-year  frequency).  Downstream  drainage  discharge  points  shall 
be  provided  with  erosion  protection  and  designed  such  that  flow  hydraulics  exiting  the  site 
mimic  the  natural  condition  as  much  as  possible. 


MM-Water-5:  Design  onsite  drainage  improvements  to  maximize  groundwater  recharge. 

Prior  to  onset  of  construction,  the  Applicant  shall  design  onsite  drainage  improvements  (and 
include  on  all  applicable  construction  plans)  to  include  the  following  components  to  maximize 
groundwater  basin  recharge:  drainage  from  impervious  surfaces  (e.g.,  roads,  driveways, 
buildings)  shall  be  directed  to  a common  drainage  basin;  the  project  shall  design  as  few  basins 
as  possible  for  the  entire  development;  and  where  feasible,  mass  grading  and  contouring  shall 
be  done  in  a way  to  direct  surface  runoff  towards  the  above-referenced  basins  (and/or  closed 
depressions). 


MM-Water-6:  Develop  Master  Drought  Water  Management  and  Water  Conservation 
Education  Programs.  Prior  to  the  onset  of  construction,  a Master  Drought  Water  Management 
Program  shall  be  prepared  by  the  Applicant  and  submitted  to  the  BLM  for  approval.  The 
Drought  Water  Management  Program  shall  provide  guidelines  on  how  all  future  water  use  will 
be  managed  during  “severe”  drought  year(s). 

During  construction  and  operation,  these  measures  would  go  into  effect  during  periods  of 
“severe”  drought.  Once  it  is  determined  that  a “severe”  drought  condition  exists,  restricted 
(drought)  water  usage  measures  shall  remain  in  effect  until  it  is  shown  satisfactorily  to  the  BLM 
that  the  “severe”  drought  condition  no  longer  exists.  This  plan  shall  include,  but  is  not  limited  to 
the  following  measures: 

• The  definition  of  a “severe”  drought  year  (as  defined  by  the  National  Oceanic  and 
Atmospheric  Administration’s  (NOAA)  Palmer  Drought  Severity  method  or  other  similarly 
recognized  methodology); 

• Identification  of  general  measures  available  to  reduce  water  usage  for  future 
development  (to  be  refined  as  needed  for  each  use  approved); 
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• Identification  of  specific  measures  to  be  applied  for  landscape  watering; 

• Determination  of  appropriate  early  triggers  to  determine  when  “severe”  drought 
conditions  exist  and  process  for  initiating  additional  water  conservation  measures  for 
[tract]  and  future  development. 

Along  with  the  Drought  Water  Management  Program  and  prior  to  the  onset  of  construction,  the 
Applicant  shall  develop  and  submit  to  the  BLM  for  approval,  a Master  Water  Conservation 
Education  Program  for  all  future  operators  and  employees  for  use  during  drought  periods.  Such 
a program  shall  be  developed  by  an  appropriate  expert  for  each  onsite  activity  using  water. 
Once  the  program  is  developed,  the  Applicant  shall  also  include  the  means  by  which  this 
information  will  be  disseminated  to  any  future  operators  of  the  project.  The  Drought  Water 
Management  Program  and  Water  Conservation  Education  Program  shall  be  implemented 
throughout  the  construction,  operation,  and  decommissioning  phases. 

For  any  year  that  a “severe  drought”  state  has  been  recognized,  the  Applicant  shall  submit  a 
letter  to  the  BLM  by  November  1 of  that  year  identifying  what  measures  were  implemented  to 
conserve  water  and  to  provide  water  conservation  education,  as  well  as  the  effectiveness  of 
such  measures. 


MM-Water-7:  Flood  and  Erosion  Structure  Damage  Protection.  Aboveground  project 
features  shall  not  be  placed  within  waterway  protection  corridors  (floodways)  defined  by  city  and 
county  codes,  and  shall  be  located  outside  of  known  watercourses.  Aboveground  project 
features  shall  be  designed  and  engineered  to  withstand  potential  flooding  and  erosion  hazards. 
Although  some  project  features  may  need  to  be  placed  within  100-year  floodplain  boundaries, 
or  Flood  Hazard  Areas,  they  shall  be  designed  per  the  County’s  Land  Development  Standards 
including  Flood  Control  Standard  Plats  and  Detention  Basin  Policy. 


MM-Water-8:  Construction  SWPPP  Specifications.  A Construction  SWPPP  shall  be 
developed  for  the  Stateline  facility.  Notices  of  Intent  (NOIs)  shall  be  filed  with  the  State  Water 
Resources  Control  Board  (SWRCB)  and  the  Lahontan  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board. 
A Waste  Discharge  Identification  Number  (WDID)  shall  be  obtained  prior  to  the  issuance  of 
construction  permits.  The  SWPPP  shall  be  stored  at  the  construction  site  for  reference  by 
construction  personnel  and  for  inspection  review.  The  SWPPP  shall  include  BMPs  that  would 
be  adhered  to  during  construction  in  order  to  stabilize  graded  areas  and  waterways,  and  reduce 
erosion  and  sedimentation.  Such  BMPs  may  include  but  are  not  limited  to  those  described 
below. 

• Erosion  minimizing  efforts  such  as  straw  wattles,  water  bars,  covers,  silt  fences,  and 
sensitive  area  access  restrictions  (for  example,  flagging)  that  would  be  installed  before 
clearing  and  grading  begins.  For  protection  of  desert  tortoise  and  other  wildlife,  silt  fence 
shall  only  be  installed  on  interior  fences  located  within  the  exterior  desert  tortoise  fence, 
so  that  tortoises  will  not  be  able  to  come  in  contact  with  the  silt  fence. 

• Mulching,  seeding,  or  other  suitable  stabilization  measures  would  be  used  to  protect 
exposed  areas  during  construction  activities. 

• During  construction  activities,  measures  would  be  in  place  to  ensure  that  contaminants 
are  not  discharged  from  the  construction  sites. 

• Debris  and  sediment  basins  would  be  established,  both  upgradient  and  downgradient, 
as  necessary,  to  capture  silt  and  other  materials,  which  might  otherwise  be  carried  from 
the  site  by  rainwater  surface  runoff.  The  basins  shall  be  designed  in  accordance  with  the 
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County  Detention  Basin  Policy,  which  includes  standards  for  sizing  and  armoring.  This 
would  require  armoring  on  both  the  upgradient  and  downgradient  (water  release)  sides 
of  each  basin. 

• Straw  wattles  (or  comparably  effective  devices  [as  determined  by  the  onsite  Civil 
Engineer,  in  consultation  with  the  Environmental  Monitor])  shall  be  placed  on  the 
downslope  sides  of  the  proposed  work  which  would  direct  flows  into  temporary 
sedimentation  basins. 

• Stormwater  protection  berms  positioned  in  the  area  of  facility  structures  (substation  and 
O&M  Building). 

• The  SWPPP  shall  include  a Sedimentation  and  Erosion  Control  Plan  to  minimize  the 
potential  for  project  sediment  to  leave  the  site  and  result  in  downstream  sedimentation. 

• All  erosion  control  materials  shall  be  biodegradable  and  natural  fiber. 

All  be  BMPs  required  by  the  SWPPP  shall  be  checked  and  maintained  regularly  and  after  all 
larger  storm  events.  All  remedial  work  shall  be  done  immediately  after  discovery  so 
sedimentation  control  devices  remain  in  good  working  order  during  the  entire  construction 
phase.  Proper  implementation  will  be  verified  by  the  Environmental  Monitor. 


MM-Water-9:  Storm  Water  Management  Plan.  The  project  owner  shall  implement  the 
requirements  of  their  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012k)  to  operate  and 
monitor  to  effectiveness  of  their  proposed  stormwater  management  system. 

The  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  shall  be  submitted  to  both  the  BLM  and  the  County  for 
review  and  approval,  and  shall  include  a plan  to  monitor  and  inspect  periodically,  before  first 
seasonal  and  after  every  storm  event.  The  plan  shall  include  the  following  elements : 

• Security  and  Tortoise  Exclusion  Fence:  Inspect  for  damage  and  buildup  of  sediment  or 
debris. 

• Facility  structures  within  drainages  or  subject  to  drainage  overflow:  Inspect  for  tilting, 
damage,  depth  of  scour  compared  to  depth  below  ground. 

• Drainage  Channels:  Inspect  for  substantial  migration  or  changes  in  depth,  and  transport 
of  trash,  debris,  or  broken  PV  module  components. 

• Stormwater  protection  features,  including  protection  berms,  culverts,  and  cement  road 
crossings. 

• Constructed  Debris  and  Sediment  Basins:  Inspect  for  scour  and  structural  integrity 
issues  caused  by  erosion,  and  for  sediment  and  debris  buildup. 

• Ivanpah  Playa  Surface:  Inspect  for  changes  in  the  surface  texture  and  quality  from 
sediment  buildup,  erosion,  or  transported  debris. 

Short-Term  Incident-Based  Response: 

• Security  and  Tortoise  Exclusion  Fence:  Repair  damage,  and  remove  built-up  of 
sediment  and  debris. 

• Facility  structures:  Remove  broken  materials,  damaged  structure,  and  wiring  from  the 
ground,  and  replace  with  materials  meeting  original  construction  specifications. 

• Drainage  Channels:  No  short-term  response  necessary  unless  changes  indicate  risk  to 
facility  structures. 
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• Constructed  Debris  and  Sediment  Basins:  Repair  damage,  maintain  erosion  control 
measures  and  remove  built-up  sediment  and  debris. 

• Ivanpah  Playa  Surface:  Remove  transported  debris,  notify  BLM  to  develop  plan  for 
addressing  sedimentation  or  erosion  issues. 

Long-Term  Design-Based  Response: 

• Propose  operation/BMP  modifications  to  address  ongoing  issues.  Include  proposed 
changes  to  monitoring  and  response  procedures,  frequency,  or  standards. 

• Propose  design  modifications  to  address  ongoing  issues.  This  may  include  construction 
of  additional  active  storm  water  management  diversion  channels  and/or  detention 
ponds. 

• Inspection,  short-term  incident  response,  and  long-term  design-based  response  may 
include  activities  both  inside  and  outside  of  the  approved  right-of-way.  For  activities 
outside  of  the  approved  right-of-way,  the  Applicant  will  notify  BLM  and  acquire 
environmental  review  and  approval  before  field  activities  begin. 

At  least  sixty  (60)  days  prior  to  commercial  operation,  the  project  owner  shall  submit  to  the  BLM 
and  the  County  a copy  of  the  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  for  review  and  approval  prior  to 
commercial  operation.  The  Applicant  shall  retain  a copy  of  this  plan  onsite  at  the  power  plant  at 
all  times. 


MM-Water-10:  Accidental  spill  control  and  environmental  training.  Prior  to  the  onset  of 
construction  of  the  Stateline  facility,  the  following  specifications  must  be  provided  by  the 
Applicant  to  the  BLM:  define  areas  where  hazardous  materials  would  be  stored,  where  trash 
would  be  placed,  where  rolling  equipment  would  be  parked,  fueled  and  serviced,  and  where 
construction  materials  such  as  reinforcing  bars  and  structural  steel  members  would  be  stored. 
The  Applicant  shall  also  prescribe  hazardous  materials  handling  procedures  for  reducing  the 
potential  for  a spill  during  construction,  and  shall  include  an  emergency  response  program  to 
ensure  quick  and  safe  cleanup  of  accidental  spills.  These  specifications  may  be  included  in  the 
project’s  SWPPP,  or  may  be  included  as  a separate  plan. 

Prior  to  and  during  construction,  an  environmental  training  program  shall  be  established  to 
communicate  environmental  concerns  and  appropriate  work  practices,  including  spill  prevention 
and  response  measures,  and  SWPPP  measures,  to  all  field  personnel.  A monitoring  program 
shall  be  implemented  to  ensure  that  the  plans  are  followed  during  all  construction,  operations 
and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning  activities. 

Storage  of  fuels  and  hazardous  materials  shall  be  prohibited  within  200  feet  of  surface  water 
features  and  private  groundwater  supply  wells,  and  within  400  feet  of  community  or  municipal 
groundwater  supply  wells  (if  it  is  determined  that  such  wells  exist  on  or  in  close  proximity  to  the 
project  site). 

During  construction/ground  disturbing  activities  and  operation,  all  vehicles  and  equipment, 
including  all  hydraulic  hoses,  shall  be  maintained  in  good  working  order  so  that  they  are  free  of 
any  and  all  leaks  that  could  escape  the  vehicle  or  contact  the  ground,  and  to  ensure  that  any 
leaks  or  spills  during  maintenance  or  storage  can  be  easily  and  properly  removed. 

Compliance  will  be  verified  by  the  Environmental  Monitor  and  the  local  SWPPP  authority  at  the 
time  of  construction. 
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MM-Water-11:  Drinking  Water  Source.  Upon  receipt  of  initial  analytical  results  from  the  on- 
site production  well,  the  Applicant  shall  make  a determination,  with  concurrence  of  BLM  and  the 
County,  regarding  whether  water  quality  meets  EPA’s  National  Secondary  Drinking  Water 
Regulation  for  TDS  of  500  mg/L.  If  the  analytical  results  from  the  initial  sample,  or  from  any  of 
the  subsequent  results  from  periodic  monitoring  events,  indicates  that  the  water  does  not  meet 
this  standard,  the  water  shall  not  be  used  for  drinking  water,  and  the  Applicant  shall  arrange  for 
provision  of  drinking  water  from  an  offsite  source,  as  opposed  to  the  on-site  wells. 


MM-Water-12:  Portable  Toilet  Use  for  Construction.  The  Applicant  shall  use  temporary, 
portable  toilet  facilities  throughout  the  project  area  (both  office  area  and  solar  array  fields) 
during  construction.  A temporary  septic  tank  and  leach  field  system  will  not  be  used. 


4.19.12  Residual  Impacts  After  Mitigation 

Following  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  provided  in  Section  4.19.12  and  discussed 
throughout  this  section,  all  adverse  impacts  to  water  resources  resulting  from  construction, 
operation  and  maintenance,  or  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  be  avoided  or 
substantially  reduced  to  a level  below  significance.  Mitigation  measures  MM-Water-1  through 
MM-Water-10  have  been  designed  to  address  project-specific  effects  as  related  to  water 
resources,  and  no  additional  adverse  impacts  to  water  resources  would  occur  as  a result  of 
implementation  of  these  mitigation  measures.  As  a result , there  would  be  no  adverse 
unavoidable  impacts  to  water  resources. 
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4.20  Wild  Horse  and  Burro 

4.20.1  Methodology  for  Analysis 

This  section  evaluates  whether  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  would  comply  with 
applicable  laws  and  regulations  pertaining  to  the  protection  and  management  of  wild  horses 
and  burros.  It  also  evaluates  the  scope  of  the  potential  impacts  to  wild  horses  and  burros  as  a 
result  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives. 


4.20.2  CEQA  Significance  Criteria 

CEQA  does  not  provide  specific  significance  criteria  for  impacts  to  wild  horses  and  burros. 
Consequently,  no  CEQA  significance  determinations  have  been  made  for  the  analysis  of  wild 
horse  and  burro  impacts  below. 


4.20.3  Alternative  1:  Proposed  Action 
4.20.3.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

The  proposed  solar  farm  location  is  included  within  the  Clark  Mountain  Herd  Management  Area 
(HMA),  which  has  historically  been  managed  to  protect  burro  populations.  No  wild  horses  have 
been  documented  in  the  Clark  Mountain  HMA.  Although  burros  are  still  known  to  be  present  in 
the  area,  the  Appropriate  Management  Level  (AML)  for  burros  in  this  area  of  the  HMA  was 
reduced  from  44  to  0 through  the  NEMO  Plan  Amendment  in  December,  2002  (BLM  2002). 
The  decision  to  implement  the  zeroing  out  of  the  HMA  was  implemented  by  the  BLM  through 
burro  removal  in  2007.  Some  burros  still  remain  within  the  HMA  and  the  BLM  expects  to 
remove  them  in  the  future  pursuant  to  a separate  gather  decision. 

The  Proposed  Action  would  include  the  removal  of  vegetation  and  installation  of  fencing 
surrounding  the  entire  2,143  acre  project  area.  Fencing  is  expected  to  keep  burros  outside  of 
the  facility  location.  This  action  would  make  the  project  area  inaccessible  for  grazing  of 
individual  burros  during  construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning.  Although  this  would 
represent  a direct,  adverse  impact  on  2,143  acre  of  land  area  that  is  currently  used  for  grazing 
by  existing  burro  populations,  the  loss  of  marginal  quality  forage  base  associated  with  the 
project  footprint  should  not  impact  burros  as  other  areas  within  Clark  Mountain  Allotment 
provide  more  abundant  and  better  quality  forage  for  burros  when  in  the  Clark  Mountain  HMA. 
In  addition,  because  the  AML  for  burros  in  the  HMA  is  zero,  and  BLM  has  been  actively 
removing  burros  from  the  HMA,  the  impact  of  the  Proposed  Action  on  burros  would  not  be 
considered  to  be  adverse  after  the  removal  of  the  remaining  burros. 


Construction 

Although  all  burros  in  the  HMA  are  expected  to  be  eventually  removed,  the  remaining  burros 
are  still  protected  by  the  provisions  of  the  Wild  and  Free-Roaming  Horse  and  Burro  Act  of  1971. 
Construction  of  the  proposed  facility  is  expected  to  involve  increased  traffic  use  of  the  existing 
roads  from  the  Yates  Well  Road  exit  on  1-15  to  the  proposed  facility  location.  Increased  traffic 
levels  could  impact  burros  by  causing  vehicle  strikes.  Additionally,  burros  could  be  injured  or 
killed  by  falling  into  trenches  or  stormwater  management  systems  during  construction  of  the 
facility. 

These  potential  impacts  to  remaining  burros  would  be  avoided  or  reduced  through  mitigation 
measures  developed  for  the  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  Project  personnel  would 
be  briefed  regarding  the  potential  presence  of  burros  within  the  project  area,  as  would  be 
included  in  the  Worker  Environmental  Awareness  Program  specified  in  mitigation  measure  MM- 
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Wild-3.  Speed  limits  of  10  mph  on  unpaved  roads  and  25  mph  on  stabilized  roads  established 
for  fugitive  dust  control  during  construction  and  operations  in  accordance  with  mitigation 
measures  MM-Air-1  and  MM-Air-3  are  expected  to  be  sufficient  to  reduce  risk  of  injury  or  death 
to  burros  by  vehicle  strike.  In  order  to  protect  burros  against  other  construction-related  injury, 
all  project  construction  areas  would  be  fenced  to  eliminate  access  by  burros  to  any  excavations 
developed  during  construction. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Because  all  operations-related  activities  would  occur  within  the  fenced  area,  impacts  to  burros 
are  not  expected.  Operation  and  maintenance  activities  would  involve  traffic  use  of  the  existing 
roads  from  the  Yates  Well  Road  exit  on  1-15  to  the  proposed  facility  location.  However,  with  an 
expected  full-time  employment  level  of  seven  staff,  the  potential  for  vehicle  strikes  would  be 
low.  These  operations  workers  would  also  be  subject  to  the  environmental  awareness  training 
and  vehicle  speed  limits  associated  with  construction,  which  would  further  reduce  the  potential 
for  adverse  impacts.  Additionally,  the  remaining  burros  are  expected  to  be  removed  during  the 
operations  period  for  the  project. 


Decommissioning 

Upon  project  closure  and  decommissioning,  the  land  that  comprises  the  project  footprint  would 
be  rehabilitated  to  reestablish  plant  communities  originally  occurring  on  the  site  before  the 
original  grant  was  issued.  Following  the  achievement  of  the  objectives  for  rehabilitation,  as 
outlined  in  the  Decommissioning  Plan  (First  Solar  201 2d),  the  ROW  grant  would  then  be 
cancelled  adding  2,143  acres  of  reclaimed  land  back  to  the  land  base  of  Clark  Mountain  HMA. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  result  in  any  adverse 
impacts  to  burros.  The  expansion  of  the  boundaries  of  the  DWMA  to  encompass  an  additional 
23,363  acres  would  remove  that  area  from  future  development  for  renewable  energy  and  other 
uses,  thus  reducing  the  potential  for  development  activities  that  could  cause  vehicle  strike  or 
other  impacts  to  the  remaining  burros.  Overall,  the  modification  of  the  DWMA  boundary  would 
constitute  a beneficial  impact  to  the  remaining  burros. 


4.20.3.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

CEQA  does  not  require  significance  determinations  for  impacts  to  wild  horses  and  burros. 


4.20.4  Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 
4.20.4.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning  activities  associated  with  Alternative  2 would  be 
slightly  greater  than  those  of  the  Proposed  Action  due  to  the  slightly  increased  acreage,  and  the 
duration  of  construction-generated  traffic  may  be  incrementally  longer.  The  amount  of  acreage 
removed  from  the  HMA  by  fencing  would  be  2,385  acres,  as  compared  to  2,143  acres  in  the 
Proposed  Action.  Although  some  of  this  acreage  would  be  in  a different  location  (south  of  the 
Primm  Valley  Golf  Course),  this  separate  parcel  of  acreage  is  not  expected  to  have  any  better 
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forage,  and  therefore  would  not  be  more  or  less  likely  to  have  burros  than  the  site  under 
Alternative  1. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  the  same  under  Alternative  2 
as  Alternative  1 . 

4.20.4.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

CEQA  does  not  require  significance  determinations  for  impacts  to  wild  horses  and  burros. 


4.20.5  Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 
4.20.5.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning  activities  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 
would  be  reduced  as  compared  to  the  Proposed  Action.  The  amount  of  acreage  removed  from 
the  HMA  by  fencing  would  be  1,685  acres,  as  compared  to  2,143  acres  in  the  Proposed  Action. 
Overall,  the  types  of  potential  impacts  to  remaining  burros  would  be  the  same  as  those 
described  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  the  same  under  Revised 
Alternative  3 as  Alternative  1 . 


4.20.5.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

CEQA  does  not  require  significance  determinations  for  impacts  to  wild  horses  and  burros. 


4.20.6  Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 
4.20.6.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning  activities  associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be 
reduced  as  compared  to  the  Proposed  Action.  The  amount  of  acreage  removed  from  the  HMA 
by  fencing  would  be  1,766  acres,  as  compared  to  2,143  acres  in  the  Proposed  Action.  Overall, 
the  types  of  potential  impacts  to  remaining  burros  would  be  the  same  as  those  described  for  the 
Proposed  Action. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  the  same  under  Alternative  4 
as  Alternative  1 . 


4.20.6.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

CEQA  does  not  require  significance  determinations  for  impacts  to  wild  horses  and  burros. 
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4.20.7  Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 

4.20.7.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Under  this  alternative,  the  proposed  facility  would  not  be  approved  and  BLM  would  not  amend 
the  CDCA  Plan.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be  constructed  on  the  project  site, 
and  there  would  be  no  potential  impacts  to  burros  through  vehicle  strikes  or  displacement  from 
the  2,143  acre  fenced  area.  BLM  would  continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the 
existing  land  use  designation  in  the  CDCA  Plan.  This  includes  implementation  of  the  AML 
established  for  burros  in  this  area  through  the  NEMO  Plan  Amendment. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  Alternative  5 and, 
therefore,  the  potential  beneficial  impacts  to  the  remaining  burros  that  would  be  associated  with 
limiting  land  uses  in  that  area  would  not  occur.  Land  uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA 
would  continue  as  they  are  today.  This  action  would  not  have  any  effect  on  the  remaining 
burros. 


4.20.7.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

CEQA  does  not  require  significance  determinations  for  impacts  to  wild  horses  and  burros. 


4.20.8  Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 
4.20.8.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  6 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  not  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  and  no  project  would  be  approved.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be 
constructed  on  the  project  site,  and  there  would  be  no  potential  impacts  to  burros  through 
vehicle  strikes  or  displacement  from  the  2,143  acre  fenced  area. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  the  same  under  Alternative  6 
as  Alternative  1. 


4.20.8.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

CEQA  does  not  require  significance  determinations  for  impacts  to  wild  horses  and  burros. 


4.20.9  Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 
4.20.9.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  7 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  although  none  of  the  action  alternatives  would  be  approved.  The  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  Project  would  not  be  constructed  on  the  project  site  and  the  project  site  would  remain 
vacant  in  the  near-term.  Under  this  alternative,  the  BLM  would  not  approve  the  proposed 
facility,  but  would  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  to  allow  for  other  solar  projects  on  the  site.  As  a 
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result,  it  is  possible  that  another  solar  energy  project  could  be  constructed  on  the  site,  and  it  is 
likely  that  another  solar  project  would  have  similar  impacts  to  those  of  the  Proposed  Action. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  Alternative  7. 
Land  uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today.  This  action 
would  not  have  any  effect  on  the  remaining  burros. 


4.20.9.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

CEQA  does  not  require  significance  determinations  for  impacts  to  wild  horses  and  burros. 

4.20.10  Cumulative  Impacts 
4.20.10.1  Geographic  Extent/Context 

The  cumulative  impact  analysis  area  for  burros  is  their  range  within  the  Clark  Mountain  HMA 
boundary. 


4.20.10.2  Existing  Cumulative  Conditions 

Past  and  present  projects  occurring  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility  include  recreational 
activities;  mining;  solar  development;  utility  corridors  used  for  transmission  of  electric  power, 
natural  gas,  petroleum  products  and  communications;  transportation  infrastructure  (highway 
and  railroad,  both  existing  and  proposed);  and  grazing. 

Regionally,  impacts  to  burros  in  the  CDCA  planning  area  have  been  occurring  for  100  years  or 
more.  Authorized  and  unauthorized  vehicle  use  and  maintenance  and  construction  of  utility 
rights-of-way  can  have  a slight  impact  to  burros  by  removal  of  vegetation  utilized  for  forage,  and 
there  is  always  a danger  of  vehicles  colliding  with  burros.  The  impact  of  the  proposed  and 
probable  development  projects  (mineral  production,  solar  projects,  rail  lines,  and  airports)  would 
cumulatively  remove  and  isolate  potential  grazing  sites  for  burros. 


4.20.10.3  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Projects 

Table  4.1-1  provides  a list  of  current  and  reasonably  foreseeable  projects,  including  other 
proposed  or  approved  renewable  energy  projects,  various  BLM  authorized  actions/activities, 
proposed  or  approved  projects  within  the  County’s  jurisdiction,  and  other  actions/activities  that 
the  agencies  consider  reasonably  foreseeable.  Table  4.1-2  summarizes  the  cumulative 
projects  that  would  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  the  Proposed  Action  and  result  in 
cumulative  impacts  to  recreational  resources.  Most  of  these  projects  have  either  undergone 
independent  environmental  review  pursuant  to  NEPA  and/or  CEQA,  or  will  do  so  prior  to 
approval.  Even  if  environmental  review  has  not  been  completed  for  the  cumulative  projects 
described  in  Table  4.1-2,  their  effects  were  considered  in  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis  in  the 
PA  and  EIS/EIR. 

Projects  currently  under  construction  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility  include  the  Ivanpah 
SEGS  solar  facility  (3,471  acres).  Proposed  projects  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility  that 
would  have  potentially  adverse  impacts  to  wild  horses  and  burros  include  the  Southern  Nevada 


November  2013 


4.20-5 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.20  Wild  Horse  and  Burro 


Supplemental  Airport,  Desert  Xpress  high  speed  passenger  rail  line,  Silver  State  Phase  2 solar 
facility,  and  the  Calnev  Pipeline  Expansion  Project. 


4.20.10.4  Cumulative  Impacts  Associated  with  Proposed  Action 
Construction 

Although  the  AML  for  burros  in  this  area  of  the  HMA  was  reduced  from  44  to  0 through  the 
NEMO  Plan  Amendment,  burros  are  known  to  still  exist  in  the  area,  and  could  potentially  be 
impacted  by  construction,  operations  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed 
Action,  in  combination  with  other  projects  in  the  region.  The  Proposed  Action,  as  well  as  other 
projects,  would  be  fenced,  and  therefore  removed  from  the  Clark  Mountain  HMA  as  potential 
range  and  forage  for  the  remaining  burros.  This  impact  would  occur  as  the  project  area 
becomes  fenced  during  construction,  and  would  continue  through  operations  and 
decommissioning.  However,  because  the  AML  in  the  area  has  been  reduced  to  0,  this  would 
not  be  considered  an  adverse  cumulative  impact  to  the  HMA. 

Construction  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  contribute,  along  with  other  projects,  to  the  amount 
of  traffic  occurring  on  Yates  Well  Road  and  other  open  routes  in  the  area.  The  increase  in 
traffic  could  increase  the  risk  of  vehicle  strike  impacts  to  remaining  burros,  although  there  is  no 
information  that  such  strikes  have  occurred  in  the  past.  The  potential  for  this  impact  would  be 
reduced  through  mitigation  measures  that  require  worker  awareness  training  and  speed  limits 
on  the  roads.  Similar  measures  would  likely  be  applied  to  other  projects  in  the  area,  so  there 
would  be  no  cumulative  impact  to  the  remaining  burros. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

It  is  expected  that  all  of  the  cumulative  projects  described  above  would  be  operational  at  the 
same  time  as  the  Proposed  Action.  As  a result,  there  may  be  long-term  impacts  to  burros 
during  operation  of  those  cumulative  projects,  resulting  from  the  increase  in  traffic  and 
increased  potential  for  vehicle  strikes.  However,  employment  levels  associated  with  operations 
of  these  cumulative  projects  would  be  expected  to  generate  very  few  daily  trips  on  Yates  Well 
Road  and  the  other  open  routes  off  of  1-15.  Therefore,  the  Proposed  Action  would  not 
contribute  to  an  adverse  cumulative  impact  to  the  remaining  burros.  Additionally,  those 
remaining  burros  are  expected  to  be  removed  as  the  BLM  works  to  achieve  the  AML 
established  by  the  NEMO  plan  amendments  for  the  HMA. 


Decommissioning 

The  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action  is  expected  to  result  in  impacts  similar  to  those 
identified  for  construction.  However,  the  Proposed  Action’s  contribution  to  cumulative  impacts 
to  burros  during  decommissioning  would  be  temporary.  Following  decommissioning,  the  land 
area  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  would  become  available  for  burros,  although  it  is 
expected  that  all  burros  would  have  been  removed  from  the  HMA  by  that  time. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  contribute  to  any  adverse 
cumulative  impacts  to  burros.  The  expansion  of  the  boundaries  of  the  DWMA  to  encompass  an 
additional  23,363  acres  would  remove  that  area  from  future  development  for  renewable  energy 
and  other  uses,  thus  reducing  the  potential  for  development  activities  that  could  cause  vehicle 
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strike  or  other  impacts  to  the  remaining  burros.  Overall,  the  modification  of  the  DWMA 
boundary  would  combine  with  the  establishment  of  other  areas  designated  for  resource 
protection  (such  as  Wilderness  Areas  and  the  Mojave  National  Preserve)  to  remove  these 
areas  from  potential  development,  and  therefore  limit  the  potential  for  impacts  to  the  remaining 
burros. 


4.20.10.5  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

CEQA  does  not  require  significance  determinations  for  impacts  to  wild  horses  and  burros. 


4.20.10.6  Alternatives 
Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 

The  impacts  to  burros  associated  with  Alternative  2 would  be  approximately  the  same  as  those 
associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts  associated  with 
Alternative  2 would  be  the  same  as  those  described  above  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 

The  impacts  to  burros  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  approximately  the  same 
as  those  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts  associated 
with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  the  same  as  those  described  above  for  the  Proposed 
Action. 


Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 

The  impacts  to  burros  associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be  approximately  the  same  as  those 
associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts  associated  with 
Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  those  described  above  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 

Alternative  5,  the  No  Action  Alternative,  would  not  contribute  to  any  of  the  potentially  adverse 
impacts  to  burros  as  the  action  alternatives.  There  would  be  no  potential  impacts  to  burros 
through  vehicle  strikes  or  displacement  from  the  2,143  acre  fenced  area.  However,  this 
alternative  would  also  not  result  in  the  beneficial  impacts  to  the  remaining  burros  that  would  be 
associated  with  the  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA. 


Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 

By  denying  the  solar  energy  application,  Alternative  6 would  allow  existing  recreational  land 
uses  to  continue  on  the  project  site  as  they  are  today.  Therefore,  this  alternative  would  not 
contribute  to  impacts  associated  with  the  removal  of  the  2,143  acre  Proposed  Action  footprint 
as  rangeland  and  forage  for  burros,  and  would  not  contribute  to  increased  vehicle  traffic  that 
could  impact  burros.  In  addition,  by  excluding  the  proposed  facility  area  from  future  solar 
development,  Alternative  6 would  provide  a beneficial  contribution  to  the  amount  of  land  area 
available  for  burros. 
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Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 

By  denying  the  solar  energy  application,  Alternative  7 would  allow  existing  land  uses  to  continue 
on  the  project  site  as  they  are  today.  Therefore,  this  alternative  would  not  contribute  to  impacts 
associated  with  the  removal  of  the  2,143  acre  Proposed  Action  footprint  as  rangeland  and 
forage  for  burros,  and  would  not  contribute  to  increased  vehicle  traffic  that  could  impact  burros. 
Although  this  would  be  beneficial  in  not  removing  the  land  area  from  current  range  for  the 
remaining  burros,  it  could  allow  land  uses,  such  as  renewable  energy  development,  that  could 
impact  burros  in  the  future. 


4.20.11  Mitigation  Measures 

Because  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  be  expected  to  have  adverse  impacts  on  wild  horses  or 
burros,  no  mitigation  measures  specific  to  horses  and  burros  have  been  developed.  Potential 
impacts  to  remaining  burros  would  be  avoided  or  reduced  through  mitigation  measures 
developed  for  the  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  Project  personnel  would  be  briefed 
regarding  the  potential  presence  of  burros  within  the  project  area,  as  would  be  included  in  the 
Worker  Environmental  Awareness  Program  specified  in  mitigation  measure  MM-Wild-3. 
Speed  limits  of  10  mph  on  unpaved  roads  and  25  mph  on  stabilized  roads  established  for 
fugitive  dust  control  during  construction  and  operations  in  accordance  with  mitigation  measures 
MM-Air-1  and  MM-Air-3  are  expected  to  be  sufficient  to  reduce  risk  of  injury  or  death  to  burros 
by  vehicle  strike.  In  order  to  protect  burros  against  other  construction-related  injury,  all  project 
construction  areas  would  be  fenced  to  eliminate  access  by  burros  to  any  excavations  developed 
during  construction. 


4.20.12  Residual  Impacts  After  Mitigation 

Because  BLM  has  established  the  AML  for  burros  in  this  area  of  the  HMA  at  0 through  the 
NEMO  Plan  Amendment,  there  would  be  no  residual  impacts  on  burros  as  a result  of  the 
Proposed  Action  or  alternatives. 
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4.21  Wildland  Fire 

4.21.1  Methodology  for  Analysis 

The  California  Department  of  Forestry  and  Fire  Protection  (CAL  FIRE)  maps  and  datasets  on 
statewide  Fire  Flazard  Severity  Zones  (FHSZ)  and  site  reconnaissance  documenting  vegetation 
conditions  were  all  used  to  determine  wildfire  risk  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm 
Proposed  Action  site.  Published  literature  on  fire  behavior  and  indirect  impacts  on  natural 
resources  was  reviewed  to  assess  potential  indirect  impacts. 

The  direct  effects  of  wildland  fires  include  the  loss  of  life  and  property.  The  indirect  effects  on 
natural  resources  that  can  result  from  an  increase  in  the  frequency  and/or  severity  of  wildfires 
are  described  here,  and  are  common  to  all  action  alternatives.  The  potential  direct  and  indirect 
impacts  resulting  from  the  construction,  operation,  maintenance  and  decommissioning  of  the 
Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1)  are  described  in  Section  4.21.3.1. 

Although  fire  can  benefit  natural  ecosystems  that  have  evolved  with  occasional  fire  and  that 
benefit  from  the  stimulation  of  growth  through  the  reproduction  of  plants  and  wildlife  habitat,  fire 
can  also  be  detrimental  to  biological  and  other  natural  resources,  such  as  air  quality  and  water 
quality.  The  following  subsections  described  some  of  the  potential  effects  occurring  to  these 
resources  as  a result  of  wildland  fires. 


Biological  Resources 

Weedy  species  have  been  known  to  invade  desert  and  semi-desert  habitats  in  areas  where 
fires  have  occurred  infrequently  because  of  scant  fuel  sources.  Because  vegetation 
communities  can  be  converted  following  fire,  these  changes  in  dominant  vegetation 
communities  can  drastically  affect  plant  and  animal  habitat  and  can  affect  the  prevalence  of 
special-status  species.  When  fires  occur  in  these  areas,  vegetation  can  change,  such  as 
converting  to  non-native  grasses,  and  become  more  susceptible  to  ignition.  Animals  within 
desert  ecosystems  are  ill-suited  to  avoid  fire  and  often  struggle  to  use  resources  and  prosper  in 
post-fire  communities. 


Air  Quality 

Carbon  dioxide,  water  vapor,  carbon  monoxide,  particulate  matter,  hydrocarbons,  and  other 
constituent  materials  are  all  present  in  wildfire  smoke.  The  specific  composition  of  smoke 
depends  largely  on  the  fuel  type,  as  vegetation  types  contain  different  amounts  of  cellulose, 
oils,  waxes,  and  starches,  which  when  ignited  produce  different  compounds.  In  addition, 
hazardous  air  pollutants  and  toxic  air  contaminants,  such  as  benzene  and  formaldehyde,  are 
also  present  in  smoke.  However,  the  principal  pollutant  of  concern  from  wildfire  smoke  is 
particulate  matter.  In  general,  particulate  matter  from  smoke  is  very  small  in  size  and  can  be 
inhaled  into  the  deepest  recesses  of  the  lungs,  presenting  a serious  health  concern  (Lipsett 
2008). 

Large  quantities  of  pollutants  can  be  released  by  wildland  fires  over  a relatively  short  period  of 
time.  Air  quality  during  large  fires  can  become  severely  hazardous  and  can  remain  impaired  for 
several  days  after  the  fire  is  ignited. 


Water  Quality 

Fire  can  affect  water  quality  by  increasing  potential  for  erosion  and  sedimentation  in  areas 
where  vegetation  has  been  burned  by  fire.  Water  chemistry  can  also  be  altered  through  the 
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introduction  of  pollutants  and  chemical  constituents.  Aquatic  environments  may  also  be 
impacted  through  the  introduction  of  fire  retardant  chemicals  used  during  firefighting  activities. 

Erosion  and  Sedimentation.  Watersheds  severely  burned  by  wildfire  are  vulnerable  to 
accelerated  rates  of  soil  erosion  and  can  experience  large  amounts  of  post-fire  sediment 
deposits.  Increases  in  post-fire  suspended  sediments  in  streams  can  result  from  erosion  and 
overland  flow,  channel  scouring,  and  creep  accumulations  in  stream  channels  after  an  event 
(United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  [USDA]  2005). 

Water  Chemistry.  Ash  deposits  generated  by  a fire  can  affect  the  pH  of  water  immediately  after 
the  event,  potentially  increasing  to  levels  that  violate  water  quality  standards.  In  addition, 
increases  in  the  pH  of  nearby  soil  can  also  cause  increases  in  stream  flow  pH  (USDA  2005). 
Dissolved  nitrogen  levels  can  increase  after  fires  as  a result  of  accelerated  mineralization  and 
nitrification  (dissolved  nitrogen  is  commonly  studied  as  an  indicator  of  fire  disturbance),  but 
these  levels  do  not  typically  exceed  established  water  quality  standards  (USDA  2005). 
Dissolved  phosphorous,  sulfur,  chloride,  and  total  dissolved  solids  levels  can  increase  after  a 
fire,  but  studies  have  shown  that  these  increases  typically  do  not  result  in  violation  of  drinking 
water  quality  standards  (USDA  2005). 

Fire  Retardant.  The  use  of  fire  retardants  to  protect  communities,  sensitive  resources,  or  other 
assets  has  proven  highly  effective,  but  it  can  have  a direct  effect  on  aquatic  environments.  The 
use  of  ammonium-based  retardants  can  affect  water  quality  and,  in  some  instances,  they  can 
be  toxic  to  aquatic  biota  (USDA  2005).  Nitrogen-containing  retardants  can  potentially  affect 
drinking  water  quality,  and  retardants  containing  sodium  ferrocyanide  can  potentially  be  lethal 
for  aquatic  organisms  (USDA  2005). 


4.21.2  CEQA  Significance  Criteria 

The  indicators  listed  below  were  used  to  determine  if  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  facility  would 
result  in  significant  impacts  under  CEQA  to  wildland  fire  ecology.  These  indicators  are  the 
same  as  the  significance  criteria  for  wildland  fire  listed  in  the  CEQA  Environmental  Checklist, 
Appendix  G of  the  CEQA  Guidelines.  The  Proposed  Action  would  result  in  an  adverse  impact 
on  wildland  fire  ecology  if  it  would: 

Fire-1:  Expose  people  or  structures  to  a significant  risk  of  loss,  injury  or  death  involving  wildland 
fires,  including  where  wildlands  are  adjacent  to  urbanized  areas  or  where  residences  are 
intermixed  with  wildlands. 


4.21.3  Alternative  1:  Proposed  Action 

As  discussed  in  Chapter  2,  the  Applicant  would  implement  a Fire  Prevention  Plan  as  a 
component  of  the  project  for  construction,  operations,  and  decomissionino.  The  plan  would 
comply  with  San  Bernardino  County  regulations,  and  would  include  the  following  elements: 

• Design  of  a road  network  and  Traffic  Control  Plan  that  would  ensure  adequate  emergency 
vehicle  access  to  the  site; 

• Energizing  electrical  equipment  only  after  final  inspection  and  approval; 

• Monitoring  of  fire  risks  during  construction  and  operations  to  identify  and  address  risks;  and 

• Use  of  non-toxic,  mineral  oil-based  coolant  that  is  non-flammable  and  biodegradable. 

During  construction,  water  holding  basins  constructed  for  storing  water  for  dust  suppression 
would  also  act  as  fire  water  storage.  During  operations,  a 5,000  gallon  aboveground  water 
storage  tank  would  serve  to  store  water  for  fire  suppression. 
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The  Applicant’s  Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2013c)  would  limit  the  potential 
for  combustible  fuels  to  build  up  onsite.  The  Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan,  as  reguired 
by  mitigation  measure  MM-Veg-4,  would  minimize  the  potential  for  weed  colonization  and 
dominance  on  site  by  requiring  implementation  of  a risk  assessment  of  the  invasive  weed 
species  currently  known  within  the  study  area,  procedures  to  control  their  spread  on  site,  and 
procedures  to  help  minimize  the  introduction  of  new  weed  species.  Implementation  of  this 
mitigation  measure  would  not  completely  eliminate  the  potential  for  introduction  of  noxious 
weeds  into  the  study  area,  but  it  would  minimize  their  introduction  and  control  their  spread  on 
the  Project  site. 

4.21.3.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

In  general,  the  potential  for  wildfires  on  or  near  the  proposed  facility  location  is  low.  As 
discussed  in  Section  3.21,  the  proposed  site  is  located  within  a moderate  FHSZ,  and  there  are 
no  areas  with  a high  FHSZ  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site  (CAL  FIRE  2012).  According  to  the 
Nevada  Community  Wildfire  Risk/Hazard  Assessment  Project,  the  area  near  Primm,  Nevada,  is 
classified  as  a low  hazard  community  with  respect  to  fire,  including  low  interface  fuel  hazard 
condition,  low  ignition  risk,  and  low  community  hazard  rating  (Resource  Concepts,  Inc.  2005). 
In  addition,  the  Proposed  Action  would  require  clearing  of  vegetation,  grading,  and  maintaining 
the  site  devoid  of  vegetation  throughout  the  operational  period,  thus  limiting  the  potential  for 
combustible  material  onsite. 


Construction 

Construction  activities  would  involve  the  use  of  vehicles  and  heavy  machinery,  which  could 
potentially  result  in  the  ignition  of  a wildfire.  Wildfire  ignition  could  also  occur  as  a result  of 
personnel  smoking  onsite.  During  construction,  heavy  equipment  and  passenger  vehicles 
would  drive  on  vegetated  areas  prior  to  clearing  and  grading,  and  could  increase  the  risk  of  fire 
through  contact  between  heated  mufflers  and  vegetation.  Although  the  characteristics  of  the 
site  present  only  a moderate  fire  hazard,  during  extreme  weather  conditions  a grass  fire 
originating  at  the  site  could  spread  across  the  alluvial  fan  out  of  control  and  pose  a risk  to  life 
and  property. 

Even  though  potential  ignition  sources  such  as  heavy  equipment  would  be  used  during 
construction,  the  probability  of  a wildfire  to  occur  as  a result  of  project  construction  would  be  low 
due  to  the  lack  of  fuel.  One  of  the  first  activities  to  occur  as  part  of  construction  would  be 
removal  of  vegetation  and  site  grading,  so  any  potential  fuel  material  would  be  removed  during 
the  initial  stages  of  construction. 

If  the  introduction  of  invasive,  non-native  plants  is  not  controlled  during  construction,  over  time 
the  project  site  could  become  dominated  with  non-native  plants  that  tend  to  increase  the 
frequency  and  severity  of  wildfires.  The  Applicant  would  implement  their  Integrated  Weed 
Management  Plan,  including  a plan  for  vegetation  management,  prior  to  construction. 

Mitigation  measure  MM-Fire-1  would  require  implementation  of  the  fire  prevention  and  response 
components  of  the  Applicant’s  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management 
Plan  (First  Solar  2012b).  including  minimum  standards  for  fire-safe  practices  during 
construction,  which  would  minimize  the  potential  for  a wildfire  ignition  to  occur  as  a result  of 
project-related  construction  practices  activities  and  the  presence  of  personnel  on  site.  Because 
these  mitigation  measures  would  not  disturb  or  disrupt  the  natural  environment  and  would  not 
threaten  the  health  or  safety  of  people,  their  implementation  would  not  result  in  adverse 
impacts. 
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Operation  and  Maintenance 

The  probability  of  a wildfire  to  occur  as  a result  of  project  operations  would  be  low  due  to  the 
general  site  conditions,  the  limited  activities  that  would  occur  onsite,  and  maintenance  of  on-site 
vegetation  during  operations.  If  a wildfire  occurred,  it  could  result  in  damage  to  biological 
resources  and  other  natural  resources,  such  as  air  quality  and  water  quality,  as  discussed 
above,  in  addition  to  the  potential  for  loss  of  life  and  destruction  of  property. 

The  Applicant’s  Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2013c),  in  combination  with 
mitigation  measure  MM-Veg-4,  would  minimize  the  potential  for  weed  colonization  and 
dominance  on  site  by  requiring  implementation  of  a risk  assessment  of  the  invasive  weed 
species  currently  known  within  the  study  area,  procedures  to  control  their  spread  on  site,  and 
procedures  to  help  minimize  the  introduction  of  new  weed  species.  Mitigation  measure  MM- 
Fire-2  would  require  that  project  facilities  are  designed,  constructed,  and  operated  in 
accordance  with  applicable  fire  protection  and  other  environmental,  health  and  safety 
requirements. 

A potentially  adverse  impact  associated  with  releases  of  hazardous  materials  could  occur  if 
heavy  metals  (cadmium  and  tellurium)  used  in  the  CdTe  PV  modules  were  to  be  released  to  the 
air  or  surrounding  ground  surface  as  a result  of  a fire.  A substantial  amount  of  research  has 
been  conducted  regarding  the  potential  for  releases  of  heavy  metals  associated  with  CdTe  PV 
modules,  including  studies  by  the  Brookhaven  National  Laboratory  in  the  U.S.,  and  studies  by 
government  agencies  and  research  institutions  in  Europe.  These  studies  have  been  conducted 
to  evaluate  potential  risks  associated  with  installation  of  the  panels  in  residences  and 
commercial  buildings  where  fires  may  occur. 

The  French  Ministry  of  Ecology,  Energy,  Sustainable  Development,  and  the  Sea  performed  an 
assessment  of  First  Solar’s  CdTe  PV  program  and  concluded  that,  “During  standard  operation 
of  CdTe  PV  systems,  there  are  no  cadmium  emissions  - to  air,  to  water,  or  to  soil.  In  the 
exceptional  case  of  accidental  fires  or  broken  panels,  scientific  studies  show  that  cadmium 
emissions  remain  negligible.  Accordingly,  large-scale  deployment  of  CdTe  PV  can  be 
considered  safe  to  human  health  and  the  environment”  (Lincot  2009). 

Experimental  studies  have  been  conducted  by  researchers  at  Brookhaven  National  Laboratory. 
In  these  studies,  small-scale  glass-CdTe-glass  panels  were  subjected  to  temperatures  up  to 
1,110  degrees  Celsius  (°C),  which  are  representative  of  the  range  of  temperatures  that  could 
occur  in  residential  or  commercial  fires  (Fthenakis  and  others  2004;  Fthenakis  and  others 
2005).  In  comparison,  a study  by  the  Univeristv  of  Toronto  evaluated  the  magnitude  and 
duration  of  peak  temperatures  in  grass  fires,  which  are  more  representative  of  the  type  of  fire 
that  could  occur  at  the  project  site.  In  that  study,  the  peak  temperature  reached  was  800  to 
1,000°C,  and  the  duration  was  only  for  15  seconds  (Marteil  2009).  In  the  Brookhaven  study,  a 
small  amount  of  cadmium  was  released  from  the  edges  of  the  panels  before  the  glass  edges 
fused  and  sealed  in  the  remaining  material.  The  amount  of  cadmium  released  from  a utility- 
scale  panel  was  less  than  0.04  percent  of  the  contained  cadmium.  The  authors  also  note  that, 
in  their  investigations,  they  had  not  identified  any  cases  in  which  fires  had  been  reported  that 
involved  PV  panels.  Fires  had  occurred  in  terminal  boxes  at  PV  facilities,  but  these  fires  had 
never  been  reported  to  spread  to  the  panels. 

Overall  potential  release  of  cadmium  during  a fire  is  a very  unlikely  occurrence.  The  panels 
themselves  contain  no  combustible  material.  The  manner  in  which  vegetation  would  be 
removed  and  managed  throughout  the  operational  period  means  that  there  would  be  no  fuel 
sources  located  near  the  panels.  Although  electrical  fires  occur  in  substations,  there  would  be 
no  fuel  or  mechanism  for  such  a fire  to  spread  to  the  panels.  Should  a fire  reach  the  panels, 
the  glass-CdTe-glass  construction  of  the  panels  would  eliminate  the  potential  for  the  release  of 
cadmium. 
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Decommissioning 

The  decommissioning  of  the  project  would  be  similar  to  the  construction  activities  described 
earlier,  and  would  include  demolition  and  removal  of  above-ground  and  subsurface  facilities  and 
site  contouring  and  restoration.  However,  the  duration  of  decommissioning  would  be  shorter 
than  the  duration  of  construction. 

The  risk  of  wildfire  ignition  during  decommissioning  would  be  similar  to  that  during  construction, 
and  would  occur  as  a result  of  the  use  of  heavy  equipment  and  personnel  on  site.  The  Fire 
Safety  components  of  the  Applicant’s  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials 
Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b),  required  as  part  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Fire-1, 
includes  a requirement  for  fire-safe  practices  during  decommissioning  activities. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  result  in  any  potential 
threats  associated  with  wildland  fires. 


4.21.3.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Significance  conclusions  for  the  impacts  identified  for  each  phase  of  the  project  (Construction, 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  Decommissioning)  are  presented  below  based  on  the  CEQA 
Significance  Criterion  presented  in  Section  4.21.2. 


Fire-1 

During  construction,  operation  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning  of  the  proposed 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  facility,  wildfires  may  be  caused  by  combustion  of  native  materials, 
smoking,  and  refueling  and  operating  vehicles  and  other  equipment  off  road.  The  Applicant’s 
Fire  Management  Plan  required  in  mitigation  measure  MM-Fire-1  establishes  standards  and 
practices  that  would  minimize  the  risk  of  a wildfire  and,  in  the  event  of  fire,  provide  for 
immediate  suppression  and  notification.  Compliance  with  applicable  fire  protection 
requirements  as  part  of  MM-Fire-2  and  minimizing  the  introduction  and  spread  of  non-native 
plants  as  required  in  MM-Veg-4  would  reduce  the  risk  of  wildfire  ignition  such  that  the  baseline 
level  of  wildfire  frequency  and  severity  is  maintained,  rendering  this  impact  less  than  significant. 


4.21.4  Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 
4.21 .4.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 
Construction 

The  wildfire-related  construction  impacts  of  Alternative  2 would  be  nearly  identical  to  those  of 
Alternative  1 . Construction  activities  would  last  for  a slightly  longer  time,  and  would  include  an 
area  south  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  as  part  of  the  bifurcated  footprint.  The  vegetation 
characteristics  of  the  separate  area  are  expected  to  be  the  same  as  those  of  the  Proposed 
Action,  so  there  would  be  no  difference  in  the  potential  for  a wildland  fire.  Mitigation  measures 
MM-Fire-1,  MM-Fire-2,  and  MM-Veg-4  would  minimize  the  risk  of  wildfire  ignition  and  spread. 
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Operation  and  Maintenance 

The  wildfire-related  operational  impacts  of  Alternative  2 would  be  nearly  identical  to  that  of 
Alternative  1 . Mitigation  measures  MM-Fire-1  and  MM-Veg-4  would  minimize  the  risk  of  wildfire 
ignition  and  spread. 


Decommissioning 

The  wildfire-related  decommissioning  impacts  of  Alternative  2 would  be  nearly  identical  to  that 
of  Alternative  1.  Decommissioning  activities  would  be  slightly  more  intense  as  a result  of  the 
larger  project  acreage  in  a bifurcated  footprint. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  the  same  under  Alternative  2 
as  Alternative  1 . 


4.21.4.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

The  CEQA  significance  determinations  for  Alternative  2 are  the  same  as  for  Alternative  1 . 


4.21.5  Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 
4.21.5.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 
Construction 

The  wildfire-related  construction  impacts  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  reduced  from  those 
of  the  Proposed  Action  due  to  the  smaller  project  footprint.  Construction  activities  would 
include  an  area  further  to  the  east  than  that  of  the  Proposed  Action.  The  vegetation 
characteristics  of  the  separate  area  are  expected  to  be  the  same  as  those  of  the  Proposed 
Action,  so  there  would  be  no  difference  in  the  potential  for  a wildland  fire.  Mitigation  measures 
MM-Fire-1 , MM-Fire-2,  and  MM-Veg-4  would  minimize  the  risk  of  wildfire  ignition  and  spread. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

The  wildfire-related  operational  impacts  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  nearly  identical  to 
that  of  Alternative  1 . Mitigation  measures  MM-Fire-1  and  MM-Veg-4  would  minimize  the  risk  of 
wildfire  ignition  and  spread. 


Decommissioning 

The  wildfire-related  decommissioning  impacts  of  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  nearly  identical 
to  that  of  Alternative  1.  Mitigation  measures  MM-Fire-1,  MM-Fire-2,  and  MM-Veg-4  would 
minimize  the  risk  of  wildfire  ignition  and  spread. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  the  same  under  Revised 
Alternative  3 as  Alternative  1 . 


November  2013 


4.21-6 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.21  Wildland  Fire 


4.21.5.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

The  CEQA  significance  determinations  for  Revised  Alternative  3 are  the  same  as  for  Alternative 
1. 


4.21.6  Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 
4.21.6.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 
Construction 

The  wildfire-related  construction  impacts  of  Alternative  4 would  be  reduced  from  those  of  the 
Proposed  Action  due  to  the  smaller  project  footprint.  Mitigation  measures  MM-Fire-1,  MM-Fire- 
2,  and  MM-Veg-4  would  minimize  the  risk  of  wildfire  ignition  and  spread. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

The  wildfire-related  operational  impacts  of  Alternative  4 would  be  similar  to  those  of  the 
Proposed  Action.  Mitigation  measures  MM-Fire-1  and  MM-Veg-4  would  minimize  the  risk  of 
wildfire  ignition  and  spread. 


Decommissioning 

The  wildfire-related  decommissioning  impacts  of  Alternative  4 would  be  similar  to  those  of  the 
Proposed  Action.  Mitigation  measures  MM-Fire-1,  MM-Fire-2,  and  MM-Veg-4  would  minimize 
the  risk  of  wildfire  ignition  and  spread. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  be  the  same  under  Alternative  4 
as  Alternative  1 . 


4.21.6.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

The  CEQA  significance  determinations  for  Alternative  4 are  the  same  as  for  Alternative  1. 
Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  a substantial  lessening  of  any  significant  environmental  impacts 
as  compared  to  the  other  alternatives. 


4.21.7  Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 
4.21.7.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Under  Alternative  5,  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  be  constructed  and  no  impacts  associated 
with  the  Proposed  Action  would  occur.  The  land  on  which  the  project  is  proposed  would  remain 
available  to  other  uses  that  are  consistent  with  the  BLM’s  land  use  plan,  including  recreation, 
livestock  grazing,  and  utility  lines  in  designated  corridors. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  the  No  Action 
Alternative.  Land  uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today. 
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Because  this  action  does  not  present  the  potential  for  wildland  fires,  the  No  Action  Alternative 
would  have  no  wildland  fire  impacts. 


4.21.7.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Alternative  5 would  result  in  no  wildland  fire  ecology  impacts. 


4.21.8  Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 
4.21.8.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  6 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  not  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  and  no  project  would  be  approved.  The  land  on  which  the  project  is  proposed 
would  remain  available  to  other  uses  that  are  consistent  with  the  BLM’s  land  use  plan,  including 
recreation,  livestock  grazing,  and  utility  lines  in  designated  corridors,  but  excluding  solar  energy 
development.  These  activities  could  potentially  result  in  wildfire  ignitions,  but  the  potential  for 
ignitions  would  be  expected  to  be  lower  than  the  Proposed  Action,  because  there  would  be 
fewer  vehicles,  heavy  equipment,  and  personnel  associated  with  these  activities. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  impacts  of  the  modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  I van  pah  DWMA  would  be  the  same 
under  Alternative  6 as  the  Proposed  Action. 

4.21.8.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Alternative  6 would  result  in  no  wildland  fire  ecology  impacts. 


4.21.9  Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 
4.21.9.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  7 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  although  none  of  the  action  alternatives  would  be  approved.  The  Proposed 
Action  would  not  be  constructed  on  the  project  site  and  the  project  site  would  remain  vacant  in 
the  near-term.  As  result,  there  would  be  no  impacts  to  wildland  fire  ecology  associated  with  the 
Proposed  Action.  If  a solar  energy  facility  were  proposed  in  the  future  as  a result  of  the  Plan 
amendment,  the  proposed  solar  energy  facility  could  use  a different  technology,  construction 
methods,  and  vegetation  management  procedures  than  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the 
impacts  of  such  a project  are  speculative  at  this  time,  and  would  be  evaluated  in  a project- 
specific  environmental  analysis. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  Alternative  7. 
Land  uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today,  and  there 
would  be  no  impacts  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action. 
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4.21.9.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Alternative  7 would  result  in  no  wildland  fire  ecology  impacts. 


4.21.10  Cumulative  Impacts 
4.21.10.1  Geographic  Extent/Context 

The  geographic  area  for  cumulative  wildland  fire  impacts  includes  other  projects  which  could 
combine  with  the  effects  of  the  Proposed  Action  to  contribute  to  the  risk  for  wildland  fire.  For 
purposes  of  this  analysis,  this  area  is  estimated  to  be  within  one  mile  of  the  site  boundary.  The 
temporal  scope  for  cumulative  wildland  fire  impacts  includes  the  duration  of  construction, 
operation,  and  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action. 


4.21.10.2  Existing  Cumulative  Conditions 

A cumulative  wildland  fire  impact  would  occur  if  multiple  projects  were  to  increase  the  frequency 
of  fires  in  the  same  location,  which  would  result  in  indirect  impacts  on  natural  resources  as 
described  in  Section  4.21.1. 


4.21.10.3  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Projects 

Table  4.1-1  provides  a listing  of  current  and  reasonably  foreseeable  projects,  including  other 
proposed  or  approved  renewable  energy  projects,  various  BLM-authorized  actions/activities, 
proposed  or  approved  projects  within  the  County’s  jurisdiction,  and  other  actions/activities  that 
the  Lead  Agencies  consider  reasonably  foreseeable.  Most  of  these  projects  have  either 
undergone  independent  environmental  review  pursuant  to  NEPA  and/or  CEQA  or  will  do  so 
prior  to  approval.  Even  if  environmental  review  has  not  been  completed  for  the  cumulative 
projects  described  in  Table  4.1-2,  their  effects  were  considered  in  the  cumulative  impacts 
analysis  in  this  PA  and  EIS/EIR.  Projects  currently  under  construction  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
proposed  facility  include  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  solar  facility  (3,471  acres)  and  the  EITP.  Proposed 
projects  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  facility  that  would  undergo  construction,  operations, 
and/or  decommissioning  concurrently  with  the  Proposed  Action  include  the  Desert  Xpress  high 
speed  passenger  rail  line  and  JPOE. 


4.21.10.4  Cumulative  Impacts  Associated  with  Proposed  Action 
Construction 

It  is  expected  that  one  or  more  of  the  cumulative  projects  described  above  may  be  under 
construction  at  the  same  time  as  the  Proposed  Action.  In  particular,  construction  of  the  Ivanpah 
SEGS  facility  and  EITP  are  expected  to  continue  through  2013,  and  construction  of  the  JPOE 
and  Desert  Xpress  is  expected  to  occur  in  2013. 

As  a result  of  these  concurrent  construction  projects,  there  would  be  multiple  potential  sources 
of  that  could  result  in  wildfire  ignitions  due  to  the  use  of  heavy  equipment,  smoking,  or  welding. 
Transmission  lines  can  cause  wildfire  ignitions  if  maintenance  is  not  properly  conducted,  if  a 
low-flying  plane  or  helicopter  were  to  crash  into  the  line,  or  sometimes  as  a result  of  wildlife 
collisions.  Ignitions  from  1-15  could  originate  from  drivers  throwing  cigarette  butts  out  of  car 
windows.  Wildfire  ignitions  due  to  construction  of  these  cumulative  projects  could  result  in 
wildfire  ignitions.  Wildfire  ignitions  from  the  Proposed  Action  could  combine  with  ignitions  from 
these  other  projects  and  1-15  to  increase  the  frequency  of  wildfires  above  the  baseline  fire 
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frequency.  The  combination  of  these  projects  being  constructed  concurrently  could  increase 
the  frequency  of  fire  in  the  area  above  natural  conditions.  However,  because  the  area  has  a 
low  potential  for  wildfire,  the  increase  in  risk  associated  with  construction  of  the  projects  is  not 
expected  to  result  in  a substantial  risk  of  wildfires.  With  mitigation  measures  required  for  the 
Proposed  Action  (MM-Fire-1,  MM-Fire-2,  and  MM-Veg-4),  the  contribution  of  the  Proposed 
Action  to  this  cumulative  impact  would  be  reduced.  Similar  mitigation  measures  are  required 
for  the  other  projects  in  the  area,  reducing  the  potential  even  further.  As  a result,  the  overall 
cumulative  increase  in  fire  frequency  would  not  be  substantial. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

It  is  expected  that  all  of  the  cumulative  projects  described  above  would  be  operational  at  the 
same  time  as  the  Proposed  Action.  Similar  to  the  construction  and  operations  impacts 
associated  with  the  Proposed  Action,  the  majority  of  the  potential  impacts  associated  with  these 
projects  are  likely  to  be  associated  with  the  use  of  heavy  equipment  and  large  numbers  of  site 
workers  during  construction.  Impacts  during  operations,  with  reduced  levels  of  equipment  use 
and  associated  staff,  are  expected  to  be  lower  than  construction-related  impacts.  Still, 
operations  of  the  cumulative  projects  would  create  a long-term  increased  risk  of  wildland  fires  in 
the  area.  Again,  because  the  area  has  a low  potential  for  wildfire,  the  increase  in  risk 
associated  with  operation  of  these  projects  is  not  expected  to  result  in  a substantial  risk  of 
wildfires.  With  mitigation  measures  required  for  the  Proposed  Action  (MM-Fire-1  and  MM-Veg- 
4),  the  contribution  of  the  Proposed  Action  to  this  cumulative  impact  would  be  reduced.  Similar 
mitigation  measures  are  (or  will  be)  required  for  the  other  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  in 
the  Project  area,  reducing  potential  wildfire  impacts  even  further.  As  a result,  the  overall 
cumulative  increase  in  fire  frequency  would  not  be  substantial. 


Decommissioning 

Wildland  fire  impacts  associated  with  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  be  similar 
to  those  identified  for  construction.  Again,  because  the  area  has  a low  potential  for  wildfire,  the 
increase  in  risk  associated  with  decommissioning  of  the  Stateline  project  concurrently  with 
operations  and  decommissioning  of  other  projects  is  not  expected  to  result  in  a substantial  risk 
of  wildfires.  With  mitigation  measures  required  for  the  Proposed  Action  (MM-Fire-1,  MM-Fire-2, 
and  MM-Veg-4),  the  contribution  of  the  Proposed  Action  to  this  cumulative  impact  would  be 
reduced.  Similar  mitigation  measures  are  (or  will  be)  required  for  the  other  reasonably 
foreseeable  projects  in  the  area,  reducing  the  potential  even  further.  As  a result,  the  overall 
cumulative  increase  in  fire  frequency  would  not  be  substantial.  Also,  the  Proposed  Action’s 
contribution  to  cumulative  wildland  fire  impacts  during  decommissioning  would  be  temporary. 
Following  decommissioning,  no  further  project-related  activities  would  occur,  and  adverse 
impacts  would  cease. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Modification  of  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  create  wildland  fire 
impacts,  and  would  therefore  not  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts  associated  with  wildland  fire. 


4.21 .1 0.5  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Significance  conclusions  for  the  impacts  identified  are  presented  below  based  on  the  CEQA 
Significance  Criterion  presented  in  Section  4.21.2. 
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Fire-1 

Wildfire  ignitions  from  construction,  operation,  and  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action 
could  combine  with  ignitions  from  drivers  on  1-15,  Ivanpah  SEGS,  the  JPOE,  and  other  projects 
to  increase  the  frequency  of  wildfires  above  the  baseline  fire  frequency  in  the  area.  With 
mitigation  measures  required  for  the  Proposed  Action  (MM-Fire-1,  MM-Fire-2,  and  MM-Veg-4), 
the  contribution  of  the  Proposed  Action  to  this  cumulative  impact  would  be  minimized  and  would 
be  less  than  considerable. 


4.21.10.6  Alternatives 
Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 

For  Alternative  2,  the  potential  impacts  could  occur  over  an  area  of  2,385  acres,  and  therefore 
the  potential  for  an  adverse  impact  would  be  slightly  greater  than  that  of  the  Proposed  Action. 
Alternative  2 would  include  implementation  of  a portion  of  the  solar  farm  in  a separate  area  to 
the  south  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course.  Based  on  a review  of  the  vegetation  condition  of 
this  area,  it  is  expected  that  the  potential  for  wildland  fire  in  that  area  is  not  any  greater  or  less 
than  the  area  for  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts  associated  with 
Alternative  2 would  be  the  same  as  those  described  above  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 

Wildland  fire  impacts  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  reduced  from  those 
associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  because  of  the  smaller  land  area.  Therefore,  the 
cumulative  impacts  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  lower  than  those  described 
for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 

Wildland  fire  impacts  associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be  approximately  the  same  as  those 
associated  with  the  Proposed  Action,  but  would  be  reduced  because  the  alternative  would 
affect  a smaller  land  area.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts  associated  with  Alternative  4 
would  be  the  same  or  lower  than  those  described  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 

Alternative  5,  the  No  Action  Alternative,  would  not  contribute  to  any  adverse  cumulative  wildland 
fire  impacts. 


Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 

By  denying  the  ROW  application  for  the  Project,  Alternative  6 would  not  contribute  to 
cumulative  wildland  fire  impacts. 


Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 

By  denying  the  ROW  application  for  the  Project.  Alternative  7 would  not  contribute  to  cumulative 
wildland  fire  impacts.  As  a result  of  the  Plan  amendment  under  Alternative  7,  the  site  could 
potentially  be  used  for  solar  energy  development  in  the  future.  While  the  wildland  fire  impacts 
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associated  with  such  future  actions  might  be  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action , they  would  be 
speculative  at  this  time  and  would  be  considered  in  a later  project-specific  environmental 
analysis. 


4.21.11  Mitigation  Measures 

MM-Fire-1:  The  Applicant  shall  implement  the  fire  prevention  and  response  components  of 
their  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012b)  for 
use  during  construction  and  decommissioning.  The  Applicant  shall  submit  the  Plan,  along  with 
maps  of  the  project  site  and  access  roads,  to  the  San  Bernardino  County  Fire  Department  for 
review  and  approval  prior  to  the  issuance  of  a right  of  way  grant.  The  Plan  shall  contain 
notification  procedures  and  emergency  fire  precautions  including,  but  not  limited  to,  the 
following: 

a.  All  internal  combustion  engines  used  at  the  project  site  shall  be  equipped  with  spark 
arresters.  Spark  arresters  shall  be  in  good  working  order. 

b.  Light  trucks  and  cars  shall  be  used  only  on  roads  where  the  roadway  is  cleared  of  vegetation. 
Mufflers  on  all  cars  and  light  trucks  shall  be  maintained  in  good  working  order. 

c.  Fire  rules  shall  be  posted  on  the  project  bulletin  board  at  the  contractor’s  field  office  and 
areas  visible  to  employees. 

d.  Equipment  parking  areas  and  small  stationary  engine  sites  shall  be  cleared  of  all  extraneous 
flammable  materials. 

e.  Personnel  shall  be  trained  in  the  practices  of  the  Fire  Safety  Plan  relevant  to  their  duties. 
Construction  and  maintenance  personnel  shall  be  trained  and  equipped  to  extinguish  small  fires 
in  order  to  prevent  them  from  growing  into  more  serious  threats. 

f.  The  Applicant  shall  make  an  effort  to  restrict  use  of  chainsaws,  chippers,  vegetation 
masticators,  grinders,  drill  rigs,  tractors,  torches,  and  explosives  to  outside  of  the  official  fire 
season.  When  the  above  tools  are  used,  water  tanks  equipped  with  hoses,  fire  rakes,  and  axes 
shall  easily  accessible  to  personnel. 

g.  Smoking  shall  be  prohibited  in  wildland  areas  and  within  50  feet  of  combustible  materials 
storage,  and  shall  be  limited  to  paved  areas  or  areas  cleared  of  all  vegetation. 

h.  Fires  ignited  onsite  shall  be  immediately  reported  to  BLM  and  the  San  Bernardino  County 
Fire  Department. 

i.  Install  electrical  safety  signage.  Prior  to  energization  or  final  inspection,  whichever  occurs  first, 
the  Applicant  shall  install  electrical  safety  signage  on  all  solar  arrays  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of 
all  wiring  and  on  all  electrical  conduit  using  weather-resistant  and  fade-proof  materials.  The 
purpose  of  this  measure  is  to  reduce  the  risk  of  electric  shock  and  fire.  Warning  signs  shall  be 
designed  to  be  evident  to  any  person  tampering  with,  working  on,  or  dismantling  project 
photovoltaic  panels.  Signs  shall  read:  “CAUTION:  Solar  PV  Wiring  May  Remain  Energized  After 
Disconnection  during  Daylight  Hours.  Tampering  with  Wiring  May  Result  in  ELECTRIC  SHOCK 
or  FIRE.  Death  or  Serious  Injury  May  Result.  Do  Not  Expose  Wires  to  Vegetation  or  Other 
Flammable  Materials.”  This  requirement  shall  be  clearly  stated  in  the  fire  prevention  plan. 

j.  The  engineering,  procurement,  and  construction  contract(s)  for  the  project  shall  clearly  state 
the  requirements  of  this  mitigation  measure. 


MM-Fire-2:  Project  facilities  shall  be  designed,  constructed,  and  operated  in  accordance  with 
applicable  fire  protection  and  other  environmental,  health  and  safety  requirements.  In 
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compliance  with  San  Bernardino  County  requirements.  The  fire  prevention  and  response 
components  of  the  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  shall 
include: 

• The  purpose  and  applicability  of  the  plan;  and 

• Procedures  for  fire  prevention  and  response  that  include  identification  of  site-specific 
and  operational  risks,  tools  and  equipment  needed,  and  fire  prevention  and  safety 
considerations;  red-flag  warning  system,  activity  levels,  fire-related  training,  and 
coordination  with  BLM  and  San  Bernardino  County. 


4.21.12  Residual  Impacts  After  Mitigation 

Implementation  of  mitigation  measures  defined  in  Section  4.21.10  would  minimize  the  impacts 
of  the  Proposed  Action  on  wildland  fire  incidence  in  the  surrounding  area.  There  would  be  no 
unavoidable  adverse  impacts  remaining  with  implementation  of  these  mitigation  measures. 
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4.22  Wildlife  Resources 

4.22.1  Introduction 

This  section  identifies  and  evaluates  the  direct  and  indirect  impacts  on  wildlife  resources  of  the 
Proposed  Action  and  each  alternative.  The  analyses  use  the  methodologies  prescribed  under 
NEPA  and  CEQA.  The  section  also  evaluates  impact  significance  in  terms  of  CEQA  criteria 
and,  as  needed,  specifies  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  the  impacts  to  less  than  significant 
levels. 


4.22.2  CEQA  Significance  Criteria 

The  following  criteria  were  used  to  determine  the  significance  of  or  project  wildlife  resource 
impacts  under  CEQA: 

• Wild-1:  Have  a substantial  adverse  effect,  either  directly  or  through  habitat 
modifications,  on  any  species  identified  as  a legally  protected,  candidate,  sensitive,  or 
special  status  species  in  local  or  regional  plans,  policies,  or  regulations,  by  the  CDFW  or 
USFWS; 

• Wild-2:  Interfere  substantially  with  the  movement  of  any  native  resident  or  migratory  fish 
or  wildlife  species,  interfere  with  established  native  resident  or  migratory  wildlife 
corridors,  or  impede  the  use  of  native  wildlife  nursery  sites; 

• Wiid-3:  Conflict  with  any  local  policies  or  ordinances  protecting  biological  resources, 
such  as  a tree  preservation  policy  or  ordinance; 

• Wild-4:  Conflict  with  the  provisions  of  an  adopted  Habitat  Conservation  Plan,  Natural 
Community  Conservation  Plan,  or  other  approved  local,  regional,  or  state  habitat 
conservation  plan. 

The  Project  and  alternatives  would  not  conflict  with  local  policies  or  ordinances  protecting 
biological  resources  (Criteria  Wild-3)  because  the  County  has  no  jurisdiction  over  biological 
resources  on  federal  lands.  Similarly,  the  Project  and  alternatives  would  not  conflict  with  the 
provisions  of  an  approved  local,  regional,  or  state  habitat  conservation  plan,  since  no  such  plan 
is  applicable  to  the  proposed  site.  Therefore,  Criteria  Wild-3  and  Wild-4  are  inapplicable  to  the 
Project  and  alternatives,  and  are  not  addressed  further  in  the  impact  analysis  presented  in  this 
section. 


4.22.3  Alternative  1 : Proposed  Action 
4.22.3.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

The  general  types  of  project  activities  and  the  impacts  they  could  have  to  wildlife  individuals  and 
habitat  are  discussed  for  project  construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning  in  the  following 
subsections.  The  primary  issues  evaluated  with  respect  to  wildlife  resources  include  the  loss  or 
alteration  of  native  habitats,  increased  habitat  fragmentation,  animal  displacement,  and  direct 
loss  of  wildlife.  Direct  impacts  to  wildlife  populations  that  are  evaluated  include  direct  mortalities 
from  development  of  the  project,  habitat  loss  or  alteration,  habitat  fragmentation,  animal 
displacement,  and  vehicle-strike  impacts.  Indirect  impacts  evaluated  include  wildlife  avoidance 
of  the  area  due  to  increased  noise,  additional  human  presence,  and  light  sources. 

The  potential  impacts  of  the  project  on  terrestrial  wildlife  can  also  be  classified  as  short-term, 
long-term,  and  permanent.  Short-term  impacts  would  arise  from  temporary  land  use,  heavy 
equipment  use,  surface  disturbance,  and  presence  of  noise  and  light  during  construction.  Once 
construction  ceases,  temporary  land  use  areas  would  be  restored  and  would  become  available 
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again  as  wildlife  habitat.  Long-term  impacts  would  result  from  the  long-term  occupation  of  the 
2,143  acre  land  area  throughout  the  30  year  operating  life  of  the  facility,  as  well  as  the 
presence  of  humans,  noise,  and  light  sources  during  operations.  These  impacts  would  cease 
upon  project  decommissioning  and  completion  of  successful  reclamation.  Permanent  impacts 
would  consist  of  permanent  changes  to  habitats  and  the  wildlife  populations  that  depend  on 
those  habitats,  irrespective  of  reclamation  success. 

In  this  section,  the  general  types  of  project  activities  that  would  occur,  and  that  could  have 
direct  or  indirect  impacts  to  wildlife  during  construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning,  are 
discussed.  Following  that  discussion,  the  impacts  to  specific  special  status  wildlife  species  are 
presented. 


Construction 

Equipment  and  Vehicle  Collision 

Potential  direct  impacts  associated  with  the  increase  in  vehicle  traffic  and  use  of  heavy 
equipment  would  include  an  increase  in  the  potential  for  wildlife/vehicle  collisions  during  the 
construction  of  the  project,  resulting  in  an  unquantifiable,  but  probably  minor,  reduction  in 
wildlife  populations.  Insects,  reptiles,  and  small  mammals  that  utilize  the  existing  habitats  within 
the  project  area  would  be  affected  directly  and  indirectly  by  construction  activities.  Clearing  and 
grading  would  result  in  the  direct  injury  and  mortality  of  some  individuals,  particularly  to  less 
mobile  terrestrial  species.  If  construction  occurs  during  the  breeding  season,  direct  impacts  to 
burrowing  or  nesting  wildlife  species  could  include  nest  or  burrow  abandonment  and  loss  of 
eggs  or  young.  Construction  of  the  project  could  also  result  in  burial  in  dens  or  burrows,  and 
collisions  with  vehicles  and  power  line  conductors  or  towers. 

Impacts  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  Applicant-Proposed  Measures  (APMs) 
and  mitigation  measures  required  by  BLM  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  APMs 
that  would  contribute  to  reducing  potential  direct  wildlife  impacts  associated  with  equipment  and 
vehicle  collisions  include  APM-Wild-1  (desert  tortoise  protection  measures  in  NEMO  Plan 
Amendments),  APM-Wild-2  (relocation  of  tortoises),  APM-Wild-3  (tortoise  exclusion  fencing), 
and  APM-Wild-5  ( bird  and  bat  conservation  measures).  Other  mitigation  measures  that  would 
contribute  to  reducing  potential  direct  wildlife  impacts  associated  with  equipment  and  vehicle 
collisions  include  MM-Wild-1  (Oversight  by  Designated  Biologist),  MM-Wild-2  (Oversight  by 
Biological  Monitors),  MM-Wild-3  (Worker  Environmental  Awareness  Program  [WEAP]),  MM- 
Wild-4  (Delineation  of  Sensitive  Areas),  MM-Wild-5  (Use  of  Existing  Routes  and  Speed  Limits), 
MM-Wild-6  (Pre-Construction  Surveys),  MM-Wild-7  (Desert  Tortoise  Handling  Requirements), 
MM-Wild-11  (Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy),  and  MM-Wild-12  (Seasonal  Vegetation 
Removal  Restrictions). 


Habitat  Loss  or  Degradation 

Vegetation  clearing  and  grading  of  2,023  acres  of  land  associated  with  project  construction 
would  directly  affect  wildlife  by  removal  and  crushing  of  shrubs  and  herbaceous  vegetation, 
resulting  in  loss  and  fragmentation  of  cover,  breeding  and  foraging  habitat.  The  majority  of  this 
land  area  would  be  fenced  to  preclude  wildlife  access  throughout  the  operational  period  of  the 
project.  Impacts  to  wildlife  from  surface  disturbance  would  include  the  temporary  (short-term 
and  long-term)  and  permanent  reduction  or  loss  of  habitat.  Displacement  of  wildlife  at  the 
project  site  could  also  result  in  some  local  reductions  in  wildlife  populations  if  adjacent  habitats 
are  at  carrying  capacity. 

Direct  habitat  loss  and  degradation  both  inside  and  outside  of  the  approved  ROW  area  could 
also  occur  if  project  activities  resulted  in  release  of  dust  or  hazardous  materials,  resulted  in 
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modification  of  soil  erosion  or  sedimentation  rates,  or  introduced  or  encouraged  the  growth  of 
noxious  weeds.  Hazardous  material  and  pollutant  releases  could  occur  as  a result  of  the 
project  and  alternatives.  Materials  released  could  include  fuels  and  other  materials  used  by 
work  crews  as  part  of  routine  construction  and  maintenance  activities.  Hazardous  materials 
could  also  be  released  if  construction-related  excavation  were  to  disturb  areas  that  have 
existing  environmental  contamination.  Hazardous  materials  release  could  impact  biological 
resources  by  injuring  or  killing  vegetation  and  wildlife  through  either  short-term  acute  exposure 
or  long-term  chronic  exposure.  Soil  erosion  from  site  grading  and  use  of  heavy  equipment, 
which  affects  vegetation  and  soil  properties,  could  have  an  adverse  effect  on  wildlife  foraging 
and  burrowing  potential  to  lands  outside  of  the  project  boundaries.  Noxious  weeds  could 
impact  wildlife  species  by  displacing  native  vegetation  species  necessary  for  forage  or  cover. 

Indirect  effects  to  wildlife  would  also  occur  due  to  increased  fragmentation  and  reduction  of 
connectivity  between  wildlife  populations.  The  implementation  of  project  fencing  to  exclude 
wildlife  from  the  project  site  would  restrict  passage  of  wildlife  around  and  through  the  project 
site.  This  would  occur  especially  if  the  project  fencing  were  to  extend  into  areas  that  are  not 
suitable  habitat  for  certain  species,  such  as  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake,  Metamorphic  Hill,  or  the  Clark 
Mountains. 

Impacts  to  habitat  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  APMs  and  mitigation  measures 
required  by  BLM  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  APMs  that  would  contribute  to 
reducing  potential  indirect  wildlife  impacts  associated  with  loss  or  degradation  of  habitat  include 
APM-Wild-1  (desert  tortoise  protection  measures  in  NEMO  Plan  Amendments),  APM-Wild-2 
(relocation  of  tortoises),  APM-Wild-4  ( Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan),  APM-Wild-6  (Dust 
Control),  APM-Wild-8  (chemical  storage),  APM-Wild-9  (fuel  storage),  and  APM-Wild-10  (Solid 
Waste  Management).  Other  mitigation  measures  that  would  contribute  to  reducing  potential 
direct  and  indirect  wildlife  impacts  associated  with  habitat  loss  or  degradation  include  MM-Air-1 
(Air  Quality  Construction  Management  Plan),  MM-Veg-1  (Minimize  Impacts  to  Vegetation 
Communities),  MM-Veg-2  (Designated  Biologist),  MM-Veg-3  (Pre-Construction  Soil  and  Plant 
Salvage),  MM-Veg-4  ( Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan),  MM-Veg-5  (Revegetation  of 
Temporary  Disturbed  Areas  and  Project  Site).  MM-Veg-6  (Streambed  Alteration  Agreement), 
MM-Water-8  (Construction  SWPPP),  MM-Water-9  (Storm  Water  Management  Plan),  MM- 
Water-10  (Spill  Control  and  Environmental  Training),  MM-Wild-1  (Oversight  by  Designated 
Biologist),  MM-Wild-2  (Oversight  by  Biological  Monitors),  MM-Wild-3  (WEAP),  MM-Wild-4 
(Delineation  of  Sensitive  Areas),  MM-Wild-5  (Use  of  Existing  Routes  and  Speed  Limits),  MM- 
Wild-8  (Habitat  Acquisition  for  Desert  Tortoise),  and  MM-Wild-11  (Bird  and  Bat  Conservation 
Strategy). 


Human  Presence,  Noise,  and  Light 

Indirect  impacts  to  wildlife  species  would  result  from  human  presence,  noise,  and  light  in  the 
project  area.  Increased  levels  of  noise  and  human  activity  would  be  detrimental  to  many  wildlife 
species.  Noise  from  construction  activities  could  temporarily  discourage  wildlife  from  foraging 
and  nesting  immediately  adjacent  to  the  project  area.  Many  bird  species  rely  on  vocalization 
during  the  breeding  season  to  attract  a mate  within  their  territory.  Noise  levels  from  certain 
construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning  activities  could  reduce  the  reproductive  success 
of  nesting  birds. 

The  most  common  wildlife  responses  to  noise  and  human  presence  are  avoidance  or 
accommodation.  Avoidance  would  result  in  displacement  of  wildlife  from  an  area  larger  than 
the  actual  disturbance  area.  The  total  extent  of  habitat  lost  as  a result  of  wildlife  avoidance 
response  is  impossible  to  predict  since  the  degree  of  this  response  varies  from  species  to 
species,  and  can  even  vary  between  different  individuals  of  the  same  species.  Also,  after  initial 
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avoidance  of  human  activity  and  noise  producing  areas,  certain  wildlife  species  may  acclimate 
to  the  activity  and  begin  to  reoccupy  areas  formerly  avoided. 

Artificial  lighting  impacts  on  wildlife  species  may  include  disorientation  from  and  attraction  to 
artificial  light,  impact-related  mortality  due  to  disorientation,  and  effects  on  the  light-sensitive 
cycles  of  many  species  (Saleh  2007).  Lighting  plays  a substantial  role  in  collision  risk  because 
lights  attract  nocturnal  migrant  songbirds,  bats,  and  flying  insects,  and  major  bird  kill  events 
have  been  reported  at  lighted  communications  towers  (Manville  2001).  Bright  night-lighting 
close  to  the  ground  can  attract  bats  and  flying  insects  and  disturb  wildlife  (e.g.,  nesting  birds, 
foraging  mammals). 

Impacts  associated  with  human  presence,  noise,  and  light  would  be  reduced  through 
implementation  of  APMs  and  mitigation  measures  required  by  BLM  for  protection  of  wildlife  and 
other  resources.  APMs  that  would  contribute  to  reducing  potential  indirect  wildlife  impacts 
associated  with  noise  and  light  include  APM-Wild-7  (Lighting  Restrictions)  and  APM-Wild-11 
(limit  noise  to  daytime  hours).  An  additional  mitigation  measure  that  would  contribute  to 
reducing  potential  indirect  wildlife  impacts  associated  with  light  is  MM-Wild-9  (Night  Lighting). 


Hydrology 

Biological  resources  could  potentially  be  impacted  if  the  Proposed  Action  were  to  modify  the 
availability  or  quality  of  surface  water  and/or  groundwater.  Although  the  Proposed  Action  would 
use  groundwater,  the  large  depth  to  groundwater  (more  than  200  feet),  absence  of  perennial 
surface  water,  and  large  distance  from  riparian  areas  (several  miles)  mean  that  the  project 
would  not  have  the  potential  to  impact  wildlife  through  groundwater  depletion  or  impacts  to 
riparian  vegetation. 

The  Proposed  Action  could  potentially  have  an  indirect  effect  on  wildlife  habitat  adjacent  to  the 
project  site  and  outside  of  the  project  ROW,  if  the  project  were  to  modify  downgradient 
sedimentation  or  erosion  rates.  This  could  occur  as  a result  of  the  removal  of  soil-stabilizing 
vegetation  or  modification  of  onsite  precipitation  infiltration  rates. 

Impacts  associated  with  modification  of  downgradient  sedimentation  and  erosion  rates  would 
be  reduced  through  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  required  by  BLM  for  protection  of 
wildlife  and  other  resources.  Mitigation  measures  that  would  contribute  to  reducing  potential 
direct  and  indirect  wildlife  impacts  associated  with  modification  of  sedimentation  or  erosion 
rates  include  MM-Air-1  (Air  Quality  Construction  Management  Plan),  MM-Veg-1  (Minimize 
Impacts  to  Vegetation  Communities),  MM-Veg-2  (Designated  Biologist),  MM-Veg-3  ( Pre- 
Construction  Soil  and  Plant  Salvage),  MM-Veg-5  (Revegetation  of  Temporary  Disturbed  Areas 
and  Project  Site),  MM-Veg-6  (Streambed  Alteration  Agreement),  MM-Water-8  (Construction 
SWPPP),  and  MM-Water-9  (Storm  Water  Management  Plan). 


Presence  of  Open  Water 

Construction  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  other  action  alternatives  would  include  the  use  of 
temporary  water  storage  ponds  to  store  and  provide  water  for  dust  control.  Each  pond  would 
have  a capacity  of  2 million  gallons,  and  would  be  approximately  160  feet  by  160  feet  in  size,  or 
approximately  0.6  acres.  The  ponds  could  have  an  impact  on  wildlife  by  attracting  avian  and 
insect  species  to  the  active  construction  area,  and  by  attracting  potential  predators  that  could 
prey  on  desert  tortoises  and  other  wildlife. 

Impacts  associated  with  the  temporary  water  storage  ponds  would  be  reduced  through 
implementation  of  MM-Wild-13  (Management  of  Temporary  Water  Storage  Ponds). 
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Increased  Predation 

Wildlife  species  near  the  project  site,  both  inside  and  outside  of  the  ROW,  could  experience 
increased  predation  levels  from  ravens  and  other  predators  attracted  to  the  project  site.  This 
would  be  an  indirect  impact,  and  would  continue  during  construction,  operations,  and 
decommissioning  for  as  long  as  workers  are  present. 

Impacts  associated  with  increased  predation  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of 
APMs  and  mitigation  measures  required  by  BLM  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources. 
APMs  that  would  contribute  to  reducing  the  potential  attraction  of  predators  include  APM-Wild-1 
(desert  tortoise  protection  measures  in  NEMO  Plan  Amendments),  APM-Wild-4  ( Integrated 
Weed  Management  Plan),  APM-Wild-7  (Lighting  Restrictions),  and  APM-Wild-1 0 (Solid  Waste 
Management).  Other  mitigation  measures  that  would  contribute  to  reducing  the  attraction  of 
predators  include  MM-Veg-4  ( Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan),  MM-Wild-1  (Oversight  by 
Designated  Biologist),  MM-Wild-2  (Oversight  by  Biological  Monitors),  MM-Wild-3  (WEAP),  MM- 
Wild-4  (Delineation  of  Sensitive  Areas),  MM-Wild-10  (Raven  Management  Plan),  and  MM-Wild- 
1 3 (Management  of  Temporary  Water  Storage  Ponds). 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Equipment  and  Vehicle  Collision 

Operations  and  maintenance  activities  would  involve  use  of  vehicles  for  worker  commuting  and 
general  maintenance.  Potential  direct  impacts  associated  with  vehicle  traffic  would  include  the 
potential  for  wildlife/vehicle  collisions,  resulting  in  an  unquantifiable,  but  probably  minor, 
reduction  in  wildlife  populations.  In  general,  the  operational  area  would  have  been  cleared  of 
wildlife  to  the  extent  practicable,  and  exclusion  and  security  fencing  would  have  limited  the 
potential  for  many  wildlife  species,  including  desert  tortoise  and  large  mammals,  to  be  subject 
to  vehicle  collision  within  the  project  area.  No  additional  clearing  or  grading  activities  would 
occur  during  operations,  so  there  would  be  no  additional  risk  of  encountering  burrows  or  nests. 
The  potential  would  still  exist  for  wildlife  to  be  involved  in  vehicle  collisions  on  the  project  access 
road.  In  addition,  birds,  smaller  reptiles  and  mammals,  and  insects  would  have  access  to  the 
operational  area,  and  could  be  impacted  by  vehicle  collisions.  These  potential  impacts  are 
expected  to  be  minimal,  due  to  the  limited  activities  that  will  occur  during  operations. 
Operational  employment  would  employ  approximately  10  persons,  resulting  in  very  limited 
commuting  traffic.  Vehicle  traffic  associated  with  operations  is  expected  to  consist  of  one  or 
two  small  trucks  making  limited  trips  within  the  project  fence. 

Birds  and  bats  are  known  to  collide  with  communications  towers,  transmission  lines,  and  other 
elevated  structures.  The  project  design  would  result  in  the  construction  of  a new  220-kV  gen-tie 
line,  which  would  follow  a 150-foot-wide  transmission  ROW  to  SCE’s  proposed  Ivanpah 
Substation,  which  will  be  located  approximately  2.3  miles  south  of  the  Project  site.  This 
proposed  transmission  line  would  be  located  within  two  overlapping  designated  utility  corridors, 
minimizing  additional  disturbance  to  wildlife  as  a result  of  collisions. 

Impacts  during  operations  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  APMs  and  mitigation 
measures  required  by  BLM  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  APMs  that  would 
contribute  to  reducing  potential  direct  wildlife  impacts  associated  with  equipment  and  vehicle 
collisions  include  APM-Wild-1  (desert  tortoise  protection  measures  in  NEMO  Plan 
Amendments),  and  APM-Wild-3  (tortoise  exclusion  fencing).  Other  mitigation  measures  that 
would  contribute  to  reducing  potential  direct  wildlife  impacts  associated  with  equipment  and 
vehicle  collisions  include  MM-Wild-1  (Oversight  by  Designated  Biologist),  MM-Wild-2  (Oversight 
by  Biological  Monitors),  MM-Wild-3  (WEAP),  MM-Wild-5  (Use  of  Existing  Routes  and  Speed 
Limits),  and  MM-Wild-1 1 (Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy). 
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Habitat  Loss  or  Degradation 

Removal  of  habitat  during  construction  would  persist  throughout  the  operational  period,  but 
operations  would  not  provide  any  additional  habitat  loss  due  to  vegetation  clearing  or  grading. 

Direct  habitat  loss  and  degradation  both  inside  and  outside  of  the  approved  ROW  area  could 
occur  if  project  operations  resulted  in  release  of  dust  or  hazardous  materials,  resulted  in 
modification  of  soil  erosion  or  sedimentation  rates,  or  introduced  or  encouraged  the  growth  of 
noxious  weeds.  Hazardous  materials  released  could  include  fuels  and  other  materials  used  by 
work  crews  as  part  of  routine  maintenance  activities.  Hazardous  materials  release  could  impact 
biological  resources  by  injuring  or  killing  vegetation  and  wildlife  through  either  short-term  acute 
exposure  or  long-term  chronic  exposure.  Soil  erosion  from  the  operational  area  could  have  an 
adverse  effect  on  wildlife  foraging  and  burrowing  potential  to  lands  outside  of  the  project 
boundaries.  Noxious  weeds  could  impact  wildlife  species  by  displacing  native  vegetation 
species  necessary  for  forage  or  cover. 

Indirect  effects  to  wildlife  would  also  occur  due  to  increased  fragmentation  and  reduction  of 
connectivity  between  wildlife  populations.  The  impacts  associated  with  the  implementation  of 
project  fencing  during  construction  would  persist  throughout  the  operational  period  by  restricting 
the  passage  of  wildlife  around  and  through  the  project  site.  This  would  occur  especially  if  the 
project  fencing  were  to  extend  into  areas  that  are  not  suitable  habitat  for  certain  species,  such 
as  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake,  Metamorphic  Hill,  or  the  Clark  Mountains.  Impacts  to  habitat  connectivity 
for  individual  special-status  species  are  discussed  with  respect  to  those  species  in  the 
subsections  below. 

Loss  of  habitat  and  other  impacts  associated  with  the  project  could  adversely  affect  local 
populations  of  invertebrates,  insects,  reptiles,  birds,  and  small  mammals  that  have  small  home 
ranges  within  the  Ivanpah  Valley.  However,  the  project  is  not  expected  to  cause  population 
effects  of  common  wildlife  species  at  the  regional  level.  For  common  wildlife  with  larger  home 
ranges,  population  level  affects  are  not  anticipated  because  the  project  represents  a small 
fraction  of  the  available  habitat  within  the  region 

Impacts  to  habitat  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  APMs  and  mitigation  measures 
required  by  BLM  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  APMs  that  would  contribute  to 
reducing  potential  indirect  wildlife  impacts  associated  with  loss  or  degradation  of  habitat  include 
APM-Wild-1  (desert  tortoise  protection  measures  in  NEMO  Plan  Amendments),  APM-Wild-4 
( Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan),  APM-Wild-6  (Dust  Control),  APM-Wild-8  (chemical 
storage),  APM-Wild-9  (fuel  storage),  and  APM-Wild-10  (Solid  Waste  Management).  Other 
mitigation  measures  that  would  contribute  to  reducing  potential  direct  and  indirect  wildlife 
impacts  associated  with  habitat  loss  or  degradation  include  MM-Air-3  (Operations  Emission 
Reductions),  MM-Veg-1  (Minimize  Impacts  to  Vegetation  Communities),  MM-Veg-2  (Designated 
Biologist),  MM-Veg-3  ( Pre-Construction  Soil  and  Plant  Salvage ).  MM-Veg-4  ( Integrated  Weed 
Management  Plan),  MM-Veg-5  (Revegetation  of  Temporary  Disturbed  Areas  and  Project  Site), 
MM-Veg-6  (Streambed  Alteration  Agreement),  MM-Water-9  (Storm  Water  Management  Plan), 
MM-Water-10  (Spill  Control  and  Environmental  Training),  MM-Wild-1  (Oversight  by  Designated 
Biologist),  MM-Wild-2  (Oversight  by  Biological  Monitors),  MM-Wild-3  (WEAP),  MM-Wild-4 
(Delineation  of  Sensitive  Areas),  MM-Wild-5  (Use  of  Existing  Routes  and  Speed  Limits),  MM- 
Wild-8  (Habitat  Acquisition  for  Desert  Tortoise),  and  MM-Wild-11  (Bird  and  Bat  Conservation 
Strategy). 


Human  Presence,  Noise,  and  Light 

Indirect  impacts  to  wildlife  species  would  result  from  human  presence,  noise,  and  light  in  the 
project  area  during  operations.  Increased  levels  of  noise  and  human  activity  would  be 
detrimental  to  many  wildlife  species.  Noise  from  operation  and  maintenance  activities  could 
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temporarily  discourage  wildlife  from  foraging  and  nesting  immediately  adjacent  to  the  project 
area.  Many  bird  species  rely  on  vocalization  during  the  breeding  season  to  attract  a mate  within 
their  territory.  Noise  levels  from  certain  construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning 
activities  could  reduce  the  reproductive  success  of  nesting  birds. 

The  most  common  wildlife  responses  to  noise  and  human  presence  are  avoidance  or 
accommodation.  Avoidance  would  result  in  displacement  of  wildlife  from  an  area  larger  than 
the  actual  disturbance  area.  The  total  extent  of  habitat  lost  as  a result  of  wildlife  avoidance 
response  is  impossible  to  predict  since  the  degree  of  this  response  varies  from  species  to 
species,  and  can  even  vary  between  different  individuals  of  the  same  species.  Also,  after  initial 
avoidance  of  human  activity  and  noise  producing  areas,  certain  wildlife  species  may  acclimate 
to  the  activity  and  begin  to  reoccupy  areas  formerly  avoided. 

Artificial  lighting  impacts  on  wildlife  species  may  include  disorientation  from  and  attraction  to 
artificial  light,  impact-related  mortality  due  to  disorientation,  and  effects  on  the  light-sensitive 
cycles  of  many  species  (Saleh  2007).  Lighting  plays  a substantial  role  in  collision  risk  because 
lights  attract  nocturnal  migrant  songbirds,  bats,  and  flying  insects,  and  major  bird  kill  events 
have  been  reported  at  lighted  communications  towers  (Manville  2001).  Bright  night-lighting 
close  to  the  ground  can  attract  bats  and  flying  insects  and  disturb  wildlife  (e.g.,  nesting  birds, 
foraging  mammals). 

In  general,  impacts  associated  with  noise  and  lighting  during  project  operations  are  expected  to 
be  minimal.  No  noise-generating  maintenance  activities  would  be  conducted.  Project 
employment  would  be  limited  to  approximately  10  individuals,  and  most  activities  would  be 
conducted  during  daylight  hours.  Night  lighting  would  be  limited  to  a few  locations  within  the 
project  area,  and  the  type  of  lighting  and  its  operation  would  be  in  compliance  with  the 
Applicant’s  Lighting  Management  Plan. 

Impacts  associated  with  human  presence,  noise,  and  light  would  be  reduced  through 
implementation  of  APMs  and  mitigation  measures  required  by  BLM  for  protection  of  wildlife  and 
other  resources.  APMs  that  would  contribute  to  reducing  potential  indirect  wildlife  impacts 
associated  with  noise  and  light  include  APM-Wild-7  (Lighting  Restrictions)  and  APM-Wild-11 
(limit  noise  to  daytime  hours).  An  additional  mitigation  measure  that  would  contribute  to 
reducing  potential  indirect  wildlife  impacts  associated  with  light  is  MM-Wild-9  (Night  Lighting). 


Hydrology 

Biological  resources  could  potentially  be  impacted  if  project  operations  were  to  modify  the 
availability  or  quality  of  surface  water  and/or  groundwater.  Although  the  Proposed  Action  would 
use  groundwater,  the  large  depth  to  groundwater  (more  than  200  feet),  absence  of  perennial 
surface  water,  large  distance  from  riparian  areas  (several  miles),  and  limited  water  use  for 
operations  (approximately  20  acre-feet  per  year)  mean  that  project  operations  would  not  have 
the  potential  to  impact  wildlife  through  groundwater  depletion  or  impacts  to  riparian  vegetation. 

Operation  of  the  Proposed  Action  could  potentially  have  an  indirect  effect  on  wildlife  habitat 
adjacent  to  the  project  site  and  outside  of  the  project  ROW,  if  the  project  were  to  modify 
downgradient  sedimentation  or  erosion  rates.  This  could  occur  as  a result  of  the  removal  of 
soil-stabilizing  vegetation  or  modification  of  onsite  precipitation  infiltration  rates. 

Impacts  associated  with  modification  of  downgradient  sedimentation  and  erosion  rates  would 
be  reduced  through  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  required  by  BLM  for  protection  of 
wildlife  and  other  resources.  Mitigation  measures  that  would  contribute  to  reducing  potential 
direct  and  indirect  wildlife  impacts  associated  with  modification  of  sedimentation  or  erosion 
rates  include  MM-Air-3  (Operations  Emission  Reductions),  MM-Veg-1  (Minimize  Impacts  to 
Vegetation  Communities),  MM-Veg-2  (Designated  Biologist),  MM-Veg-3  (Pre-Construction  Soil 
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and  Plant  Salvage ),  MM-Veg-5  (Revegetation  of  Temporary  Disturbed  Areas  and  Project  Site), 
MM-Veg-6  (Streambed  Alteration  Agreement),  and  MM-Water-9  (Storm  Water  Management 
Plan).  ' 


Presence  of  Open  Water 

No  open  water  would  be  present  during  project  operations.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no 
potential  for  attraction  of  wildlife  or  wildlife  predators  during  operations. 


Increased  Predation 

Wildlife  species  near  the  project  site,  both  inside  and  outside  of  the  ROW,  could  experience 
increased  predation  levels  from  ravens  and  other  predators  attracted  to  the  project  site  during 
operations.  This  would  be  an  indirect  impact,  and  would  continue  during  construction, 
operations,  and  decommissioning  for  as  long  as  workers  are  present. 

Impacts  associated  with  increased  predation  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of 
APMs  and  mitigation  measures  required  by  BLM  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources. 
APMs  that  would  contribute  to  reducing  the  potential  attraction  of  predators  include  APM-Wild-1 
(desert  tortoise  protection  measures  in  NEMO  Plan  Amendments),  APM-Wild-4  ( Integrated 
Weed  Management  Plan),  APM-Wild-7  (Lighting  Restrictions),  and  APM-Wild-10  (Solid  Waste 
Management).  Other  mitigation  measures  that  would  contribute  to  reducing  the  attraction  of 
predators  include  MM-Veg-4  ( Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan),  MM-Wild-1  (Oversight  by 
Designated  Biologist),  MM-Wild-2  (Oversight  by  Biological  Monitors),  MM-Wild-3  (WEAP),  and 
MM-Wild-10  (Raven  Management  Plan). 


Decommissioning 

Decommissioning  and  reclamation  activities  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  would  have 
similar  impacts  to  wildlife  resources  as  those  described  for  construction.  These  activities  would 
include  such  tasks  as  vegetation  removal,  grading,  and  surface  disturbance  to  remove  the  solar 
arrays,  above-ground  electrical  components,  and  substation  components,  as  well  as  to  remove 
below-ground  infrastructure  to  a depth  of  3 feet.  They  also  include  surface  disturbance  to 
remove  roads  and  to  restore  vegetation.  However,  most  decommissioning  activities  would  take 
place  within  the  fenced  project  area,  so  would  not  have  a high  potential  to  impact  wildlife 
species,  such  as  desert  tortoise  or  large  mammals,  which  are  excluded  by  the  fence. 

It  is  expected  that  the  impacts  during  decommissioning  would  be  similar  to  those  of  construction 
of  the  Proposed  Action,  but  would  be  reduced  because  most  activities  would  take  place  within 
the  exclusion  fence.  All  mitigation  measures  that  are  required  during  construction  of  the 
Proposed  Action  to  avoid  or  minimize  impacts  to  wildlife  resources  would  also  be  required 
during  decommissioning  and  reclamation  activities. 

Closure  and  decommissioning  of  the  facility  would  result  in  the  revegetation  and  rehabilitation  of 
2,143  acres  of  land  in  accordance  with  the  Applicant’s  Closure,  Decommissioning,  and 
Reclamation  Plan  (Decommissioning  Plan;  First  Solar  201 2d),  and  as  required  in  mitigation 
measure  MM-Lands-2.  Because  reestablishment  of  desert  vegetative  communities  would  take 
decades  and  may  differ  in  composition  than  the  pre-disturbance  vegetative  community,  these 
long-term  changes  in  the  vegetative  communities  could  alter  the  ecosystem’s  ability  to  sustain 
the  same  type  and  numbers  of  wildlife  species  currently  found  at  the  site.  The  ability  of  wildlife 
species  to  eventually  recolonize  the  reclaimed  area  would  depend  on  the  proximity  of  other 
populations,  connectivity  of  habitats,  and  the  mobility  of  the  species.  Terrestrial  species  with 
small  home  ranges  will  not  colonize  as  quickly  (if  at  all,  compared  to  flying  organisms  or  wildlife 
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with  large  home  ranges).  The  degree  of  habitat  fragmentation  would  affect  wildlife  species 
ability  to  recolonize  the  reclaimed  area. 


Impacts  to  Special  Status  Wildlife  Species 

Potential  impacts  for  the  16  special  status  wildlife  species  identified  as  potentially  occurring 
within  the  project  area  are  discussed  below.  The  types  of  project  activities  associated  with 
construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning  that  could  cause  these  impacts  were  discussed 
in  the  above  subsections. 


Reptiles 
Desert  Tortoise 

The  Project  Study  Area  is  within  the  current  range  of  the  Mojave  population  of  desert  tortoise. 
The  Project  is  located  within  the  Eastern  Mojave  Tortoise  Recovery  Unit,  but  is  not  within 
designated  critical  habitat  for  the  desert  tortoise  or  any  DWMA’s.  The  majority  of  the  Project 
Study  Area  includes  habitats  well-documented  to  support  desert  tortoise.  Desert  tortoise 
surveys  conducted  between  2008  and  2011  found  33  live  desert  tortoises  and  234  good-to- 
excellent  burrows/pallets  (First  Solar  201 3e)  within  the  Project  Study  Area.  The  entire  Project 
Study  Area  (approximately  5,850  acres)  is  estimated  to  support  69  adult  desert  tortoises,  with  a 
95%  confidence  interval  ranging  between  27  and  180  adult  desert  tortoises.  Within  the  Project 
Study  Area,  the  overall  tortoise  density  is  estimated  to  be  7.2  tortoises  per  square  mile,  with  a 
95%  confidence  interval  ranging  between  2.8  to  18.9  adult  desert  tortoises  per  square  mile. 

Tortoise  surveys  were  also  conducted  in  2012.  The  most  recent  surveys  concluded  that  the 
entire  Project  Study  Area  (approximately  5,850  acres)  is  estimated  to  support  between  79  and 
99  adult  desert  tortoises,  with  a 95%  confidence  interval  ranging  between  31  and  249  adult 
desert  tortoises.  Within  the  Project  Study  Area,  the  overall  tortoise  density  is  estimated  to  be 
8.5  tortoises  per  square  mile,  with  a 95%  confidence  interval  ranging  between  3.3  to  26.6  adult 
desert  tortoises  per  square  mile. 


Construction 

Desert  tortoise  would  be  adversely  impacted  by  construction  activities  for  the  Project.  Desert 
tortoises  would  be  susceptible  to  death  or  injury  from  collisions  with  project  vehicles  and 
equipment  during  clearing  and  grading,  or  any  activities  where  vegetation  would  be  crushed. 
Project-related  traffic  on  access  roads  and  spur  roads,  as  well  as  any  construction  activities  at 
work  sites  could  also  result  in  the  death  or  injury  of  desert  tortoise  through  collisions.  Such 
activities  would  also  potentially  introduce  noxious  and  invasive  plant  species  to  project  sites, 
further  degrading  the  quality  of  desert  tortoise  habitat  in  terms  of  native  plant  species 
composition  and  increasing  the  risk  of  wildfires. 

Desert  tortoises  could  be  harmed  by  inadvertent  hazardous  materials  spills,  including 
equipment  fuel  and  hydraulic  fluid  leaks.  All  crew  activities,  as  well  as  trash  and  debris 
associated  with  construction  of  the  project,  would  have  the  potential  to  attract  predators  of  the 
desert  tortoise,  including  common  ravens  and  domestic  and  feral  dogs. 

Take  in  the  form  of  harassment  of  an  undetermined  number  of  individuals  would  result  because 
Biological  Monitors  would  conduct  pre-clearance  surveys  and  pick  up  and  move  tortoises  out  of 
harm’s  way.  Bladder  voiding  would  cause  tortoises  to  lose  potentially  critical  water  reserves 
and  in  some  cases  might  lead  to  death.  Handling  desert  tortoises  also  increases  the  risk  of 
transmitting  upper  respiratory  tract  disease  from  infected  individuals  to  healthy  individuals.  This 
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condition  often  leads  to  death  and  is  one  of  the  reasons  for  the  decline  of  many  desert  tortoise 
populations  in  the  Mojave  Desert. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Potential  adverse  impacts  to  desert  tortoise  as  a result  of  operation  and  maintenance  activities 
would  be  temporary  in  duration  and  minimal  in  impact.  Most  operation  and  maintenance 
activities  would  be  conducted  within  the  fenced  area,  and  would  involve  the  use  of  only  one  or 
several  vehicles  or  equipment.  The  potential  for  additional  loss  of  habitat  or  vehicles  strike 
impacts  to  desert  tortoises  would  be  minor.  However,  impacts  associated  with  the  removal  of 
the  2,023  acre  project  area  from  available  desert  tortoise  habitat,  including  disruption  of  habitat 
connectivity,  would  be  the  same  as  those  associated  with  construction,  and  would  continue 
through  the  operational  period. 


Decommissioning 

Potential  adverse  impacts  to  desert  tortoise  as  a result  of  decommissioning  activities  would  be 
temporary  in  duration  and  minimal  in  impact.  Like  operations,  most  decommissioning  activities 
would  be  conducted  within  the  fenced  area,  so  the  potential  for  additional  loss  of  habitat  or 
vehicles  strike  impacts  to  desert  tortoises  would  be  minor.  However,  impacts  associated  with 
the  removal  of  the  2,023  acre  project  area  from  available  desert  tortoise  habitat,  including 
disruption  of  habitat  connectivity,  would  be  the  same  as  those  associated  with  construction,  and 
would  continue  through  the  decommissioning  period. 

Closure  and  decommissioning  of  the  facility  would  result  in  the  revegetation  and  rehabilitation  of 
2,143  acres  of  land  in  accordance  with  the  Applicant’s  Closure,  Decommissioning,  and 
Reclamation  Plan  (Decommissioning  Plan;  First  Solar  201 2d),  and  as  required  in  mitigation 
measure  MM-Lands-2.  Because  reestablishment  of  desert  vegetative  communities  would  take 
decades  and  may  differ  in  composition  than  the  pre-disturbance  vegetative  community,  these 
long-term  changes  in  the  vegetative  communities  could  alter  the  ecosystem’s  ability  to  sustain 
the  same  numbers  of  desert  tortoises  currently  found  at  the  site.  The  ability  of  desert  tortoises 
to  eventually  recolonize  the  reclaimed  area  would  depend  on  the  proximity  of  other  populations, 
connectivity  of  habitats,  and  the  mobility  of  the  species.  The  degree  of  habitat  fragmentation 
would  affect  the  ability  of  the  desert  tortoise  to  recolonize  the  reclaimed  area. 


Equipment  and  Vehicle  Collision 

Vehicle  traffic  would  increase  as  a result  of  construction  and  improvement  of  access  roads, 
increasing  the  risk  of  injuring  or  killing  desert  tortoise.  The  potential  for  increased  traffic-related 
tortoise  mortality  is  greatest  along  paved  roads  where  vehicle  frequency  and  speed  is  greatest 
though  tortoises  on  dirt  roads  may  also  be  affected  depending  on  vehicle  frequency  and  speed. 
Census  data  indicate  that  desert  tortoise  numbers  decline  as  vehicle  use  increases  and  that 
tortoise  sign  increases  with  increased  distance  from  roads.  Additional  unauthorized  impacts  that 
may  occur  from  casual  use  of  the  access  roads  in  the  Project  include  unauthorized  trail 
creation. 

Removal  of  facilities  initially  would  have  similar  impacts  to  those  described  for  construction. 
Reclamation  following  closure  and  decommissioning  may  take  decades.  Because 
reestablishment  of  desert  vegetative  communities  would  take  decades  and  may  differ  in 
composition  than  the  pre-disturbance  vegetative  community,  these  long-term  changes  in  the 
vegetative  communities  would  alter  the  ecosystem’s  ability  to  sustain  the  same  density  of  desert 
tortoise  that  currently  occur  at  the  site. 
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Adverse  impacts  associated  with  potential  equipment  and  vehicle  strikes  would  be  reduced 
through  implementation  of  APMs  and  mitigation  measures  required  by  BLM  for  protection  of 
wildlife  and  other  resources.  APMs  that  would  contribute  to  reducing  potential  direct  impacts  to 
the  desert  tortoise  associated  with  equipment  and  vehicle  collisions  include  APM-Wild-1  (desert 
tortoise  protection  measures  in  NEMO  Plan  Amendments),  APM-Wild-2  (relocation  of 
tortoises),  and  APM-Wild-3  (tortoise  exclusion  fencing).  Other  mitigation  measures  that  would 
contribute  to  reducing  potential  direct  impacts  to  the  desert  tortoise  associated  with  equipment 
and  vehicle  collisions  include  MM-Wild-1  (Oversight  by  Designated  Biologist),  MM-Wild-2 
(Oversight  by  Biological  Monitors),  MM-Wild-3  (WEAP),  MM-Wild-4  (Delineation  of  Sensitive 
Areas),  MM-Wild-5  (Use  of  Existing  Routes  and  Speed  Limits),  MM-Wild-6  (Pre-Construction 
Surveys),  and  MM-Wild-7  (Desert  Tortoise  Handling  Requirements). 


Habitat  Loss  or  Degradation 

The  Proposed  Action  would  result  in  long-term  disturbance  of  2,023  acres  and  temporary 
disturbance  of  4 acres  of  desert  tortoise  habitat.  Of  this  total,  1,989  acres  would  be  located 
within  desert  tortoise  exclusion  fence,  and  would  be  removed  from  the  land  area  available  as 
desert  tortoise  habitat  for  a minimum  of  30  years.  This  represents  approximately  1 .3  percent  of 
the  suitable  tortoise  habitat  within  the  entire  Ivanpah  Valley  (Ivanpah  Lake)  watershed 
(NatureServe  2012),  and  approximately  7 percent  of  the  habitat  with  the  29,110  acre  Northern 
Ivanpah  Valley  Unit  (the  area  between  1-15  and  the  Clark  Mountains). 

The  numbers  of  tortoises  identified  in  surveys  of  each  of  the  alternative  sites  is  presented  in 
Table  4.22-1.  As  shown,  the  number  of  adult  tortoises  (greater  than  160  millimeter  mean 
carapace  length)  present  in  the  Proposed  Action  area  ranges  from  15  to  107,  with  an  estimated 
total  number  of  40  individuals.  A larger  number  of  subadults  and  juveniles  (<  160  mm)  will  also 
be  impacted.  At  the  scale  of  the  entire  Eastern  Mojave  Recovery  Unit  (EMRU),  the  Stateline 
Project  would  directly  affect  0.1  percent  of  desert  tortoise  habitat  [0.5  or  greater  threshold 
(Nussear  2009)]  remaining  outside  existing  lands  that  are  managed  for  conservation. 


Table  4.22-1 . Desert  Tortoise  Survey  Results 


Alternative  1 
(Proposed  Action) 

Alternative  2 

Revised  Alternative 
3 

Alternative  4 

Live  Tortoises 
Observed 

16 

25 

15 

18 

Estimated  Number 
of  Tortoises 

40 

62 

37 

45 

Lower  95% 
Confidence  Interval 

15 

24 

14 

11 

Upper  95% 
Confidence  Interval 

107 

160 

100 

118 

The  tortoises  present  in  the  project  area  would  be  identified  during  pre-construction  surveys, 
and  would  be  removed  from  the  project  area  in  accordance  with  the  approved  Translocation 
Plan.  The  proposed  translocation  areas  and  methodology,  as  well  as  potential  impacts 
associated  with  the  translocation  process,  are  discussed  in  a separate  subsection  below.  Even 
though  the  tortoises  would  be  moved,  the  movement  would  be  considered  a permanent, 
adverse  impact  to  approximately  40  individuals  and  a long-term,  adverse  impact  to  2,023  acres 
of  habitat. 

Impacts  to  desert  tortoise  habitat  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  APMs  and 
mitigation  measures  required  by  BLM  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  APMs  that 
would  contribute  to  reducing  potential  direct  and  indirect  impacts  associated  with  loss  or 
degradation  of  desert  tortoise  habitat  include  APM-Wild-1  (desert  tortoise  protection  measures 
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in  NEMO  Plan  Amendments),  APM-Wild-2  (relocation  of  tortoises),  APM-Wild-4  ( Integrated 
Weed  Management  Plan),  APM-Wild-6  (Dust  Control),  APM-Wild-8  (chemical  storage),  APM- 
Wild-9  (fuel  storage),  and  APM-Wild-10  (Solid  Waste  Management).  Other  mitigation 
measures  that  would  contribute  to  reducing  potential  direct  and  indirect  wildlife  impacts 
associated  with  desert  tortoise  habitat  loss  or  degradation  include  MM-Air-1  (Air  Quality 
Construction  Management  Plan),  MM-Veg-1  (Minimize  Impacts  to  Vegetation  Communities), 
MM-Veg-2  (Designated  Biologist),  MM-Veg-3  ( Pre-Construction  Soil  and  Plant  Salvage ),  MM- 
Veg-4  ( Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan),  MM-Veg-5  (Revegetation  of  Temporary  Disturbed 
Areas  and  Project  Site),  MM-Veg-6  (Streambed  Alteration  Agreement),  MM-Water-8 
(Construction  SWPPP),  MM-Water-9  (Storm  Water  Management  Plan),  MM-Water-10  (Spill 
Control  and  Environmental  Training),  MM-Wild-1  (Oversight  by  Designated  Biologist),  MM-Wild- 
2 (Oversight  by  Biological  Monitors),  MM-Wild-3  (WEAP),  MM-Wild-4  (Delineation  of  Sensitive 
Areas),  MM-Wild-5  (Use  of  Existing  Routes  and  Speed  Limits),  and  MM-Wild-8  (Habitat 
Acquisition  for  Desert  Tortoise). 


Habitat  Connectivity 

The  development  of  the  Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  would  potentially  affect  the  free 
movement  of  desert  tortoises  within  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  and  between  Ivanpah  Valley  and 
adjacent  habitat  areas.  The  presence  of  the  facility  itself,  as  well  as  the  supporting 
infrastructure  of  roads  and  other  linear  features,  would  exclude  or  substantially  limit  the  access 
that  desert  tortoise  have  to  the  project  site. 

The  proposed  facility  site  is  located  within  the  29,110  acre  Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  Unit.  This 
area  was  designated  BLM  Class  I desert  tortoise  habitat  prior  to  the  NEMO  amendments,  which 
put  DWMAs  in  Category  1 and  everything  else  in  Category  3,  but  is  not  designated  as  critical 
habitat  by  the  USFWS.  The  Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  Unit  comprises  an  alluvial  fan  that  slopes 
gently  from  the  Clark  Mountains  and  Mesquite  Range  to  the  west  towards  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  in 
the  east.  At  the  time  of  the  NEMO  Plan  amendment,  this  area  was  not  included  within  the 
Ivanpah  DWMA  because  it  is  separated  from  other  desert  tortoise  populations  by  1-15  and 
Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  to  the  east,  and  the  Clark  Mountains  and  Mesquite  Range  to  the  west  (BLM 
2002). 

Knowledge  of  baseline  conditions,  especially  as  they  relate  to  connectivity,  is  essential  in 
determining  the  potential  impacts  of  the  Project.  The  degree  of  connectivity/isolation  is 
unknown  due  to  the  absence  of  previous  studies  and  available  data  in  regard  to  dispersal  rates 
across  nearby  barriers.  A comparison  of  data  collected  to  date  by  the  USGS  suggests  that 
rates  of  tortoise-to-tortoise  contact  is  less  in  Stateline  Pass  than  in  McCullough  Pass,  where 
similar  methods  have  been  implemented.  The  complete  research  study  would  be  dependent 
upon  multiple  years  of  data  collection. 

Therefore,  this  analysis  relies  on  two  scenarios  with  separate  assumptions  for  baseline 
conditions  for  connectivity.  The  EMRU  consists  of  one  basal  genotype  cluster  (Las  Vegas 
Cluster),  which  is  separated  into  two  finer  scale  clusters  (South  Las  Vegas  and  Amargosa 
Clusters)  (Hagerty  and  Tracey  2010).  This  indicates  that  historical  dispersal  between  these 
clusters  occurred,  but  was  impaired  due  to  naturally  occurring  geographic  barriers  of  the  Clark 
and  Spring  Mountain  Ranges.  The  development  of  1-15  created  another  barrier  largely  closing 
off  the  western  lobe  of  Ivanpah  Valley,  which  is  likely  the  greatest  factor  affecting  the  genetic 
interchange  of  this  desert  tortoise  population. 

Under  the  first  scenario,  the  assumption  is  that  the  western  lobe  is  currently  isolated  to  the 
extent  that  any  dispersal  under  1-15  or  over  the  Clark  Mountains  is  not  sufficient  to  provide  gene 
flow  necessary  to  mitigate  for  the  demographic  stochasticity  and  genetic  drift.  The  western  lobe 
contains  approximately  33,360  acres  (52.6  square  miles)  of  potential  desert  tortoise  habitat  [0.5 
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or  greater  threshold  (Nussear  2009)],  which  would  be  reduced  by  approximately  6 percent  to 
31,200  acres  (48.8  square  miles)  after  the  Project.  Densities  derived  from  full  coverage  and 
clearance  surveys  conducted  on  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  and  Stateline  Project  range  from  7 to  over 
20  tortoises  per  square  mile,  which  is  slightly  higher  than  the  mean  density  calculated  for  the 
EMRU  at  10.9  tortoises  per  square  mile  (USFWS  2011a).  If  the  mean  density  for  the  EMRU  is 
used  as  a conservative  value,  then  approximately  532  adult  tortoises  potentially  occur  within  the 
western  lobe  under  baseline  conditions.  Tortoises  within  the  Project  would  be  translocated  to 
areas  inside  the  western  lobe,  therefore  the  estimated  number  of  adult  tortoises  would  not 
change  with  the  Project;  however,  the  density  for  the  western  lobe  would  increase  proportionally 
to  the  size  of  the  Project:  approximately  7 percent  (from  10.9  to  1 1.6  adult  tortoises  per  square 
mile). 

The  average  density  for  the  western  lobe  is  estimated  to  exceed  the  minimum  density 
recommended  in  the  1994  recovery  plan  (10  tortoises  per  square  mile).  The  1994  Recovery 
Plan  (USFWS  1994)  also  recommended  that  reserves  be  a minimum  of  1,000  square  miles 
(640,000  acres ) in  size.  The  western  lobe , even  without  any  solar  projects,  is  only  33,000  acres 
in  size.  Therefore,  this  area  is  only  about  5 percent  of  the  recommended  size  needed  for  a 
preserve.  Implementation  of  the  project  would  reduce  this  to  about  4.8  percent  of  the 
recommended  size.  Therefore,  with  respect  to  the  USFWS-recommended  reserve  size,  the 
project  would  not  have  any  substantial  effect,  and  would  not  result  in  changing  a reserve  of  an 
acceptable  size  to  support  a viable  population  to  one  with  an  unacceptable  size.  Ninety-four 
percent  (94  percent)  of  the  available  habitat  within  the  western  lobe  would  persist  following  the 
Project.  For  these  reasons,  the  Project  is  not  expected  to  substantially  alter  viability  of  the 
population  located  in  the  western  lobe  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  or  result  in  indirect  adverse  effects 
to  population  viability  within  the  greater  Ivanpah  Valley  or  Eastern  Mojave  Recovery  Unit. 
Furthermore,  compensatory  mitigation  and  effectiveness  monitoring  completed  as  part  of  the 
Proposed  Action  would  contribute  to  the  recovery  of  the  species. 

The  second  scenario  assumes  that  connectivity  across  the  Clark  Mountains  and  under  1-15  is 
sufficient  to  allow  for  gene  flow  at  an  adequate  rate  to  mitigate  for  demographic  stochasticity 
and  genetic  drift.  To  evaluate  the  potential  for  the  Proposed  Action  to  affect  movement  of 
tortoises,  the  Applicant,  in  cooperation  with  BLM,  conducted  habitat  modeling  of  Ivanpah  Valley, 
adjacent  areas,  and  the  potential  connection  corridors  between  these  areas.  The  modeling 
included  evaluation  of  current  conditions,  as  well  as  modeling  of  the  corridors  under  three 
potential  project  configurations  that  correspond  to  Alternatives  1,  2,  and  3.  The  results  were 
documented  in  the  Draft  Regional  Assessment,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  (BLM  Case  File 
Number  CACA-48669)  (Regional  Assessment;  NatureServe  2012). 

As  discussed  in  the  Regional  Assessment,  desert  tortoises  within  the  Northern  Ivanpah  Valley 
Unit  currently  have  limited  connectivity  to  areas  outside  of  the  Unit  due  to  the  presence  of  both 
natural  and  anthropogenic  features.  To  the  southwest,  west,  and  northwest  of  the  Northern 
Ivanpah  Valley  Unit,  the  rocky  slopes  and  higher  elevation  of  the  Clark  Mountains  and  Mesquite 
Range  act  as  a barrier  to  tortoise  migration.  The  Regional  Assessment  evaluates  the  potential 
for  Stateline  Pass,  between  the  Clark  Mountain  Range  and  the  Stateline  Hills,  to  act  as  a 
corridor  for  tortoise  connectivity  through  this  area  to  the  northwest,  into  Mesquite  Valley.  To  the 
north,  a narrow  corridor,  now  occupied  by  the  town  of  Primm,  once  acted  as  a corridor  for 
connectivity  between  the  Ivanpah  Valley  in  California  and  Ivanpah  Valley  in  Nevada.  However, 
this  corridor  is  now  occupied  by  1-15  and  the  development  of  Primm.  In  addition,  a 22,000  acre 
fenced  area  known  as  the  Large-Scale  Translocation  Site  (LSTS)  is  located  immediately  north 
of  Primm,  and  effectively  blocks  the  remainder  of  this  corridor.  Removal  of  the  fencing  around 
the  LSTS  in  Nevada  west  of  1-15,  which  is  planned  for  the  future,  will  improve  connectivity 
between  and  among  desert  tortoise  populations.  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  to  the  east  as  well  as  1-15 
to  the  southeast  and  south  effectively  constrains  movements  of  desert  tortoise  to  their  current 
area  within  the  Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  Unit.  While  there  are  culverts  that  pass  beneath  1-15 
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and  the  Union  Pacific  rail  line  to  allow  some  passage  of  desert  tortoise  into  the  adjacent  areas, 
opportunities  for  movement  into  surrounding  areas  within  the  Ivanpah  Basin  are  limited. 

The  Regional  Assessment  discussed  the  observation  that  the  Stateline  Pass  area  is  important 
for  regional  connectivity  for  desert  tortoise  because  it  is  one  of  the  few  potential  corridors  for 
connectivity  in  this  basin  surrounded  by  mountain  ranges.  The  Regional  Assessment  noted, 
however,  that  while  the  modeling  for  connectivity  through  the  Stateline  Pass  showed  a high 
potential  for  connectivity,  this  area  is  narrow  in  places  and  may  be  less  than  the  area 
hypothesized  by  the  USFWS  (USFWS  2011a,  USFWS  2012)  as  being  necessary  for  desert 
tortoise  habitat  linkages.  The  Biological  Opinion  for  the  Stateline  project  (USFWS  2013) 
acknowledged  that  tortoises  may  ocassionallv  move  through  Stateline  Pass , but  that  Stateline 
Pass  was  unlikely  to  support  a long-term  population  of  tortoises,  and  does  not  provide  a 
demographic  connection  between  Ivanpah  Valley  and  areas  outside  of  Ivanpah  Valley. 

Areas  south  of  the  Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  (e.g.  between  Cima  Dome  and  the  New  York 
Mountains)  were  modeled  as  having  a good  potential  for  connectivity.  However,  the  Regional 
Assessment  notes  that  in  the  USFWS  Biological  Opinion  for  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  project 
(USFWS  2011a),  the  width,  habitat  potential,  infrastructure  and  other  factors  severely  limited 
the  area’s  potential  as  a linkage  to  other  desert  tortoise  populations.  In  addition,  this  area  is  on 
the  opposite  side  of  1-15  from  the  Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  Unit,  limiting  the  potential  for 
connectivity  to  this  area. 

Based  on  these  factors,  while  there  would  be  a loss  of  desert  tortoise  habitat  with  the 
construction  of  the  Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm,  the  project  would  not  significantly  reduce  the 
existing  connectivity  between  the  Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  Unit  and  other  adjacent  populations. 
Although  that  connectivity  is  poor,  and  would  remain  poor,  it  would  be  minimally  affected  by  the 
project.  In  particular,  the  potential  connectivity  via  the  Stateline  Pass  into  the  Mesquite  Valley 
would  be  reduced  by  the  lack  of  tortoises  occupying  the  project  area,  and  the  reduction  of 
space  due  to  the  proximity  of  the  project  to  Ivanpah  SEGS.  Due  to  its  distance  from  1-15,  the 
project  would  not  affect  the  potential  for  mobility  of  desert  tortoises  into  adjacent  local  areas 
through  the  use  of  culverts  beneath  115  or  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad  line.  The  Biological 
Opinion  concurred  that  the  Project  is  not  likely  to  measurably  affect  connectivity  with  Ivanpah 
Valiev  ( USFWS  2013). 

Within  the  Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  Unit  itself,  the  location  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  affect 
mobility  of  tortoise,  especially  on  the  west  side  between  the  facility  and  Ivanpah  SEGSs,  and 
between  the  facility  and  the  topographic  feature  known  as  Metamorphic  Hill,  including  a corridor 
of  approximately  5,000  feet  of  habitat  south  of  Ivanpah  SEGS,  between  Ivanpah  SEGS  and  I- 
15.  The  connectivity  south  of  Ivanpah  SEGS  is  currently  reduced  by  the  presence  of 
translocation  pens,  but  these  will  be  removed  within  five  years,  and  that  area  would  again  be 
available  as  habitat. 

The  site  configuration  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1)  is  located 
directly  abutting  Metamorphic  Hill  on  the  west  side,  and  almost  directly  abutting  Ivanpah  Dry 
Lake  on  the  east  side.  Tortoises  have  been  documented  on  Metamorphic  Hill,  and  the  hill  is  not 
considered  a barrier  to  connectivity.  However,  at  that  location,  the  fence  of  the  project  and  the 
fence  of  Ivanpah  SEGS  would  be  within  4,225  feet  of  each  other,  reducing  the  width  of  this 
corridor  and  therefore  further  reducing  connectivity  east  of  Metamorphic  Hill.  Should  the 
Proposed  Action  be  implemented,  the  potential  for  tortoises  to  use  this  corridor  would  be 
restricted  on  the  east  side,  between  Metamorphic  Hill  and  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake.  The  east-west 
travel  of  tortoises  on  the  north  side  of  Ivanpah  SEGS  and  the  Proposed  Action  would  also  be 
constricted  from  the  present  situation.  A habitat  corridor  between  the  toe  of  slope  of  the  Clark 
Mountain  Range  of  fairly  narrow  width  would  allow  tortoises  to  get  to  the  Stateline  Pass  from 
areas  to  the  west  and  south  of  Ivanpah  SEGS.  Under  the  Proposed  Action,  this  corridor  would 
be  approximately  1 ,875  feet  wide. 
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Predation  by  Ravens,  Coyotes,  and  Other  Predators 

Human  activities  in  the  project  area  potentially  provide  food  or  other  attractants  in  the  form  of 
trash,  litter,  or  water,  which  draw  unnaturally  high  numbers  of  tortoise  predators  such  as  the 
common  raven,  kit  fox,  and  coyote.  Common  raven  populations  in  some  areas  of  the  Mojave 
Desert  have  increased  1,500  percent  from  1968  to  1988  in  response  to  expanding  human  use 
of  the  desert  (Boarman  2002).  Since  ravens  were  scarce  in  this  area  prior  to  1940,  the  current 
level  of  raven  predation  on  juvenile  desert  tortoises  is  considered  to  be  an  unnatural  occurrence 
(BLM  1990,  USFWS  2008). 

In  addition  to  ravens,  feral  dogs  have  emerged  as  major  predators  of  the  tortoise.  Dogs  may 
range  several  miles  into  the  desert  and  have  been  found  digging  up  and  killing  desert  tortoises 
(USFWS  1994;  Evans  2001).  Dogs  brought  to  the  project  site  with  visitors  may  harass,  injure, 
or  kill  desert  tortoises,  particularly  if  allowed  off  leash  to  roam  freely  in  occupied  desert  tortoise 
habitat. 

Construction  and  operation  of  the  project  would  increase  raven  and  coyote  presence  in  the 
project  area.  Ravens  depend  on  human  encroachment  to  expand  into  areas  where  they  were 
previously  absent  or  in  low  abundance.  Ravens  habituate  to  human  activities  and  are 
subsidized  by  the  food  and  water,  as  well  as  roosting  and  nesting  resources  that  are  introduced 
or  augmented  by  human  encroachment.  The  Ivanpah  Valley  currently  includes  the  casinos  at 
Primm  and  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club  that  provide  food,  water  features,  and  roosting/nesting 
substrates  (buildings,  signs,  lamps,  and  utility  poles)  that  otherwise  would  be  unavailable.  This 
development  adjacent  to  the  project  area  provides  year-round  water  and  trash  subsidies  for  the 
raven,  as  well  as  nesting  opportunities. 

Small  mammal,  fox,  coyote,  rabbit,  lizard,  snake,  and  tortoise  road  kill  along  1-15  and  other  local 
roads  also  provides  an  additional  attractant  and  subsidy  for  opportunistic  predators/scavengers 
such  as  ravens.  Road  kills  would  mount  with  increased  project  construction  and  operations 
traffic,  further  exacerbating  the  raven/predator  attractions  and  increasing  desert  tortoise 
predation  levels. 

Impacts  associated  with  increased  predation  of  desert  tortoise  would  be  reduced  through 
implementation  of  APMs  and  mitigation  measures  required  by  BLM  for  protection  of  wildlife  and 
other  resources.  APMs  that  would  contribute  to  reducing  the  potential  attraction  of  predators 
include  APM-Wild-1  (desert  tortoise  protection  measures  in  NEMO  Plan  Amendments),  APM- 
Wild-4  ( Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan),  APM-Wild-7  (Lighting  Restrictions),  and  APM- 
Wild-10  (Solid  Waste  Management).  Other  mitigation  measures  that  would  contribute  to 
reducing  the  attraction  of  predators  include  MM-Veg-4  ( Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan), 
MM-Wild-1  (Oversight  by  Designated  Biologist),  MM-Wild-2  (Oversight  by  Biological  Monitors), 
MM-Wild-3  (WEAP),  and  MM-Wild-10  (Raven  Management  Plan).  These  measures  would  not 
completely  avoid  adverse  impacts  to  the  desert  tortoise  associated  with  predators,  but  they 
would  reduce  such  impacts. 


Silt  Fencing 

During  construction  activities  at  the  nearby  Ivanpah  SEGS  facility,  it  was  found  that  silt  fencing 
used  on  the  outer  boundary  fence  of  the  facility  had  caused  the  mortality  of  one  tortoise,  and  of 
numerous  snakes,  lizards,  and  squirrels.  Therefore,  it  is  likely  that  a similar  use  of  silt  fencing 
on  the  outer  boundary  to  the  Proposed  Action  could  also  result  in  adverse  impacts  to  desert 
tortoises  and  other  wildlife.  To  prevent  this,  Mitigation  Measure  MM-Water-8  would  prohibit  silt 
fence  from  being  installed  on  the  outer  perimeter  fence  where  tortoises  can  come  into  contact 
with  it.  Silt  fence  would  still  be  installed  on  interior  fences  within  the  area  enclosed  by  tortoise 
fence. 


November  2013 


4.22-15 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.22  Wildlife  Resources 


Tortoise  Translocation 

Capturing,  handling,  and  relocating  desert  tortoises  from  the  proposed  site  after  the  installation 
of  exclusion  fencing  could  result  in  harassment  and  possibly  death  or  injury  to  individual 
tortoises.  Tortoises  may  die  or  become  injured  by  capture  and  relocation  if  these  methods  are 
performed  improperly,  particularly  during  extreme  temperatures,  or  if  they  void  their  bladders. 
Averill-Murray  (2001)  determined  that  tortoises  that  voided  their  bladders  during  handling  had 
significantly  lower  overall  survival  rates  (0.81-0.88)  than  those  that  did  not  void  (0.96).  If 
multiple  desert  tortoises  are  handled  by  biologists  without  the  use  of  appropriate  protective 
measures,  pathogens  may  be  spread  among  the  tortoises,  both  resident  and  translocated 
animals.  For  those  tortoise  near  but  not  within  the  Stateline  site,  removal  of  habitat  within  a 
tortoise’s  home  range  or  segregating  individuals  from  their  home  range  with  a fence  would  likely 
result  in  displacement  stress  that  could  result  in  loss  of  health,  exposure,  increased  risk  of 
predation,  increased  intraspecific  competition,  and  death.  Tortoises  moved  outside  their  home 
ranges  would  likely  attempt  to  return  to  the  area  from  which  they  were  moved,  therefore  making 
it  difficult  to  isolate  them  from  the  potential  adverse  effects  associated  with  project  construction. 

The  risks  and  uncertainties  of  translocation  to  desert  tortoise  are  well  recognized  in  the  desert 
tortoise  scientific  community.  The  Desert  Tortoise  Recovery  Office  (DTRO)  Science  Advisory 
Committee  has  made  the  following  observation  regarding  desert  tortoise  translocations  (DTRO 
2009,  p.  2): 

“As  such,  consensus  (if  not  unanimity)  exists  among  the  Science  Advisory  Committee  and  other 
meeting  participants  that  translocation  is  fraught  with  long-term  uncertainties,  notwithstanding 
recent  research  showing  short-term  successes,  and  should  not  be  considered  lightly  as  a 
management  option.  When  considered,  translocation  should  be  part  of  a strategic  population 
augmentation  program,  targeted  toward  depleted  populations  in  areas  containing  “good” 
habitat.  The  Science  Advisory  Committee  recognizes  that  quantitative  measures  of  habitat 
quality  relative  to  desert  tortoise  demographics  or  population  status  currently  do  not  exist,  and  a 
specific  measure  of  “depleted”  (e.g.,  ratio  of  dead  to  live  tortoises  in  surveys  of  the  potential 
translocation  area)  was  not  identified.  Augmentations  may  also  be  useful  to  increase  less 
depleted  populations  if  the  goal  is  to  obtain  a better  demographic  structure  for  long-term 
population  persistence.  Therefore,  any  translocations  should  be  accompanied  by  specific 
monitoring  or  research  to  study  the  effectiveness  or  success  of  the  translocation  relative  to 
changes  in  land  use,  management,  or  environmental  condition.” 

The  Applicant  has  developed  a Translocation  Plan  (First  Solar  2013d ) to  evaluate  potential 
locations  for  translocation  of  tortoises  from  the  project  site.  The  potential  locations  for  the 
recipient  sites  were  selected  using  criteria  from  the  Translocation  of  Mojave  Desert  Tortoises 
from  Project  Sites:  Plan  Development  Guidance  (USFWS  2011b).  These  criteria  include: 

• Habitat  suitable  for  desert  tortoise  at  all  life  stages; 

• Disease  prevalence  of  less  than  20  percent; 

• Located  at  least  6.2  miles  from  major  unfenced  roads  or  highways,  unless  roads  are 
protected  by  exclusion  fencing; 

• Located  within  24.9  miles  of  the  project  site; 

• Linked  by  connectivity  with  the  project  site,  to  ensure  that  the  project  site  and  recipient 
site  populations  are  genetically  similar; 

• Areas  where  tortoise  populations  have  been  depleted  or  extirpated; 

• Contain  no  other  rights-of-way  or  facilities  detrimental  to  the  tortoise;  and 

• Will  be  managed  for  conservation  in  the  future  so  that  future  projects  will  not  impact  the 
site. 
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In  addition  to  the  above  criteria  specified  by  USFWS,  the  Applicant  considered  additional 
criteria,  as  follows: 

• Locations  that  would  support  a tortoise  density  of  no  more  than  15  adult  tortoises  per 
square  mile  following  translocation  (based  on  USFWS  translocation  guidance  for  the 
Eastern  Mojave  Recovery  Unit); 

• Proximity  to  home  range  on  the  project  site; 

• Risk  of  increased  predation  in  the  recipient  site; 

• Comparison  of  baseline  disease  prevalence  between  project  and  recipient  sites; 

• Existing  tortoise  densities  and  distributions; 

• Similarity  of  habitat  to  home  range;  and 

• Site  access. 

To  support  the  development  of  potential  alternative  sites,  the  Applicant  conducted  tortoise 
surveys  within  several  potential  sites  during  2011  and  2012,  and  also  conducted  vegetation 
surveys  to  establish  habitat  characteristics  in  early  2012.  Other  studies  provide  information  to 
support  the  identification  of  sites.  The  Regional  Assessment  (NatureServe  2012)  evaluated  the 
potential  for  connectivity  between  the  project  site  and  adjacent  areas.  The  Regional 
Assessment  is  being  supplemented  in  the  spring  of  2012  by  additional  connectivity  studies  by 
the  USGS.  In  addition,  results  from  ongoing  disease  and  contaminant  exposure  studies  would 
be  used  to  support  selection  of  an  appropriate  recipient  site. 


Other  Potential  Indirect  Impacts 

Other  potential  indirect  effects  to  the  desert  tortoise  could  include: 

• An  increase  of  weedy  plants,  especially  non-native  grasses,  in  the  Action  Area  could 
lead  to  increase  fire  frequency  in  desert  habitat  leading  to  habitat  degradation  and 
desert  tortoise  mortality;  and 

• Indirect  effects  could  also  occur  from  increased  noise,  lighting,  and  dust  in  areas  outside 
the  direct  effects  area. 

Implementing  the  avoidance,  minimization  and  mitigation  measures  and  the  Project-related 
Best  Management  Practices  (BMPs)  discussed  in  the  Sections  2.3  to  2.7  of  the  BA  would 
reduce  the  area  and  intensity  of  these  effects;  however,  the  Project  would  still  result  in  indirect 
adverse  effects  to  desert  tortoise  through  the  potential  for  harm  (50  CFR  17.3).  The 
translocation  recipient  site(s)  includes  a maximum  of  9,050  acres  of  desert  tortoise  habitat  that 
would  be  potentially  subjected  to  indirect  effects  resulting  from  the  addition  of  translocated 
tortoises  and  required  monitoring  per  the  USFWS  translocation  guidelines  (USFWS  2011b). 
The  translocation  control  site  includes  approximately  5,000  acres  of  desert  tortoise  habitat  that 
will  be  potentially  subjected  to  indirect  effects  resulting  from  the  required  monitoring  per  the 
USFWS  translocation  guidelines  (USFWS  201 1 b). 


Banded  Gila  Monster 

Gila  monsters  were  not  detected  during  field  surveys,  but  suitable  habitat  exists  on 
Metamorphic  Hill  and  the  Clark  Mountains  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Project  area  (First  Solar  2013e). 
This  species  is  difficult  to  detect  and  cannot  be  assumed  to  be  absent  based  on  the  absence  of 
observations.  If  present,  this  species  may  be  harmed  during  surface  disturbance  activities. 
Construction  activities  could  also  result  in  direct  mortality,  injury,  or  harassment  of  individuals  as 
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a result  of  encounters  with  vehicles  or  heavy  equipment.  While  relocation  of  banded  Gila 
monster  may  temporarily  remove  the  lizard  from  the  construction  area,  this  species  shows  high 
fidelity  to  its  original  site.  Tortoise  fencing  may  provide  exclusion  protection,  though  that  has  not 
been  documented. 

Construction  of  the  Project  would  disturb  2,023  acres  that  might  provide  cover,  foraging,  and 
breeding  habitat  for  banded  Gila  monsters.  If  present  within  the  project  area,  adverse  impacts 
to  individuals  are  probable.  Operational  impacts  would  be  comparable  to  those  experienced  by 
other  reptiles  within  the  project  area  as  described  above  for  wildlife  resources.  Removal  of 
facilities  initially  would  have  similar  impacts  to  those  described  for  construction.  Reclamation 
following  closure  and  decommissioning  may  take  decades.  Because  reestablishment  of  desert 
vegetative  communities  would  take  decades  and  may  differ  in  composition  than  the  pre- 
disturbance vegetative  community,  these  long-term  changes  in  the  vegetative  communities 
would  alter  the  ecosystem’s  ability  to  sustain  the  same  numbers  of  banded  Gila  monster  that 
potentially  currently  occur  at  the  site.  Given  the  solitary  and  secretive  habits  of  the  banded  Gila 
monster,  impacts  to  individuals  and  the  ability  of  any  nearby  populations  to  recolonize  the  site  in 
the  future  is  speculative. 

Based  on  the  low  probability  of  occurrence  within  the  site,  the  project  would  not  likely  adversely 
affect  banded  Gila  monster. 


Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  (MBTA)  and  Other  Bird  Species 

The  loss  of  active  migratory  bird  nests  or  young  is  regulated  by  the  federal  Migratory  Bird 
Treaty  Act  and  Fish  and  Game  Code  section  3503.  The  MBTA  provides  that  it  is  unlawful  to 
"pursue,  hunt,  take,  capture,  kill,  attempt  to  take,  capture  or  kill,  possess,  offer  for  sale,  sell, 
offer  to  purchase,  purchase,  deliver  for  shipment,  ship,  cause  to  be  shipped,  deliver  for 
transportation,  transport,  cause  to  be  transported,  carry,  or  cause  to  be  carried  by  any  means 
whatsoever,  receive  for  shipment,  transportation  or  carriage,  or  export,  at  any  time,  or  in  any 
manner,  any  migratory  bird,  included  in  the  terms  of  this  Convention  ...  for  the  protection  of 
migratory  birds  ...  or  any  part,  nest,  or  egg  of  any  such  bird"  (16  United  States  Code  [U.S.C.] 
703). 

Direct  and  indirect  impacts  to  bird  species  for  construction  would  be  similar  to  those  impacts 
described  above,  including  loss  of  habitat  quantity  and  quality,  potential  impairment  within 
movement  corridors,  mortality  due  to  vehicle/bird  collisions,  and  indirect  impacts  from 
construction  and  increased  human  activity  levels.  If  surface  disturbance  activities  occur  during 
the  breeding  season  for  passerines,  raptors,  and  other  summer  avian  residents  (approximately 
March  through  July),  nest  or  territory  abandonment  or  the  loss  of  eggs  or  young  (loss  of 
productivity)  for  the  breeding  season  could  result.  Impacts  to  nesting  birds  would  depend  on  the 
nest  location  relative  to  the  proposed  disturbance  area,  the  phase  of  the  breeding  period,  and 
the  level  and  duration  of  the  disturbance. 


Golden  Eagle 

The  Proposed  Action  occurs  in  the  distribution  range  of  golden  eagles  and  is  within  10  miles  of 
12  nesting  territories  (7  of  the  12  territories  were  determined  to  be  active  during  the  2010 
golden  eagle  nest  surveys;  WRI  2010).  The  closest  active  nest  is  approximately  2 miles  to  the 
northwest  of  the  project  site,  near  the  Umberci  Mine  (First  Solar  2013e).  Although  no  golden 
eagle  nest  sites  occur  within  the  Project  Study  Area,  the  project  site  is  located  within  foraging 
distance  from  the  identified  nests. 

Potential  direct  impacts  to  breeding  eagles  as  a result  of  construction  and  operation  activities 
could  include  injury  or  mortality  due  to  vehicle  collisions,  abandonment  of  a breeding  territory  or 
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nest  site,  or  the  potential  loss  of  eggs  or  young,  which  would  reduce  productivity  for  that 
breeding  season,  if  present.  Direct  impacts  also  would  include  the  long-term  reduction  of 
approximately  2,023  acres  of  potential  foraging  habitat  associated  with  development  of  the 
project.  Development  of  the  project  would  result  in  an  incremental  increase  in  noise  and  human 
presence,  and  these  could  cause  an  indirect  impact  to  golden  eagles.  The  project  would  also 
include  a 2.3  mile  long  gen-tie  transmission  line,  which  would  present  a potential  collision 
hazard. 

Potential  impacts  to  golden  eagles  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  APMs  and 
mitigation  measures  required  by  BLM  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  APMs  that 
would  contribute  to  reducing  potential  direct  impacts  to  golden  eagles  include  MM-Wild-3 
(WEAP),  MM-Wild-4  (Delineation  of  Sensitive  Areas),  and  MM-Wild-11  (Bird  and  Bat 
Conservation  Strategy,  which  includes  the  required  components  of  an  Eagle  Conservation 
Plan). 

In  accordance  with  BLM  Instruction  Memorandum  2010-156  dated  July  9,  2010.  the  BLM  made 
a determination  that  the  project  is  not  likely  to  result  in  the  take  of  golden  eagles  not  to  disrupt 
essential  breeding  behavior.  This  conclusion,  and  the  supporting  rationale , were  provided  to 
the  USFWS  in  a letter  dated  April  22,  2013.  The  letter  summarized  observed  golden  eagle 
activity  in  the  vicinity  since  2010,  and  concluded  that  the  existing  projects  in  that  area  (Ivanoah 
SEGS,  Kern  River  Lateral  gas  line , and  EITP  transmission  line)  had  not  affected  behavior.  The 
letter  also  summarized  the  Applicant’s  commitments  for  conservation  measures,  as  specified  in 
their  Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy,  and  concluded  that  the  document  included  the  same 
essential  elements  as  an  Eagle  Conservation  Plan. 


Burrowing  Owl 

Burrowing  owls  have  been  observed  within  the  vicinity  of  the  project  area,  and  suitable  breeding 
habitat  is  present  throughout  the  Project  Study  Area.  During  the  focused  surveys,  two  live 
burrowing  owls  were  identified  in  the  Project  Study  Area,  with  one  being  located  within  the 
Alternative  1 footprint  (First  Solar  201 3e).  The  most  recent  surveys  in  2011  identified  two 
burrows,  with  sign,  within  the  Proposed  Action  footprint.  If  present,  direct  and  indirect  impacts 
to  the  burrowing  owl  would  be  the  same  as  discussed  above  for  golden  eagles.  There  could  be 
a direct  take  of  an  active  nest,  if  the  owls  are  nesting.  Direct  impacts  also  would  include  the 
long-term  reduction  of  approximately  2,023  acres  of  potential  foraging  and  nesting  habitat 
associated  with  development  of  the  project.  Development  of  the  project  would  result  in  an 
incremental  increase  in  noise  and  human  presence,  and  these  could  cause  an  indirect  impact 
to  burrowing  owls.  The  project  would  also  include  a 2.3  mile  long  gen-tie  transmission  line, 
which  would  present  a potential  collision  hazard. 

Impacts  to  burrowing  owls  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  APMs  and  mitigation 
measures  required  by  BLM  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  APMs  that  would 
contribute  to  reducing  potential  direct  impacts  to  burrowing  owls  include  APM-Wild-5  ( bird  and 
bat  conservation  measures).  Other  mitigation  measures  that  would  contribute  to  reducing 
potential  direct  impacts  to  burrowing  owls  include  MM-Wild-1  (Oversight  by  Designated 
Biologist),  MM-Wild-2  (Oversight  by  Biological  Monitors),  MM-Wild-3  (WEAP),  MM-Wild-4 
(Delineation  of  Sensitive  Areas),  MM-Wild-5  (Use  of  Existing  Routes  and  Speed  Limits),  MM- 
Wild-11  (Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy),  MM-Wild-12  (Seasonal  Vegetation  Removal 
Restrictions),  and  MM-Wild-16  (Burrowing  Owl  Mitigation  Plan). 
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Northern  Harrier 

There  are  no  formal  survey  protocols  for  the  northern  harrier;  however,  observations  of  northern 
harriers  were  recorded  during  surveys  for  other  species  between  2008  and  2012,  and  during 
seasonal  avian  point  counts  since  2010.  One  individual  was  observed  outside  the  Study  Area 
(First  Solar  2013e).  Nesting  habitat  within  the  Study  Area  is  limited. 

If  present,  direct  and  indirect  impacts  to  the  northern  harrier  would  be  the  same  as  discussed 
above  for  golden  eagles.  Direct  impacts  also  would  include  the  Iona-term  reduction  of 
approximately  2,023  acres  of  potential  foraging  habitat  associated  with  development  of  the 
project.  Development  of  the  project  would  result  in  an  incremental  increase  in  noise  and  human 
presence,  and  these  could  cause  an  indirect  impact  to  the  northern  harrier.  The  project  would 
also  include  a 2.3  mile  long  gen-tie  transmission  line,  which  would  present  a potential  collision 
hazard. 

Impacts  to  the  northern  harrier  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  APMs  and 
mitigation  measures  required  by  BLM  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  APMs  that 
would  contribute  to  reducing  potential  direct  impacts  to  the  northern  harrier  include  APM-Wild-5 
( bird  and  bat  conservation  measures).  Other  mitigation  measures  that  would  contribute  to 
reducing  potential  direct  impacts  to  the  northern  harrier  include  MM-Wild-1  (Oversight  by 
Designated  Biologist),  MM-Wild-2  (Oversight  by  Biological  Monitors),  MM-Wild-3  (WEAP),  MM- 
Wild-4  (Delineation  of  Sensitive  Areas),  MM-Wild-5  (Use  of  Existing  Routes  and  Speed  Limits), 
MM-Wild-11  (Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy),  and  MM-Wild-12  (Seasonal  Vegetation 
Removal  Restrictions). 


Prairie  Falcon 

Prairie  falcons  were  observed  within  the  Study  Area  in  2008  and  2010;  however,  nesting  habitat 
does  not  exist  within  the  Study  Area.  If  present,  direct  and  indirect  impacts  to  the  migrating  and 
foraging  falcons  would  be  the  same  as  discussed  above  for  golden  eagles.  Direct  impacts  also 
would  include  the  long-term  reduction  of  approximately  2,023  acres  of  potential  foraging  habitat 
associated  with  development  of  the  project.  Development  of  the  project  would  result  in  an 
incremental  increase  in  noise  and  human  presence,  and  these  could  cause  an  indirect  impact 
to  prairie  falcons.  The  project  would  also  include  a 2.3  mile  long  gen-tie  transmission  line, 
which  would  present  a potential  collision  hazard. 

Impacts  to  the  prairie  falcon  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  APMs  and  mitigation 
measures  required  by  BLM  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  APMs  that  would 
contribute  to  reducing  potential  direct  impacts  to  the  prairie  falcon  include  APM-Wild-5  (bird  and 
bat  conservation  measures).  Other  mitigation  measures  that  would  contribute  to  reducing 
potential  direct  impacts  to  the  prairie  falcon  include  MM-Wild-1  (Oversight  by  Designated 
Biologist),  MM-Wild-2  (Oversight  by  Biological  Monitors),  MM-Wild-3  (WEAP),  MM-Wild-4 
(Delineation  of  Sensitive  Areas),  MM-Wild-5  (Use  of  Existing  Routes  and  Speed  Limits),  MM- 
Wild-1 1 (Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy),  and  MM-Wild-12  (Seasonal  Vegetation  Removal 
Restrictions). 


Loggerhead  Shrike,  Bendire’s  Thrasher,  Crissal  Thrasher,  and  Le  Conte’s  Thrasher 

Loggerhead  shrike  and  Le  Conte’s  thrasher  were  observed  within  the  Study  Area  during 
surveys  and  suitable  nesting  and  foraging  habitat  was  identified.  Bendire’s  thrasher  and  crissal 
thrasher  were  not  identified  during  surveys,  but  potential  nesting  habitat  exists  within  the  site.  If 
present,  direct  and  indirect  impacts  to  these  species  would  be  the  same  as  discussed  above  for 
golden  eagles.  Direct  impacts  also  would  include  the  direct  take  of  nests  and  long-term 
reduction  of  approximately  2,023  acres  of  potential  foraging  and  nesting  habitat  associated  with 
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development  of  the  project.  Development  of  the  project  would  result  in  an  incremental  increase 
in  noise  and  human  presence,  and  these  could  cause  an  indirect  impact  to  the  loggerhead 
shrike,  Bendire’s  thrasher,  crissal  thrasher,  and  Le  Conte’s  thrasher.  The  project  would  also 
include  a 2.3  mile  long  gen-tie  transmission  line,  which  would  present  a potential  collision 
hazard. 

Impacts  to  these  species  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  APMs  and  mitigation 
measures  required  by  BLM  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  APMs  that  would 
contribute  to  reducing  potential  direct  impacts  to  these  species  include  APM-Wild-5  ( bird  and 
bat  conservation  measures).  Other  mitigation  measures  that  would  contribute  to  reducing 
potential  direct  impacts  to  these  species  include  MM-Wild-1  (Oversight  by  Designated 
Biologist),  MM-Wild-2  (Oversight  by  Biological  Monitors),  MM-Wild-3  (WEAP),  MM-Wild-4 
(Delineation  of  Sensitive  Areas),  MM-Wild-5  (Use  of  Existing  Routes  and  Speed  Limits),  MM- 
Wild-11  (Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy),  and  MM-Wild-12  (Seasonal  Vegetation  Removal 
Restrictions). 


Mammals 

Nelson’s  Bighorn  Sheep 

Surveys  for  golden  eagles  within  the  project  area  documented  41  bighorn  sheep  at  various 
locations  in  proximity  to  the  Project  Study  Area  including  at  Devil’s  Peak,  Devil’s  Canyon, 
Ivanpah  Valley,  and  the  Stateline  Hills  (WRI  2010).  However,  a habitat  evaluation  tool 
developed  for  the  Desert  National  Wildlife  Range  in  Nevada  indicates  that  the  majority  of  the 
Project  Study  Area  is  not  defined  as  important  bighorn  sheep  habitat  due  to  low  to  moderate 
scores  in  the  seven  assessment  factors  (First  Solar  201 3e). 

In  general,  bighorn  sheep  primarily  occupy  mountainous  terrain  for  habitat,  using  alluvial  fans 
and  washes  as  seasonal  foraging  habitat  and  mountain  valleys  as  movement  corridors  between 
mountain  ranges.  Nelson’s  bighorn  sheep  are  known  to  occur  in  the  nearby  Clark  Mountains 
and  on  Metamorphic  Hill,  and  could  potentially  use  the  Stateline  project  site  as  foraging  habitat 
and  possibly  as  a migratory  corridor  (Jaeger  1994). 

If  present,  the  project  could  reduce  the  availability  of  seasonal  forage  for  Nelson’s  bighorn 
sheep,  though  the  project  area  represents  a small  fraction  of  the  total  available  habitat. 
Potential  direct  impacts  to  this  species  could  include  the  incremental  long-term  reduction  of 
potential  forage  and  the  incremental  increase  of  habitat  fragmentation  from  vegetation  removal 
associated  with  construction  and  development  activities.  The  project  would  result  in  the  long- 
term loss  of  2,023  acres  associated  with  the  project  area.  This  anticipated  loss  of  habitat  would 
result  in  a small,  incremental  reduction  in  the  amount  of  available  habitat  and  is  expected  to 
have  little  impact  on  the  existing  desert  bighorn  sheep  population  that  occurs  in  the  project 
vicinity.  Based  on  review  of  the  literature  (Jaeger  1994),  fencing  of  the  project  area  would 
reduce  foraging  opportunities  for  bighorn  on  the  bajada.  Additionally,  the  project  would  narrow 
the  width  of  movement  corridors  between  Clark  Mountain  and  the  Stateline  Hills,  as  well  as 
bighorn  sheep  access  to  Metamorphic  Hill.  On  the  north  side  of  Metamorphic  Hill,  the  fences  of 
the  Proposed  Action  and  Ivanpah  SEGS  would  be  separated  by  about  4,200  feet,  limiting  the 
corridor  that  sheep  could  use  to  move  between  the  Clark  Mountains  and  Metamorphic  Hill.  The 
narrow  width  of  this  corridor , as  well  as  other  human  disturbance,  would  increase  stress  to 
bighorn  sheep,  from  dust  and  human  activity.  Stress  has  been  shown  to  increase  frequency  of 
disease  in  some  populations.  Although  the  project  would  reduce  the  width  of  the  corridor 
associated  with  Metamorphic  Hill,  there  is  no  evidence  that  use  of  this  small.  Isolated  feature  by 
bighorn  sheep  is  substantial  or  important  to  bighorn  sheep  within  the  mountains  themselves. 
No  important  desert  bighorn  sheep  movement  corridors  or  seasonal  habitats  would  be  directly 


November  2013 


4.22-21 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.22  Wildlife  Resources 


impacted  from  project  activities.  Therefore,  impacts  to  desert  bighorn  sheep  populations  are 
expected  to  be  low. 


American  Badger 

American  badgers  were  not  detected  within  the  Study  Area,  but  suitable  habitat  exists. 
Additionally,  badgers  have  been  observed  adjacent  to  the  project  area  on  the  Ivanpah  SEGS 
site.  Construction  and  operation  of  the  Project  would  disturb  2,023  acres  of  potential  American 
badger  habitat.  Construction  activities  could  kill  or  injure  American  badgers  by  crushing  with 
heavy  equipment,  or  could  bury  them  within  a den,  particularly  since  badgers  are  nocturnal  and 
undergo  torpor  in  winter  months.  Construction  activities  could  also  result  in  disturbance  or 
harassment  of  individuals.  Removal  of  facilities  initially  would  have  similar  impacts  to  those 
described  for  construction.  Reclamation  of  plant  communities  following  closure  and 
decommissioning  may  take  decades.  Because  reestablishment  of  desert  vegetative 
communities  would  be  tong-term  and  ultimately  may  differ  in  composition  than  the  pre- 
disturbance vegetative  community,  the  altered  vegetative  communities  could  limit  the 
ecosystem’s  ability  to  sustain  the  same  density  of  American  badger  that  currently  occur  at  the 
site.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Wild-15  is  required  to  implement  the  Applicant's  Desert  Kit  Fox 
and  American  Badger  Monitoring  and  Management  Plan  ( First  Solar  2013b),  which  would 
include  pre-construction  surveys  and  passive  re-location  for  American  badger. 


Desert  Kit  Fox 

Desert  kit  foxes  were  not  observed  within  the  Project  Study  Area,  but  are  known  to  be  present 
due  to  the  presence  of  burrow/den  complexes  and  sign.  Construction  and  operation  of  the 
Project  would  disturb  2, 023  acres  of  Desert  kit  fox  habitat.  Construction  activities  could  kill  or 
injure  kit  foxes  by  crushing  with  heavy  equipment , or  could  bury  them  within  a den,  particularly 
since  foxes  are  nocturnal.  Construction  activities  could  also  result  in  disturbance  or  harassment 
of  individuals.  Removal  of  facilities  initially  would  have  similar  impacts  to  those  described  for 
construction.  Following  the  erection  of  perimeter  fencing  around  the  solar  plant  site  and 
subsequent  wildlife  clearance  surveys , the  perimeter  fence  would  limit  kit  fox  access  to  the 
Project  site , and  consequently  would  reduce  the  likelihood  of  injury  on  the  site  during 
construction.  There  is  also  a low  risk  that  individual  animals  could  be  inadvertently  injured  or 
killed  by  vehicles  on  access  roads. 

In  late  2011 , the  first  known  cases  of  canine  distemper  virus  ( CDV ) were  observed  in  desert  kit 
foxes  about  20  miles  west  of  Blythe  ( more  than  200  miles  south  of  the  Stateline  project  site)  on 
public  lands  managed  by  the  BLM  and  leased  to  Genesis  Solar  LLC  to  construct  the  Genesis 
Solar  Energy  Project  site.  CDFW  believes  that  the  outbreak  originated  from  an  infected  host 
animal  entering  the  site , possibly  a wild  or  domestic  dog , American  badger , or  other  carnivore. 
The  rapid  spread  of  CDV  within  the  kit  fox  population  was  facilitated  by  the  project-related 
displacement  of  infected  animals  from  the  Genesis  site  into  new  kit  fox  territories. 
Subsequently , desert  kit  foxes  were  captured  for  disease  testing  at  the  First  Solar  Desert 
Sunlight,  Solar  Millennium  Palen,  Genesis  Ford  Dry  Lake,  and  at  Southern  California  Edison's 
Colorado  River  substation  and  CDV  was  identified  at  the  two  latter  sites,  which  span  a distance 
of  about  40  miles  on  the  1-10  corridor  within  the  Chuckwalla  Valley  ( CEC  2012).  The  CDFW 
Wildlife  Investigations  Lab  continues  to  monitor  the  health  of  desert  kit  foxes  and  is  attempting 
to  characterize  the  spread  and  significance  of  the  disease  on  regional  kit  fox  populations. 

Although  the  project  site  is  not  in  close  proximity  to  the  area  where  CDV  was  detected,  this 
situation  may  demonstrate  a risk  associated  with  displacement  of  Desert  kit  foxes  from  large- 
scale  project  sites  such  as  the  proposed  project.  To  date,  there  has  been  no  effort  to  test 
desert  kit  foxes  in  the  project  area  for  CDV. 
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The  typical  practice  for  solar  projects  has  been  to  exclude  desert  kit  foxes  from  project  areas 
during  pre-construction  clearing  of  project  sites  by  “passive  relocation”  methods  ( i.e .,  by  closing 
burrows,  forcing  foxes  to  locate  to  new  off-site  burrows).  In  the  absence  of  protective  measures 
the  Project  may  have  the  potential  to  contribute  to  a similar  CDV  outbreak  by  raising  kit  fox 
stress  levels  and  causing  increased  susceptibility  to  infection,  causing  increased  movement  of 
diseased  animals  thereby  increasing  the  spread  of  disease  into  new  areas,  or  placing  healthy 
kit  foxes  into  contact  with  off-site  infected  animals  (CEC  2012).  Mitigation  measure  MM-Wild- 
15  is  reguired  to  implement  the  Applicant’s  Desert  Kit  Fox  and  American  Badger  Monitoring  and 
Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2013b). 


Special  Status  Bat  Species 

A bat  habitat  assessment  and  surveys  performed  in  2010  and  201 1 within  the  full  Project  Study 
Area  (Brown  2011;  First  Solar  201 3e)  identified  suitable  habitat  for  several  bat  species, 
including  pallid  bats,  western  pipistrelles,  and  California  leaf-nosed  bats.  No  roost  sites  were 
located  within  the  Project  Study  Area,  but  general  areas  that  may  serve  as  potential  roosts  and 
foraging  sites  were  identified. 

The  Umberci  Mine,  located  approximately  1.5  miles  northwest  of  the  Study  Area,  serves  as  a 
maternity  colony  and  hibernation  site  for  Townsend’s  big-eared  bats  (First  Solar  2013e).  Over 
one  hundred  bats  exited  the  mine  on  May  16,  2011  and  a torpid  Townsend’s  big-eared  bat  was 
found  when  the  mine  was  entered  (Brown  2011).  Although  not  detected  during  echolocation 
surveys  within  the  project  site,  this  species  could  forage  over  the  project  area  and  not  be 
detected  due  to  their  characteristically  faint  calls  (First  Solar  201 3e).  Pallid  bats  and  small- 
footed myotis  were  detected  in  a shallow  rock  cave  in  the  foothills  just  north  of  the  Project 
Study  Area.  Echolocation  signals  recorded  near  the  dry  lake  bed  suggested  that  pallid  bats  are 
roosting  within  small  rock  crevices  on  the  ground  and  burrows  throughout  other  portions  of  the 
Project  Study  Area  (First  Solar  2013e). 

These  special  status  bat  species  may  experience  some  loss  of  roosting  and  foraging  habitat. 
Townsend’s  big-eared  bats  primarily  roost  in  caves  and  mines,  therefore  construction  activities 
would  not  impact  roost  sites  for  this  species.  These  species  would  experience  loss  of  foraging 
habitat  up  to  2,023  acres.  Construction  impacts  to  special  status  bats  would  be  comparable  to 
construction  impacts  for  other  avian  species,  including  potential  vehicle  strikes  and  loss  of 
habitat.  Operational  impacts  to  these  bat  species  would  include  loss  of  foraging  and  roosting 
habitat;  collision  with  communications  towers,  transmission  lines,  and  other  elevated  structures; 
attraction  to  nighttime  lighting;  increased  dust;  increased  noise  and  increased  human  activity 
that  disrupts  normal  behavior;  hazards  within  movement  corridors,  hampering  normal 
movement  between  foraging  habitat  and  water  sources;  and  habitat  fragmentation.  Although 
habitats  adjacent  to  the  project  may  support  some  displaced  animals,  species  that  are  at  or 
near  carrying  capacity  could  suffer  some  increased  mortality  rates  due  to  displacement. 

Removal  of  facilities  initially  would  have  similar  impacts  to  those  described  for  construction. 
Reclamation  following  closure  and  decommissioning  may  take  decades.  While  reestablishment 
of  desert  vegetative  communities  would  take  decades  and  may  differ  in  composition  than  the 
pre-disturbance  vegetative  community,  the  reclamation  of  project  site  would  incrementally 
increase  the  amount  of  foraging  habitat  available  to  special  status  bat  species  in  the  region. 
The  absence  of  structures  would  reduce  injuries  and  fatalities  due  to  collision. 

Impacts  to  bat  species  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  mitigation  measures 
required  by  BLM  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  Mitigation  measures  that  would 
contribute  to  reducing  potential  direct  and  indirect  impacts  to  bat  species  include  MM-Wild-1 
(Oversight  by  Designated  Biologist),  MM-Wild-2  (Oversight  by  Biological  Monitors),  MM-Wild-3 
(WEAP),  MM-Wild-4  (Delineation  of  Sensitive  Areas),  MM-Wild-5  (Use  of  Existing  Routes  and 
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Speed  Limits),  MM-Wild-11  (Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy),  and  MM-Wild-12  (Seasonal 
Vegetation  Removal  Restrictions). 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Under  the  Proposed  Action,  the  BLM  would  modify  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  to  include 
approximately  23,363  acres  to  the  north  and  west  of  1-15.  The  land  area  that  would  be  added  to 
the  Ivanpah  DWMA  is  shown  in  Table  4.22-2. 


Table  4.22-2.  Acreage  to  be  Modified  in  Ivanpah  DWMA,  Alternative  1 


Land  Area 

Acreage  in  Land  Area 

Current  Ivanpah  DWMA 

37,280  ac 

Total  in  Northern  Ivanpah  Unit 

+ 29,110  ac 

Ivanpah  SEGS 

-3,471  ac 

Caltrans  JPOE 

-133  ac 

Stateline  Alternative  1 

-2,143  ac 

Subtotal  New  Acreage  Added  to  DWMA 

23,363  ac 

Removal  of  Ivanpah  Playa 

-2,997  ac 

Final  Total  in  Modified  DWMA 

57,646  ac 

This  area  was  originally  recommended  for  inclusion  in  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  by  the  USFWS  in  the 
1994  Desert  Tortoise  (Mojave  Population)  Recovery  Plan  (Recovery  Plan),  and  is  referred  to  as 
the  Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  Unit  in  the  2002  NEMO  Final  EIS,  amendment  to  the  California 
Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan.  This  area  was  ultimately  not  included  in  the  Ivanpah  DWMA 
because  it  was  relatively  small,  was  separated  from  other  desert  tortoise  populations  in  the 
NEMO  Planning  Area  by  1-15  and  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake,  and  undergoing  substantial  development 
pressures,  particularly  adjacent  to  1-15  (BLM  2002). 

Despite  the  relatively  small,  fragmented  nature  of  this  area,  new  information  is  available  which 
supports  establishing  additional  protections  to  allow  the  desert  tortoise  to  persist  in  the  western 
portion  of  Ivanpah  Valley.  As  stated  in  the  1994  Recovery  Plan  and  the  NEMO  Final  EIS,  the 
non-lakebed  portions  of  the  valley  contain  excellent  quality  desert  tortoise  habitat  and  support 
high  densities  of  tortoises.  Tortoises  are  distributed  patchily,  even  within  good  habitat,  and  the 
area  to  be  included  in  this  modification  supports  a healthy,  viable  desert  tortoise  population. 

Protocol  level  surveys  conducted  by  the  Applicant  in  the  Proposed  Action  area,  potential 
alternative  locations,  and  potential  translocation  recipient  sites  reflect  a viable  population 
persisting  in  this  area.  The  density  of  tortoises  in  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternative  site  areas 
ranges  from  9 to  15  adult  tortoises  per  square  mile,  and  the  density  in  the  Perimeter  Recipient 
Site,  which  would  be  included  within  the  expanded  DWMA,  is  8 adult  tortoises  per  square  mile 
(First  Solar  2013d). 

In  addition  to  these  comprehensive  density  estimates,  which  were  not  previously  available,  the 
development  pressure  on  this  area  has  increased  substantially.  Development  was  originally 
anticipated  to  occur  only  adjacent  to  1-15,  which  would  have  left  large  tracts  of  the  valley 
undisturbed  and  enabled  the  valley  to  continue  to  support  a viable  desert  tortoise  population, 
despite  the  fragmentation  issues.  The  increase  in  renewable  energy  development  pressure  in 
Ivanpah  Valley  is  such  that  if  the  appropriate  protections  are  not  put  into  place,  the  remaining 
habitat  may  no  longer  be  able  to  support  the  resident  desert  tortoise  population.  In  addition, 
there  is  more  connectivity  than  originally  thought.  As  a result,  movement  between  this 
population  and  other  populations  may  be  possible  under  1-15  via  culverts  and  across  Stateline 
Pass,  through  the  Stateline  Wilderness  area  into  Mesquite  Valley.  As  such,  this  area  may  not 
be  as  isolated  as  described  in  the  2002  NEMO  Plan,  and  this  population  may  play  a more 
important  role  in  the  greater  meta-population  than  previously  anticipated. 
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The  expansion  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  to  include  the  lands  immediately  north  and  west  of 
Primm,  Nevada,  would  allow  the  continued  existence  of  a healthy,  viable  resident  population  of 
desert  tortoises  which  have  been  persisting  in  high  densities  in  this  area  despite  existing 
fragmentation.  This  area  would  be  incorporated  into  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  and  would 
adopt  all  associated  land  use  restrictions,  including: 

• Cumulative  new  surface  disturbance  on  public  lands  administered  by  the  BLM  within  any 
desert  tortoise  wildlife  management  area  shall  be  no  more  than  one  percent  of  BLM 
Lands.  (NEMO  Volume  II  Pg.  A-5);  and 

• Compensation  for  disturbances  of  public  lands  within  the  desert  tortoise  ACEC’s  shall  be 
required  at  the  rate  of  five  acres  for  each  acre  disturbed.  (BLM  2002;  NEMO  Volume  II 
Pg-  A-6). 

Because  the  purpose  of  the  modification  would  be  to  enhance  protections  for  the  desert 
tortoise,  the  action  of  modifying  the  boundary  of  the  DWMA  would  constitute  a beneficial  impact 
on  the  tortoise,  as  well  as  all  other  wildlife  species  discussed  in  this  section. 


4.22.3.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Significance  conclusions  for  the  impacts  identified  for  each  phase  of  the  project  (Construction, 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  and  Decommissioning)  are  presented  below  based  on  the  CEQA 
Significance  Criteria  presented  in  Section  4.22.2.  Only  those  significance  criteria  which  were 
determined  to  be  relevant  to  the  project  are  addressed  below: 


Wild-1 

Construction 

Construction  of  the  Proposed  Action  is  anticipated  to  result  in  impacts  to  individuals  of  1_6 
special  status  wildlife  species  that  are  either  present,  or  have  a moderate  to  high  probability  of 
being  present,  within  the  project  area.  Impacts  would  primarily  occur  from  the  permanent 
displacement  of  individuals  from  2,023  acres  of  their  current  habitat  by  removal  of  vegetation 
and  site  grading,  fencing  of  the  area  to  preclude  the  return  of  wildlife  species,  and  the  action  of 
the  project  fence  in  reducing  connectivity  between  wildlife  populations. 


Desert  Tortoise 

Construction  of  the  project  would  have  a direct  adverse  effect  on  the  desert  tortoise,  resulting  in 
the  permanent  displacement  of  approximately  40  adult  desert  tortoises,  and  impacting  2,023 
acres  of  desert  tortoise  habitat. 

Impacts  to  desert  tortoise  individuals  and  habitat  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of 
APMs  and  mitigation  measures  required  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  APMs 
that  would  contribute  to  reducing  potential  direct  and  indirect  impacts  associated  with  loss  or 
degradation  of  desert  tortoise  habitat  include  APM-Wild-1  (desert  tortoise  protection  measures 
in  NEMO  Plan  Amendments),  APM-Wild-2  (relocation  of  tortoises),  APM-Wild-4  ( Integrated 
Weed  Management  Plan),  APM-Wild-6  (Dust  Control),  APM-Wild-8  (chemical  storage),  APM- 
Wild-9  (fuel  storage),  and  APM-Wild-10  (Solid  Waste  Management).  Other  mitigation 
measures  that  would  contribute  to  reducing  potential  direct  and  indirect  wildlife  impacts 
associated  with  desert  tortoise  habitat  loss  or  degradation  include  MM-Air-1  (Air  Quality 
Construction  Management  Plan),  MM-Veg-1  (Minimize  Impacts  to  Vegetation  Communities), 
MM-Veg-2  (Designated  Biologist),  MM-Veg-3  ( Pre-Construction  Soil  and  Plant  Salvage ),  MM- 
Veg-4  ( Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan),  MM-Veg-5  (Revegetation  of  Temporary  Disturbed 
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Areas  and  Project  Site),  MM-Veg-6  (Streambed  Alteration  Agreement),  MM-Water-8 
(Construction  SWPPP),  MM-Water-9  (Storm  Water  Management  Plan),  MM-Water-10  (Spill 
Control  and  Environmental  Training),  MM-Wild-1  (Oversight  by  Designated  Biologist),  MM-Wild- 
2 (Oversight  by  Biological  Monitors),  MM-Wild-3  (WEAP),  MM-Wild-4  (Delineation  of  Sensitive 
Areas),  MM-Wild-5  (Use  of  Existing  Routes  and  Speed  Limits),  and  MM-Wild-8  (Habitat 
Acquisition  for  Desert  Tortoise). 


Banded  Gila  Monster 

Based  on  the  low  probability  of  occurrence  within  the  site,  the  project  would  not  likely  adversely 
affect  banded  Gila  monster.  Impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 


Golden  Eagle 

The  project  occurs  in  the  distribution  range  of  golden  eagles  and  is  within  10  miles  of  12  nesting 
territories  (7  of  the  12  territories  were  determined  to  be  active  during  the  2010  golden  eagle 
nest  surveys;  WRI  2010).  The  closest  active  nest  is  approximately  2 miles  to  the  northwest  of 
the  project  site,  near  the  Umberci  Mine  (First  Solar  2013e).  Although  no  golden  eagle  nest 
sites  occur  within  the  Project  Study  Area,  the  project  site  is  located  within  foraging  distance 
from  the  identified  nests. 

Potential  impacts  to  golden  eagles  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  APMs  and 
mitigation  measures  required  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  APMs  that  would 
contribute  to  reducing  potential  direct  impacts  to  golden  eagles  include  MM-Wild-3  (WEAP), 
MM-Wild-4  (Delineation  of  Sensitive  Areas),  and  MM-Wild-11  (Bird  and  Bat  Conservation 
Strategy,  including  an  Eagle  Conservation  Plan).  Implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  proposed 
measures  and  mitigation  measures  listed  would  reduce  impacts  on  the  golden  eagle  to  less 
than  significant  levels  under  CEQA. 


Burrowing  Owl 

Burrowing  owls  have  been  observed  within  the  vicinity  of  the  project  area,  and  suitable  breeding 
habitat  is  present  throughout  the  Project  Study  Area.  During  the  focused  surveys,  burrowing 
owls  were  observed  in  2008  and  in  2011  (First  Solar  2013e).  The  most  recent  surveys 
identified  two  burrows  with  sign  within  the  Proposed  Action  footprint. 

Impacts  to  burrowing  owls  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  APMs  and  mitigation 
measures  required  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  APMs  that  would  contribute  to 
reducing  potential  direct  impacts  to  burrowing  owls  include  APM-Wild-5  (bird  and  bat 
conservation  measures).  Other  mitigation  measures  that  would  contribute  to  reducing  potential 
direct  impacts  to  burrowing  owls  include  MM-Wild-1  (Oversight  by  Designated  Biologist),  MM- 
Wild-2  (Oversight  by  Biological  Monitors),  MM-Wild-3  (WEAP),  MM-Wild-4  (Delineation  of 
Sensitive  Areas),  MM-Wild-5  (Use  of  Existing  Routes  and  Speed  Limits),  MM-Wild-11  (Bird  and 
Bat  Conservation  Strategy),  MM-Wild-1 2 (Seasonal  Vegetation  Removal  Restrictions),  and  MM- 
Wild-1 6 ( Burrowing  Owl  Mitigation  Plan).  Implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  proposed  measures 
and  mitigation  measures  listed  would  reduce  impacts  on  the  burrowing  owl  to  less  than 
significant  levels  under  CEQA. 


Northern  Harrier 

There  are  no  formal  survey  protocols  for  the  northern  harrier;  however,  observations  of  northern 
harriers  were  recorded  during  surveys  for  other  species  between  2008  and  2012,  and  during 
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seasonal  avian  point  counts  since  2010.  One  individual  was  observed  outside  the  Study  Area 
(First  Solar  201 3e).  Nesting  habitat  within  the  Study  Area  is  limited. 

Impacts  to  the  northern  harrier  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  APMs  and 
mitigation  measures  required  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  APMs  that  would 
contribute  to  reducing  potential  direct  impacts  to  the  northern  harrier  include  APM-Wild-5  ( bird 
and  bat  conservation  measures).  Other  mitigation  measures  that  would  contribute  to  reducing 
potential  direct  impacts  to  the  northern  harrier  include  MM-Wild-1  (Oversight  by  Designated 
Biologist),  MM-Wild-2  (Oversight  by  Biological  Monitors),  MM-Wild-3  (WEAP),  MM-Wild-4 
(Delineation  of  Sensitive  Areas),  MM-Wild-5  (Use  of  Existing  Routes  and  Speed  Limits),  MM- 
Wild-11  (Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy),  and  MM-Wild-12  (Seasonal  Vegetation  Removal 
Restrictions).  Implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  proposed  measures  and  mitigation  measures 
listed  would  reduce  impacts  on  the  northern  harrier  to  less  than  significant  levels  under  CEQA. 


Prairie  Falcon 

Prairie  falcons  were  observed  within  the  Study  Area  in  2008  and  2010;  however,  nesting  habitat 
does  not  exist  within  the  Study  Area. 

Impacts  to  the  prairie  falcon  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  APMs  and  mitigation 
measures  required  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  APMs  that  would  contribute  to 
reducing  potential  direct  impacts  to  the  prairie  falcon  include  APM-Wild-5  (bird  and  bat 
conservation  measures).  Other  mitigation  measures  that  would  contribute  to  reducing  potential 
direct  impacts  to  the  prairie  falcon  include  MM-Wild-1  (Oversight  by  Designated  Biologist),  MM- 
Wild-2  (Oversight  by  Biological  Monitors),  MM-Wild-3  (WEAP),  MM-Wild-4  (Delineation  of 
Sensitive  Areas),  MM-Wild-5  (Use  of  Existing  Routes  and  Speed  Limits),  MM-Wild-1 1 (Bird  and 
Bat  Conservation  Strategy),  and  MM-Wild-12  (Seasonal  Vegetation  Removal  Restrictions). 
Implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  proposed  measures  and  mitigation  measures  listed  would 
reduce  impacts  on  the  prairie  falcon  to  less  than  significant  levels  under  CEQA. 


Loggerhead  Shrike,  Bendire’s  Thrasher,  Crissal  Thrasher,  and  Le  Conte’s  Thrasher 

Loggerhead  shrike  and  Le  Conte’s  thrasher  were  observed  within  the  Study  Area  during 
surveys  and  suitable  nesting  and  foraging  habitat  was  identified.  Bendire’s  thrasher  and  Crissal 
thrasher  were  not  identified  during  surveys,  but  potential  nesting  habitat  exists  within  the  site. 

Impacts  to  these  species  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  APMs  and  mitigation 
measures  required  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  APMs  that  would  contribute  to 
reducing  potential  direct  impacts  to  these  species  include  APM-Wild-5  (bird  and  bat 
conservation  measures).  Other  mitigation  measures  that  would  contribute  to  reducing  potential 
direct  impacts  to  these  species  include  MM-Wild-1  (Oversight  by  Designated  Biologist),  MM- 
Wild-2  (Oversight  by  Biological  Monitors),  MM-Wild-3  (WEAP),  MM-Wild-4  (Delineation  of 
Sensitive  Areas),  MM-Wild-5  (Use  of  Existing  Routes  and  Speed  Limits),  MM-Wild-1 1 (Bird  and 
Bat  Conservation  Strategy),  and  MM-Wild-12  (Seasonal  Vegetation  Removal  Restrictions). 
Implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  proposed  measures  and  mitigation  measures  listed  would 
reduce  impacts  on  these  species  to  less  than  significant  levels  under  CEQA. 


Nelson’s  Bighorn  Sheep 

Surveys  for  golden  eagles  within  the  project  area  documented  41  bighorn  sheep  at  various 
locations  in  proximity  to  the  Project  Study  Area  including  at  Devil’s  Peak,  Devil’s  Canyon, 
Ivanpah  Valley,  and  the  Stateline  Hills  (WRI  2010).  However,  a habitat  evaluation  tool 
developed  for  the  Desert  National  Wildlife  Range  in  Nevada  indicates  that  the  majority  of  the 
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Project  Study  Area  is  not  defined  as  important  bighorn  sheep  habitat  due  to  low  to  moderate 
scores  in  the  seven  assessment  factors  (First  Solar  201 3e). 

No  important  desert  bighorn  sheep  movement  corridors  or  seasonal  habitats  would  be  directly 
impacted  from  project  activities.  Some  loss  of  seasonal  foraging  habitat  (i.e.  utilization  of  spring 
annuals  on  the  bajada  during  wet  years)  could  occur.  This  is  a small  percentage  of  the  foraging 
habitat  available  to  the  local  bighorn  herd.  Therefore,  impacts  to  desert  bighorn  sheep 
populations  are  expected  to  be  low.  Impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 


American  Badger 

American  badgers  were  not  detected  within  the  Study  Area,  but  suitable  habitat  exists. 
Additionally,  badgers  have  been  observed  adjacent  to  the  project  area  on  the  Ivanpah  SEGS 
site. 

Because  substantial  populations  of  badgers  are  not  expected  in  the  project  area,  impacts  to  the 
American  badger  are  expected  to  be  low.  Impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 


Desert  Kit  Fox 

Desert  kit  fox  were  not  detected  within  the  Study  Area,  but  their  presence  is  documented 
through  the  presence  of  burrows  and  other  sign.  An  outbreak  of  CDV  has  been  documented 
near  the  Genesis  solar  facility  near  Blythe , and  CDFW  has  at  least  partially  attributed  the 
spread  of  the  disease  to  the  displacement  of  individuals  by  Genesis  and  other  solar  facilities. 
Although  that  area  of  outbreak  is  distant  from  the  Project  site , implementation  of  the  Applicant’s 
Desert  Kit  Fox  and  American  Badger  Monitoring  and  Management  Plan,  as  reguired  by 
mitigation  measure  MM -Wild- 15 , would  reguire  pre-construction  surveys , clearing  of 
unoccupied  burrows  and  protection  of  natal  burrows , and  monitoring  of  the  population  for  CDV. 
No  impacts  would  be  expected  to  occur , and  monitoring  in  accordance  with  MM-Wild-1 5 would 
ensure  that  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 


Special  Status  Bat  Species 

A bat  habitat  assessment  and  surveys  performed  in  2010  and  201 1 within  the  full  Project  Study 
Area  (Brown  2011;  First  Solar  2013e)  identified  suitable  habitat  for  several  bat  species, 
including  pallid  bats,  western  pipistrelles,  and  California  leaf-nosed  bats.  No  roost  sites  were 
located  within  the  Project  Study  Area,  but  general  areas  that  may  serve  as  potential  roosts  and 
foraging  sites  were  identified. 

The  Umberci  Mine,  located  approximately  1.5  miles  northwest  of  the  Study  Area,  serves  as  a 
maternity  colony  and  hibernation  site  for  Townsend’s  big-eared  bats  (First  Solar  2013e).  Over 
one  hundred  bats  exited  the  mine  on  May  16,  2011  and  a torpid  Townsend’s  big-eared  bat  was 
found  when  the  mine  was  entered  (Brown  2011).  Although  not  detected  during  echolocation 
surveys  within  the  project  site,  this  species  could  forage  over  the  project  area  and  not  be 
detected  due  to  their  characteristically  faint  calls  (First  Solar  2013e).  Pallid  bats  and  small- 
footed myotis  were  detected  in  a shallow  rock  cave  in  the  foothills  just  north  of  the  Project 
Study  Area.  Echolocation  signals  recorded  near  the  dry  lake  bed  suggested  that  pallid  bats  are 
roosting  within  small  rock  crevices  on  the  ground  and  burrows  throughout  other  portions  of  the 
Project  Study  Area  (First  Solar  2013e). 

Impacts  to  bat  species  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  mitigation  measures 
required  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  Mitigation  measures  that  would 
contribute  to  reducing  potential  direct  and  indirect  impacts  to  bat  species  include  MM-Wild-1 


November  2013 


4.22-28 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.22  Wildlife  Resources 


(Oversight  by  Designated  Biologist),  MM-Wild-2  (Oversight  by  Biological  Monitors),  MM-Wild-3 
(WEAP),  MM-Wild-4  (Delineation  of  Sensitive  Areas),  MM-Wild-5  (Use  of  Existing  Routes  and 
Speed  Limits),  MM-Wild-11  (Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy),  and  MM-Wild-12  (Seasonal 
Vegetation  Removal  Restrictions).  Implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  proposed  measures  and 
mitigation  measures  listed  would  reduce  impacts  on  these  species  to  less  than  significant  levels 
under  CEQA. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operations  of  the  Proposed  Action  could  potentially  result  in  impacts  to  individuals  of  16  special 
status  wildlife  species  that  are  either  present,  or  have  a moderate  to  high  probability  of  being 
present,  within  the  project  area.  Operations  and  maintenance  activities  would  occur  within  the 
fenced  project  area,  and  would  be  limited  in  scope.  Therefore,  direct  impacts  to  individuals 
during  operations  would  not  be  expected  to  be  substantial.  Impacts  associated  with  the 
permanent  displacement  of  individuals  from  2,023  acres  of  their  current  habitat  by  removal  of 
vegetation  and  site  grading,  fencing  of  the  area  to  preclude  the  return  of  wildlife  species,  and 
the  action  of  the  project  fence  in  reducing  connectivity  between  wildlife  populations  would 
continue  throughout  the  operational  period. 


Desert  Tortoise 

Operations  would  not  likely  have  a direct  adverse  effect  on  the  desert  tortoise,  because  project 
activities  would  occur  within  the  fenced  exclusion  area. 

Impacts  to  desert  tortoise  individuals  and  habitat  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of 
APMs  and  mitigation  measures  required  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  APMs 
that  would  contribute  to  reducing  potential  direct  and  indirect  impacts  associated  with  loss  or 
degradation  of  desert  tortoise  habitat  include  APM-Wild-1  (desert  tortoise  protection  measures 
in  NEMO  Plan  Amendments),  APM-Wild-4  ( Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan),  APM-Wild-6 
(Dust  Control),  APM-Wild-8  (chemical  storage),  APM-Wild-9  (fuel  storage),  and  APM-Wild-10 
(Solid  Waste  Management).  Other  mitigation  measures  that  would  contribute  to  reducing 
potential  direct  and  indirect  wildlife  impacts  associated  with  desert  tortoise  habitat  loss  or 
degradation  include  MM-Air-3  (Operations  Emission  Reductions),  MM-Veg-1  (Minimize  Impacts 
to  Vegetation  Communities),  MM-Veg-2  (Designated  Biologist),  MM-Veg-3  ( Pre-Construction 
Soil  and  Plant  Salvage),  MM-Veg-4  ( Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan),  MM-Veg-5 
(Revegetation  of  Temporary  Disturbed  Areas  and  Project  Site),  MM-Veg-6  (Streambed 
Alteration  Agreement),  MM-Water-9  (Storm  Water  Management  Plan),  MM-Water-10  (Spill 
Control  and  Environmental  Training),  MM-Wild-1  (Oversight  by  Designated  Biologist),  MM-Wild- 
2 (Oversight  by  Biological  Monitors),  MM-Wild-3  (WEAP),  MM-Wild-4  (Delineation  of  Sensitive 
Areas),  MM-Wild-5  (Use  of  Existing  Routes  and  Speed  Limits),  and  MM-Wild-8  (Habitat 
Acquisition  for  Desert  Tortoise).  Implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  proposed  measures  and 
mitigation  measures  listed  would  reduce  impacts  on  the  desert  tortoise  to  less  than  significant 
levels  under  CEQA. 


Banded  Gila  Monster 

Based  on  the  low  probability  of  occurrence  within  the  site,  the  project  would  not  likely  adversely 
affect  banded  Gila  monster.  Impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 
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Golden  Eagle 

The  project  occurs  in  the  distribution  range  of  golden  eagles  and  is  within  10  miles  of  12  nesting 
territories  (7  of  the  12  territories  were  determined  to  be  active  during  the  2010  golden  eagle 
nest  surveys;  WRI  2010).  The  closest  active  nest  is  approximately  2 miles  to  the  northwest  of 
the  project  site,  near  the  Umberci  Mine  (First  Solar  2013e).  Although  no  golden  eagle  nest 
sites  occur  within  the  Project  Study  Area , the  project  site  is  located  within  foraging  distance 
from  the  identified  nests. 

Potential  impacts  to  golden  eagles  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  APMs  and 
mitigation  measures  required  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  APMs  that  would 
contribute  to  reducing  potential  direct  impacts  to  golden  eagles  include  MM-Wild-3  (WEAP), 
MM-Wild-4  (Delineation  of  Sensitive  Areas),  and  MM-Wild-11  (Bird  and  Bat  Conservation 
Strategy,  including  an  Eagle  Conservation  Plan).  Implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  proposed 
measures  and  mitigation  measures  listed  would  reduce  impacts  on  the  golden  eagle  to  less 
than  significant  levels  under  CEQA. 


Burrowing  Owl 

Burrowing  owls  have  been  observed  within  the  vicinity  of  the  project  area,  and  suitable  breeding 
habitat  is  present  throughout  the  Project  Study  Area.  During  the  focused  surveys,  burrowing 
owls  were  observed  in  2008  and  in  2011  (First  Solar  2013e).  The  most  recent  surveys 
identified  two  burrows  with  sign  within  the  Proposed  Action  footprint.  Burrowing  owls  present  in 
the  project  area  would  be  removed  during  construction,  and  would  likely  not  return  during 
operations  due  to  the  removal  of  suitable  habitat.  Therefore,  impacts  are  not  expected  during 
operations. 

Impacts  to  burrowing  owls  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  APMs  and  mitigation 
measures  required  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  APMs  that  would  contribute  to 
reducing  potential  direct  impacts  to  burrowing  owls  include  APM-Wild-5  (bird  and  bat 
conservation  measures).  Other  mitigation  measures  that  would  contribute  to  reducing  potential 
direct  impacts  to  burrowing  owls  include  MM-Wild-1  (Oversight  by  Designated  Biologist),  MM- 
Wild-2  (Oversight  by  Biological  Monitors),  MM-Wild-3  (WEAP),  MM-Wild-4  (Delineation  of 
Sensitive  Areas),  MM-Wild-5  (Use  of  Existing  Routes  and  Speed  Limits),  MM-Wild-11  (Bird  and 
Bat  Conservation  Strategy),  and  MM-Wild-16  (Burrowing  Owl  Mitigation  Plan).  Implementation 
of  the  Applicant’s  proposed  measures  and  mitigation  measures  listed  would  reduce  impacts  on 
the  burrowing  owl  to  less  than  significant  levels  under  CEQA. 


Northern  Harrier 

There  are  no  formal  survey  protocols  for  the  northern  harrier;  however,  observations  of  northern 
harriers  were  recorded  during  surveys  for  other  species  between  2008  and  2012,  and  during 
seasonal  avian  point  counts  since  2010.  One  individual  was  observed  outside  the  Study  Area 
(First  Solar  2013e).  Nesting  habitat  within  the  Study  Area  is  limited. 

Impacts  to  the  northern  harrier  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  APMs  and 
mitigation  measures  required  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  APMs  that  would 
contribute  to  reducing  potential  direct  impacts  to  northern  harrier  include  APM-Wild-5  (bird  and 
bat  conservation  measures).  Other  mitigation  measures  that  would  contribute  to  reducing 
potential  direct  impacts  to  northern  harrier  include  MM-Wild-1  (Oversight  by  Designated 
Biologist),  MM-Wild-2  (Oversight  by  Biological  Monitors),  MM-Wild-3  (WEAP),  MM-Wild-4 
(Delineation  of  Sensitive  Areas),  MM-Wild-5  (Use  of  Existing  Routes  and  Speed  Limits),  and 
MM-Wild-11  (Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy).  Implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  proposed 
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measures  and  mitigation  measures  listed  would  reduce  impacts  on  the  northern  harrier  to  less 
than  significant  levels  under  CEQA. 


Prairie  Falcon 

Prairie  falcons  were  observed  within  the  Study  Area  in  2008  and  2010;  however,  nesting  habitat 
does  not  exist  within  the  Study  Area. 

Impacts  to  the  prairie  falcon  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  APMs  and  mitigation 
measures  required  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  APMs  that  would  contribute  to 
reducing  potential  direct  impacts  to  the  prairie  falcon  include  APM-Wild-5  (bird  and  bat 
conservation  measures).  Other  mitigation  measures  that  would  contribute  to  reducing  potential 
direct  impacts  to  prairie  falcon  include  MM-Wild-1  (Oversight  by  Designated  Biologist),  MM- 
Wild-2  (Oversight  by  Biological  Monitors),  MM-Wild-3  (WEAP),  MM-Wild-4  (Delineation  of 
Sensitive  Areas),  MM-Wild-5  (Use  of  Existing  Routes  and  Speed  Limits),  and  MM-Wild-11  (Bird 
and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy).  Implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  proposed  measures  and 
mitigation  measures  listed  would  reduce  impacts  on  the  prairie  falcon  to  less  than  significant 
levels  under  CEQA. 


Loggerhead  Shrike,  Bendire’s  Thrasher,  Crissal  Thrasher,  and  Le  Conte’s  Thrasher 

Loggerhead  shrike  and  Le  Conte’s  thrasher  were  observed  within  the  Study  Area  during 
surveys  and  suitable  nesting  and  foraging  habitat  was  identified.  Bendire’s  thrasher  and  Crissal 
thrasher  were  not  identified  during  surveys,  but  potential  nesting  habitat  exists  within  the  site. 

Impacts  to  these  species  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  APMs  and  mitigation 
measures  required  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  APMs  that  would  contribute  to 
reducing  potential  direct  impacts  to  these  species  include  APM-Wild-5  ( bird  and  bat 
conservation  measures).  Other  mitigation  measures  that  would  contribute  to  reducing  potential 
direct  impacts  to  these  species  include  MM-Wild-1  (Oversight  by  Designated  Biologist),  MM- 
Wild-2  (Oversight  by  Biological  Monitors),  MM-Wild-3  (WEAP),  MM-Wild-4  (Delineation  of 
Sensitive  Areas),  MM-Wild-5  (Use  of  Existing  Routes  and  Speed  Limits),  and  MM-Wild-11  (Bird 
and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy).  Implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  proposed  measures  and 
mitigation  measures  listed  would  reduce  impacts  on  these  species  to  less  than  significant  levels 
under  CEQA. 


Nelson’s  Bighorn  Sheep 

Surveys  for  golden  eagles  within  the  project  area  documented  41  bighorn  sheep  at  various 
locations  in  proximity  to  the  Project  Study  Area  including  at  Devil’s  Peak,  Devil’s  Canyon, 
Ivanpah  Valley,  and  the  Stateline  Hills  (WRI  2010).  However,  a habitat  evaluation  tool 
developed  for  the  Desert  National  Wildlife  Range  in  Nevada  indicates  that  the  majority  of  the 
Project  Study  Area  is  not  defined  as  important  bighorn  sheep  habitat  due  to  low  to  moderate 
scores  in  the  seven  assessment  factors  (First  Solar  2013e). 

No  important  desert  bighorn  sheep  movement  corridors  or  seasonal  habitats  would  be  directly 
impacted  from  project  activities.  Therefore,  impacts  to  desert  bighorn  sheep  populations  are 
expected  to  be  low.  Impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 
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American  Badger 

American  badgers  were  not  detected  within  the  Study  Area,  but  suitable  habitat  exists. 
Additionally,  badgers  have  been  observed  adjacent  to  the  project  area  on  the  Ivanpah  SEGS 
site. 

Because  substantial  populations  of  badgers  are  not  expected  in  the  project  area,  impacts  to  the 
American  badger  are  expected  to  be  low.  Impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 


Desert  Kit  Fox 

Desert  kit  fox  were  riot  detected  within  the  Study  Area,  but  their  presence  is  documented 
through  the  presence  of  burrows  and  other  sign.  An  outbreak  of  CDV  has  been  documented 
near  the  Genesis  solar  facility  near  Blythe , and  CDFW  has  at  least  partially  attributed  the 
spread  of  the  disease  to  the  displacement  of  individuals  by  Genesis  and  other  solar  facilities. 
Although  that  area  of  outbreak  is  distant  from  the  Project  site,  implementation  of  the  Applicant’s 
Desert  Kit  Fox  and  American  Badger  Monitoring  and  Management  Plan , as  reguired  by 
mitigation  measure  MM-Wild-15,  would  reguire  pre-construction  surveys , clearing  of 
unoccupied  burrows  and  protection  of  natal  burrows , and  monitoring  of  the  population  for  CDV. 
No  impacts  would  be  expected  to  occur  and  monitoring  in  accordance  with  MM-Wild-15  would 
ensure  that  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 


Special  Status  Bat  Species 

A bat  habitat  assessment  and  surveys  performed  in  2010  and  201 1 within  the  full  Project  Study 
Area  (Brown  2011;  First  Solar  2013e)  identified  suitable  habitat  for  several  bat  species, 
including  pallid  bats,  western  pipistrelles,  and  California  leaf-nosed  bats.  No  roost  sites  were 
located  within  the  Project  Study  Area,  but  general  areas  that  may  serve  as  potential  roosts  and 
foraging  sites  were  identified. 

The  Umberci  Mine,  located  approximately  1.5  miles  northwest  of  the  Study  Area,  serves  as  a 
maternity  colony  and  hibernation  site  for  Townsend’s  big-eared  bats  (First  Solar  201 3e).  Over 
one  hundred  bats  exited  the  mine  on  May  16,  2011  and  a torpid  Townsend’s  big-eared  bat  was 
found  when  the  mine  was  entered  (Brown  2011).  Although  not  detected  during  echolocation 
surveys  within  the  project  site,  this  species  could  forage  over  the  project  area  and  not  be 
detected  due  to  their  characteristically  faint  calls  (First  Solar  2013e).  Pallid  bats  and  small- 
footed myotis  were  detected  in  a shallow  rock  cave  in  the  foothills  just  north  of  the  Project 
Study  Area.  Echolocation  signals  recorded  near  the  dry  lake  bed  suggested  that  pallid  bats  are 
roosting  within  small  rock  crevices  on  the  ground  and  burrows  throughout  other  portions  of  the 
Project  Study  Area  (First  Solar  201 3e). 

Impacts  to  bat  species  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  mitigation  measures 
required  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  Mitigation  measures  that  would 
contribute  to  reducing  potential  direct  and  indirect  impacts  to  bat  species  include  MM-Wild-1 
(Oversight  by  Designated  Biologist),  MM-Wild-2  (Oversight  by  Biological  Monitors),  MM-Wild-3 
(WEAP),  MM-Wild-4  (Delineation  of  Sensitive  Areas),  MM-Wild-5  (Use  of  Existing  Routes  and 
Speed  Limits),  MM-Wild-11  (Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy),  and  MM-Wild-12  (Seasonal 
Vegetation  Removal  Restrictions).  Implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  proposed  measures  and 
mitigation  measures  listed  would  reduce  impacts  on  these  species  to  less  than  significant  levels 
under  CEQA. 


November  201 3 


4.22-32 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.22  Wildlife  Resources 


Decommissioning 

The  Proposed  Action  would  not  result  in  additional  impact  to  any  special  status  wildlife  species 
during  decommissioning.  Decommissioning  activities  would  occur  within  the  fenced  project 
area,  and  therefore  direct  impacts  to  individuals  would  not  be  expected  to  be  substantial. 
Decommissioning  activities  would  also  be  subject  to  the  same  Applicant  Proposed  Measures 
and  mitigation  measures  as  construction.  Implementation  of  the  Applicant’s  proposed 
measures  and  mitigation  measures  listed  would  reduce  impacts  on  wildlife  to  less  than 
significant  levels  under  CEQA. 


Wild-2 

Construction,  Operations  and  Maintenance,  and  Decommissioning 
Desert  Tortoise 

Construction  of  the  project  would  result  in  the  fencing  of  an  area  of  2,023  acres,  excluding 
desert  tortoises  from  access  to  the  project  area.  The  action  of  fencing  the  project  site  could 
affect  the  free  movement  of  desert  tortoises  within  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  and  between  Ivanpah 
Valley  and  adjacent  habitat  areas.  The  presence  of  the  facility  itself,  as  well  as  the  supporting 
infrastructure  of  roads  and  other  linear  features,  would  exclude  or  substantially  limit  the  access 
that  desert  tortoise  have  to  those  areas.  This  fencing  would  remain  in  place  throughout  the 
operations  and  decommissioning  period  and  those  phases  of  the  project  would  have  no 
additional  effect  on  wildlife  movement  or  corridors.  Therefore,  the  impact  of  the  project  with 
respect  to  CEQA  Criterion  Wild-2  would  be  the  same  for  construction,  operations,  and 
decommissioning. 

As  discussed  in  Section  4.22.3.1,  the  29,110  acre  Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  Unit  already  has 
limited  connectivity  with  the  eastern  side  of  Ivanpah  Valley,  and  with  areas  outside  of  Ivanpah 
Valley,  due  to  the  presence  of  both  natural  and  anthropogenic  features.  The  only  potentially 
active  corridor  is  Stateline  Pass,  between  the  Clark  Mountain  Range  and  the  Stateline  Hills, 
which  may  provide  a mechanism  for  tortoises  in  Ivanpah  Valley  to  connect  with  those  in 
Mesquite  Valley  to  the  northwest.  The  Regional  Assessment  noted  that  the  footprint  in  the 
Proposed  Action  would  not  affect  Stateline  Pass,  and  would  therefore  not  have  an  impact  on 
regional  genetic  connectivity.  Under  the  Proposed  Action,  a corridor  approximately  1,875  feet 
wide  would  remain  between  the  northern  boundary  of  the  project  and  the  steep  slopes  of  the 
mountains  near  Stateline  Pass.  Therefore,  the  impact  of  the  project  on  desert  tortoise  linkage 
between  Ivanpah  Valley  and  areas  outside  Ivanpah  Valley  would  be  less  than  significant. 

Section  4.22.3.1  also  discussed  the  movement  of  tortoises  within  the  Northern  Ivanpah  Valley 
Unit  itself.  The  location  of  the  project  would  affect  mobility  of  tortoises,  especially  on  the  west 
side  between  the  facility  and  Ivanpah  SEGS,  and  between  the  facility  and  the  topographic 
feature  known  as  Metamorphic  Hill.  Although  tortoises  have  been  documented  on  Metamorphic 
Hill,  and  the  hill  may  therefore  not  be  a barrier  to  connectivity,  it  likely  reduces  connectivity  as 
compared  to  the  open  alluvial  fan  areas.  Currently,  even  with  the  presence  of  the  Ivanpah 
SEGS  facility,  tortoises  within  the  Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  Unit  have  free  range  of  movement 
on  the  east  side  of  Metamorphic  Hill.  The  site  configuration  for  the  Proposed  Action  is  located 
directly  abutting  Metamorphic  Hill  on  the  west  side,  and  almost  directly  abutting  Ivanpah  Dry 
Lake  on  the  east  side.  If  the  Proposed  Action  were  to  be  implemented,  the  potential  for 
tortoises  to  use  this  corridor  would  be  restricted  on  the  east  side,  between  Metamorphic  Hill  and 
Ivanpah  Dry  Lake.  Although  the  project  would  interfere  with  this  established  native  resident 
wildlife  corridor  on  the  east  side  of  Metamorphic  Hill  and  Ivanpah  SEGS,  it  would  not  affect  the 
corridor  for  those  same  tortoise  populations  around  the  west  and  north  sides  of  these  features. 
Therefore,  the  impact  of  the  project  on  desert  tortoise  linkages  within  the  Northern  Ivanpah 
Valley  Unit  would  be  less  than  significant. 
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4.22.4  Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 

The  analysis  of  direct  and  indirect  impacts  included  below  covers  construction,  operations  and 
maintenance,  and  decommissioning  of  Alternative  2.  The  discussion  only  includes  an 
assessment  of  features  of  Alternative  2 that  differ  from  the  Proposed  Action.  All  other  wildlife 
impacts  not  specifically  discussed  below  would  be  the  same  as  those  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


4.22.4.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  2 is  conceptually  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1),  but  construction 
activities  associated  with  Alternative  2 would  be  slightly  greater  than  the  Proposed  Action  due  to 
the  slightly  increased  acreage  (2,385  acres  versus  2,143  acres).  The  Alternative  2 footprint 
(Figure  2-4)  would  partially  overlap  with  the  land  area  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action 
(Figure  1 -1 ) north  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  but  would  also  include  a parcel  on  the  south 
side  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course.  The  wildlife  impacts  associated  with  Alternative  2 would 
be  similar,  but  slightly  greater,  than  those  of  the  Proposed  Action.  Construction  activities  would 
last  for  a slightly  longer  time  and  the  bifurcated  footprint  would  result  in  an  additional  339  acres 
of  long-term  disturbance  of  habitat. 


Desert  Tortoise 

Alternative  2 would  result  in  long-term  disturbance  of  2,362  acres  and  temporary  disturbance  of 
4 acres  of  desert  tortoise  habitat.  Of  this  total,  2,328  acres  would  be  located  within  desert 
tortoise  exclusion  fence,  and  would  be  removed  from  the  land  area  available  as  desert  tortoise 
habitat  for  a minimum  of  30  years.  The  numbers  of  tortoises  identified  in  surveys  of  each  of  the 
alternative  sites  was  presented  above  in  Table  4.22-1.  As  shown,  the  number  of  tortoises 
present  in  the  Alternative  2 footprint  ranges  from  24  to  160 , with  an  estimated  total  number  of 
62  adult  individuals. 

The  tortoises  present  in  the  project  area  would  be  identified  during  pre-construction  surveys, 
and  would  be  removed  from  the  project  area  in  accordance  with  the  approved  Translocation 
Plan.  The  movement  would  be  considered  a permanent,  adverse  impact  to  approximately  62 
individuals  and  a long-term , adverse  Impact  to  2,328  acres  of  habitat. 

Alternative  2 would  be  subject  to  the  same  mitigation  measures  as  discussed  for  Alternative  1. 
APMs  that  would  contribute  to  reducing  potential  direct  and  indirect  impacts  associated  with 
loss  or  degradation  of  desert  tortoise  habitat  include  APM-Wild-1  (desert  tortoise  protection 
measures  in  NEMO  Plan  Amendments),  APM-Wild-2  (relocation  of  tortoises),  APM-Wild-4 
(Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan),  APM-Wild-6  (Dust  Control),  APM-Wild-8  (chemical 
storage),  APM-Wild-9  (fuel  storage),  and  APM-Wild-10  (Solid  Waste  Management).  Other 
mitigation  measures  that  would  contribute  to  reducing  potential  direct  and  indirect  wildlife 
impacts  associated  with  desert  tortoise  habitat  loss  or  degradation  include  MM-Air-1  (Air  Quality 
Construction  Management  Plan),  MM-Veg-1  (Minimize  Impacts  to  Vegetation  Communities), 
MM-Veg-2  (Designated  Biologist),  MM-Veg-3  (Pre-Construction  Soil  and  Plant  Salvage ),  MM- 
Veg-4  (Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan),  MM-Veg-5  (Revegetation  of  Temporary  Disturbed 
Areas  and  Project  Site),  MM-Veg-6  (Streambed  Alteration  Agreement),  MM-Water-8 
(Construction  SWPPP),  MM-Water-9  (Storm  Water  Management  Plan),  MM-Water-10  (Spill 
Control  and  Environmental  Training),  MM-Wild-1  (Oversight  by  Designated  Biologist),  MM-Wild- 
2 (Oversight  by  Biological  Monitors),  MM-Wild-3  (WEAP),  MM-Wild-4  (Delineation  of  Sensitive 
Areas),  MM-Wild-5  (Use  of  Existing  Routes  and  Speed  Limits),  and  MM-Wild-8  (Habitat 
Acquisition  for  Desert  Tortoise). 

The  impact  of  Alternative  2 on  connectivity  of  habitat  for  the  desert  tortoise  would  be  reduced 
as  compared  to  the  Proposed  Action  because  of  the  increased  corridor  width  on  the  north  side 
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of  the  project.  The  impact  of  Alternative  2 on  connectivity  between  the  Northern  Ivanpah  Valley 
Unit  and  Stateline  Pass  to  the  northwest  would  be  lower  than  that  of  the  Proposed  Action.  In 
the  Proposed  Action,  a corridor  of  1,875  feet  in  width  would  remain  between  the  facility  and  the 
toe  of  the  slope  leading  to  Stateline  Pass.  Under  Alternative  2,  this  corridor  would  be  4,750  feet 
in  width.  Both  alternatives  would  result  in  fencing  the  entire  area  between  Metamorphic  Hill  to 
the  west  and  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  to  the  east,  and  would  therefore  affect  the  connection  between 
tortoise  habitat  south  of  the  facility  and  habitat  and  corridors  to  the  north. 

Burrowing  Owl 

Six  burrowing  owl  burrows,  with  sign,  were  identified  within  the  Alternative  2 footprint  in  the 
Applicant’s  surveys.  Direct  impacts  would  include  the  long-term  reduction  of  approximately 
2,023  acres  of  potential  foraging  and  nesting  habitat  associated  with  development  of  the 
project.  Development  of  the  project  would  result  in  an  incremental  increase  in  noise  and  human 
presence,  and  these  could  cause  an  indirect  impact  to  burrowing  owls.  The  project  would  also 
include  a 2.3  mile  long  gen-tie  transmission  line,  which  would  present  a potential  collision 
hazard. 

Impacts  to  burrowing  owls  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  APMs  and  mitigation 
measures  required  by  BLM  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  APMs  that  would 
contribute  to  reducing  potential  direct  impacts  to  burrowing  owls  include  APM-Wild-5  ( bird  and 
bat  conservation  measures).  Other  mitigation  measures  that  would  contribute  to  reducing 
potential  direct  impacts  to  burrowing  owls  include  MM-Wild-1  (Oversight  by  Designated 
Biologist),  MM-Wild-2  (Oversight  by  Biological  Monitors),  MM-Wild-3  (WEAP),  MM-Wild-4 
(Delineation  of  Sensitive  Areas),  MM-Wild-5  (Use  of  Existing  Routes  and  Speed  Limits),  MM- 
Wild-11  (Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy),  MM-Wild-12  (Seasonal  Vegetation  Removal 
Restrictions),  and  MM-Wild-16  ( Burrowing  Owl  Mitigation  Plan). 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Under  Alternative  2,  the  BLM  would  modify  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  to  include 
approximately  23,121  acres  to  the  north  and  west  of  1-15.  The  land  area  that  would  be  added 
to  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  is  shown  in  Table  4.22-3. 


Table  4.22-3.  Acreage  to  be  Modified  in  Ivanpah  DWMA,  Alternative  2 


Land  Area 

Acreage  in  Land  Area 

Current  Ivanpah  DWMA 

37,280  ac 

Total  in  Northern  Ivanpah  Unit 

+ 29,110  ac 

ivanpah  SEGS 

-3,471  ac 

Caltrans  JPOE 

-133  ac 

Stateline  Alternative  2 

-2,385  ac 

Subtotal  New  Acreage  Added  to  DWMA 

23,121  ac 

Removal  of  Ivanpah  Playa 

-2,997  ac 

Final  Total  in  Modified  DWMA 

57.404  ac 

The  impacts  on  wildlife  associated  with  Alternative  2 would  be  the  same  as  described  for 
Alternative  1 . Because  the  purpose  of  the  modification  would  be  to  enhance  protections  for  the 
desert  tortoise,  the  action  of  modifying  the  boundary  of  the  DWMA  under  Alternative  2 would 
constitute  a beneficial  impact  on  the  tortoise,  as  well  as  all  other  wildlife  species  discussed  in 
this  section. 


November  2013 


4.22-35 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.22  Wildlife  Resources 


4.22.4.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Significance  conclusions  for  the  impacts  identified  for  each  phase  of  the  project  (Construction, 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  Decommissioning)  would  be  the  same  as  described  above  for  the 
Proposed  Action,  Alternative  1,  based  on  the  CEQA  Significance  Criteria  presented  in  Section 
4.22.2.  With  mitigation,  as  presented  in  Section  4.22.13,  potential  impacts  of  Alternative  2 
would  be  less  than  significant,  except  for  the  take  of  a threatened  species,  the  desert  tortoise. 


4.22.5  Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 

The  analysis  of  direct  and  indirect  impacts  included  below  covers  construction,  operations  and 
maintenance,  and  decommissioning  of  Revised  Alternative  3.  The  discussion  only  includes  an 
assessment  of  features  of  Revised  Alternative  3 that  differ  from  the  Proposed  Action.  All  other 
wildlife  impacts  not  specifically  discussed  below  would  be  the  same  as  those  for  the  Proposed 
Action. 


4.22.5.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Revised  Alternative  3 is  conceptually  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action  (Alternative  1),  but  would 
have  a smaller  footprint  of  approximately  458  fewer  acres  (21  percent)  than  the  Proposed 
Action  project  footprint.  Revised  Alternative  3 would  result  in  a 458-acre  reduction  of  long-term 
disturbance  to  vegetation  related  to  site-clearing  activities.  The  land  area  associated  with 
Revised  Alternative  3 would  partially  overlap  with  the  land  area  associated  with  the  Proposed 
Action  (Figure  1-1),  but  would  be  shifted  towards  the  south  and  east. 


Desert  Tortoise 

Revised  Alternative  3 would  result  in  long-term  disturbance  of  1,685  acres  and  temporary 
disturbance  of  4 acres  of  desert  tortoise  habitat.  Of  this  total,  1,630  acres  would  be  located 
within  desert  tortoise  exclusion  fence,  and  would  be  removed  from  the  land  area  available  as 
desert  tortoise  habitat  for  a minimum  of  30  years.  The  numbers  of  tortoises  identified  in 
surveys  of  each  of  the  alternative  sites  was  presented  above  in  Table  4.22-1.  As  shown,  the 
number  of  tortoises  present  in  the  Revised  Alternative  3 footprint  ranges  from  14  to  100,  with  an 
estimated  total  number  of  37  adult  individuals. 

The  tortoises  present  in  the  project  area  would  be  identified  during  pre-construction  surveys, 
and  would  be  removed  from  the  project  area  in  accordance  with  the  approved  Translocation 
Plan.  The  movement  would  be  considered  a permanent,  adverse  impact  to  approximately  37 
adult  individuals  and  a long-term,  adverse  impact  to  1,685  acres  of  habitat. 

Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  subject  to  the  same  mitigation  measures  as  discussed  for 
Alternative  1.  APMs  that  would  contribute  to  reducing  potential  direct  and  indirect  impacts 
associated  with  loss  or  degradation  of  desert  tortoise  habitat  include  APM-Wild-1  (desert 
tortoise  protection  measures  in  NEMO  Plan  Amendments),  APM-Wild-2  (relocation  of 
tortoises),  APM-Wild-4  (Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan),  APM-Wild-6  (Dust  Control),  APM- 
Wild-8  (chemical  storage),  APM-Wild-9  (fuel  storage),  and  APM-Wild-10  (Solid  Waste 
Management).  Other  mitigation  measures  that  would  contribute  to  reducing  potential  direct  and 
indirect  wildlife  impacts  associated  with  desert  tortoise  habitat  loss  or  degradation  include  MM- 
Air-1  (Air  Quality  Construction  Management  Plan),  MM-Veg-1  (Minimize  Impacts  to  Vegetation 
Communities),  MM-Veg-2  (Designated  Biologist),  MM-Veg-3  ( Pre-Construction  Soil  and  Plant 
Salvage),  MM-Veg-4  ( Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan),  MM-Veg-5  (Revegetation  of 
Temporary  Disturbed  Areas  and  Project  Site),  MM-Veg-6  (Streambed  Alteration  Agreement), 
MM-Water-8  (Construction  SWPPP),  MM-Water-9  (Storm  Water  Management  Plan),  MM- 
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Water-10  (Spill  Control  and  Environmental  Training),  MM-Wild-1  (Oversight  by  Designated 
Biologist),  MM-Wild-2  (Oversight  by  Biological  Monitors),  MM-Wild-3  (WEAP),  MM-Wild-4 
(Delineation  of  Sensitive  Areas),  MM-Wild-5  (Use  of  Existing  Routes  and  Speed  Limits),  and 
MM-Wild-8  (Habitat  Acquisition  for  Desert  Tortoise). 

The  impact  of  Revised  Alternative  3 on  connectivity  of  habitat  for  the  desert  tortoise  would  be 
different  than  that  of  the  Proposed  Action.  Both  of  these  alternatives  would  reduce  connectivity 
between  the  Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  Unit  and  Stateline  Pass  to  the  northwest,  assuming  that 
Stateline  Pass  is  a viable  corridor.  However,  Revised  Alternative  3 was  developed  by  BLM , in 
coordination  with  the  Applicant,  to  increase  the  area  for  potential  tortoise  connectivity  between 
the  solar  facility  and  Metamorphic  Hill  to  the  west,  and  the  slope  of  the  Clark  Mountains  to  the 
north.  Under  Alternative  1,  the  facility  would  directly  abut  the  rocky  slopes  of  Metamorphic  Hill. 
Under  Revised  Alternative  3,  the  project  fenceline  would  be  separated  from  the  base  of 
Metamorphic  Hill  by  approximately  1,250  feet  at  its  closest  point.  Similarly,  the  northern 
fenceline  of  Alternative  3 would  be  3,000  feet  from  the  slope  of  the  Clark  Mountains,  as 
compared  to  1,875  feet  in  Alternative  1. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Under  Revised  Alternative  3,  the  BLM  would  modify  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  to  include 
approximately  23, 821  acres  to  the  north  and  west  of  1-15.  The  land  area  that  would  be  added 
to  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  is  shown  in  Table  4.22-4. 


Table  4.22-4.  Acreage  to  be  Modified  in  Ivanpah  DWMA,  Revised  Alternative  3 


Land  Area 

Acreage  in  Land  Area 

Current  Ivanpah  DWMA 

37,280  ac 

Total  in  Northern  Ivanpah  Unit 

+ 29,110  ac 

Ivanpah  SEGS 

-3,471  ac 

Caltrans  JPOE 

-133  ac 

Stateline  Revised  Alternative  3 

-1,685  ac 

Subtotal  New  Acreage  Added  to  DWMA 

23,821  ac 

Removal  of  Ivanpah  Playa 

-2,997  ac 

Final  Total  in  Modified  DWMA 

58.104  ac 

The  impacts  on  wildlife  associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  the  same  as  described 
for  Alternative  1 . Because  the  purpose  of  the  modification  would  be  to  enhance  protections  for 
the  desert  tortoise,  the  action  of  modifying  the  boundary  of  the  DWMA  under  Revised 
Alternative  3 would  constitute  a beneficial  impact  on  the  tortoise,  as  well  as  all  other  wildlife 
species  discussed  in  this  section. 


4.22.5.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Significance  conclusions  for  the  impacts  identified  for  each  phase  of  the  project  (Construction, 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  Decommissioning)  would  be  the  same  as  described  above  for  the 
Proposed  Action,  Alternative  1,  based  on  the  CEQA  Significance  Criteria  presented  in  Section 
4.22.2.  With  mitigation,  as  presented  in  Section  4.22.13,  potential  impacts  of  Revised 
Alternative  3 would  be  less  than  significant,  except  for  the  take  of  the  threatened  desert 
tortoise. 
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4.22.6  Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 
4.22.6.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

The  analysis  of  direct  and  indirect  impacts  included  below  covers  construction,  operations  and 
maintenance,  and  decommissioning  of  Alternative  4.  The  discussion  only  includes  an 
assessment  of  features  of  Alternative  4 that  differ  from  the  Proposed  Action.  All  other  wildlife 
impacts  not  specifically  discussed  below  would  be  the  same  as  those  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


4.22.6.2  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  4 is  conceptually  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  but  would  be  placed  within  a 
different  and  smaller  land  area  which  comprises  1,766  acres.  The  land  area  associated  with 
Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  the  northern  portion  of  the  bifurcated  footprint  of  Alternative 
2 (Figure  2-3).  Under  Alternative  4,  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  would  generate  218 
MW  (compared  to  300  MW  generated  by  Alternatives  1, 2,  and  3)  and  would  have  a footprint  of 
approximately  377  fewer  acres  (17  percent)  than  the  Proposed  Action  project  footprint. 
Alternative  4 would  result  in  a 377-acre  reduction  of  long-term  disturbance  to  vegetation  related 
to  site-clearing  activities. 


Desert  Tortoise 

Alternative  4 would  result  in  long-term  disturbance  of  1,725  acres  and  temporary  disturbance  of 
4 acres  of  desert  tortoise  habitat.  Of  this  total,  1,691  acres  would  be  located  within  desert 
tortoise  exclusion  fencing,  and  would  be  removed  from  the  land  area  available  as  desert 
tortoise  habitat  for  up  to  30  years.  The  numbers  of  tortoises  identified  in  surveys  of  each  of  the 
alternative  sites  was  presented  above  in  Table  4.22-1.  As  shown,  the  number  of  tortoises 
present  in  the  Alternative  4 footprint  ranges  from  T7  to  118 , with  an  estimated  total  number  of 
45  adult  individuals. 

The  tortoises  present  in  the  project  area  would  be  identified  during  pre-construction  surveys, 
and  would  be  removed  from  the  project  area  in  accordance  with  the  approved  Translocation 
Plan.  The  movement  would  be  considered  a permanent,  adverse  impact  to  approximately  45 
adult  individuals  and  a long-term , adverse  impact  to  1,691  acres  of  habitat. 

Alternative  4 would  be  subject  to  the  same  mitigation  measures  as  discussed  for  Alternative  1. 
APMs  that  would  contribute  to  reducing  potential  direct  and  indirect  impacts  associated  with 
loss  or  degradation  of  desert  tortoise  habitat  include  APM-Wild-1  (desert  tortoise  protection 
measures  in  NEMO  Plan  Amendments),  APM-Wild-2  (relocation  of  tortoises),  APM-Wild-4 
( Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan),  APM-Wild-6  (Dust  Control),  APM-Wild-8  (chemical 
storage),  APM-Wild-9  (fuel  storage),  and  APM-Wild-10  (Solid  Waste  Management).  Other 
mitigation  measures  that  would  contribute  to  reducing  potential  direct  and  indirect  wildlife 
impacts  associated  with  desert  tortoise  habitat  loss  or  degradation  include  MM-Air-1  (Air  Quality 
Construction  Management  Plan),  MM-Veg-1  (Minimize  Impacts  to  Vegetation  Communities), 
MM-Veg-2  (Designated  Biologist),  MM-Veg-3  (Pre-Construction  Soil  and  Plant  Salvage ),  MM- 
Veg-4  ( Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan),  MM-Veg-5  (Revegetation  of  Temporary  Disturbed 
Areas  and  Project  Site),  MM-Veg-6  (Streambed  Alteration  Agreement),  MM-Water-8 
(Construction  SWPPP),  MM-Water-9  (Storm  Water  Management  Plan),  MM-Water-10  (Spill 
Control  and  Environmental  Training),  MM-Wild-1  (Oversight  by  Designated  Biologist),  MM-Wild- 
2 (Oversight  by  Biological  Monitors),  MM-Wild-3  (WEAP),  MM-Wild-4  (Delineation  of  Sensitive 
Areas),  MM-Wild-5  (Use  of  Existing  Routes  and  Speed  Limits),  and  MM-Wild-8  (Habitat 
Acquisition  for  Desert  Tortoise). 
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The  impact  of  Alternative  4 on  connectivity  of  habitat  for  the  desert  tortoise  would  be  the  same 
as  for  Alternative  2.  Both  of  these  alternatives  would  reduce  connectivity  between  the  Northern 
Ivanpah  Valley  Unit  and  Stateline  Pass  to  the  northwest,  assuming  that  Stateline  Pass  is  a 
viable  corridor.  In  addition,  both  alternatives  would  result  in  fencing  the  entire  area  between 
Metamorphic  Hill  to  the  west  and  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  to  the  east,  and  would  therefore  affect  the 
connection  between  tortoise  habitat  south  of  the  facility  and  habitat  and  corridors  to  the  north. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Under  Alternative  4,  the  BLM  would  modify  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  to  include 
approximately  23, 740  acres  to  the  north  and  west  of  1-15.  The  land  area  that  would  be  added 
to  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  is  shown  in  Table  4.22-5. 


Table  4.22-5.  Acreage  to  be  Modified  in  Ivanpah  DWMA,  Alternative  4 


Land  Area 

Acreage  in  Land  Area 

Current  Ivanpah  DWMA 

37,280  ac 

Total  in  Northern  Ivanpah  Unit 

+ 29,110  ac 

Ivanpah  SEGS 

-3,471  ac 

Caltrans  JPOE 

-133  ac 

Stateline  Alternative  4 

-1,766  ac 

Subtotal  New  Acreage  Added  to  DWMA 

23,740  ac 

Removal  of  Ivanpah  Playa 

-2,997  ac 

Final  Total  in  Modified  DWMA 

58.023  ac 

The  impacts  on  wildlife  associated  with  Alternative  4 would  be  the  same  as  described  for 
Alternative  1 . Because  the  purpose  of  the  modification  would  be  to  enhance  protections  for  the 
desert  tortoise,  the  action  of  modifying  the  boundary  of  the  DWMA  under  Alternative  4 would 
constitute  a beneficial  impact  on  the  tortoise,  as  well  as  all  other  wildlife  species  discussed  in 
this  section. 


4.22.6.3  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Significance  conclusions  for  the  impacts  identified  for  each  phase  of  the  project  (Construction, 
Operation  and  Maintenance,  Decommissioning)  would  be  the  same  as  described  above  for  the 
Proposed  Action,  Alternative  1,  based  on  the  CEQA  Significance  Criteria  presented  in  Section 
4.22.2.  With  mitigation,  as  presented  in  Section  4.22.13,  potential  impacts  of  Alternative  4 
would  be  less  than  significant,  except  for  take  of  the  threatened  desert  tortoise.  In  addition, 
Alternative  4 would  not  result  in  a substantial  lessening  of  any  significant  environmental  impacts 
as  compared  to  the  other  alternatives. 


4.22.7  Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 
4.22.7.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Under  Alternative  5,  the  BLM  would  not  approve  the  proposed  facility  and  would  not  amend  the 
CDCA  Plan.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be  constructed,  and  the  BLM  would 
continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the  existing  land  use  designation  in  the  CDCA  Plan. 

Since  there  would  be  no  amendment  to  the  CDCA  Plan  and  no  solar  project  approved  for  the 
site  under  this  alternative,  no  new  structures  or  facilities  would  be  constructed  or  operated  on 
the  site  and  no  new  ground  disturbance  would  occur.  As  a result,  none  of  the  impacts  to  wildlife 
resources  from  construction,  operation,  or  decommissioning  of  the  project  would  occur. 
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Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  the  No  Action 
Alternative.  Land  uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today. 
This  alternative  would  have  no  adverse  impact  on  wildlife  resources,  but  would  also  not  have 
the  beneficial  impact  of  protecting  special  status  wildlife  species  and  wildlife  habitat  within  the 
proposed  DWMA  expansion  area. 


4.22.7.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Since  the  actions  taken,  or  not  taken,  under  Alternative  5 would  not  involve  construction  of  a 
solar  facility  and  ancillary  features,  there  would  be  no  wildlife  impacts  under  Alternative  5. 


4.22.8  Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 
4.22.8.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  6 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  not  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  and  no  project  would  be  approved.  As  a result,  no  solar  energy  project  would  be 
constructed  on  the  site,  and  the  BLM  would  continue  to  manage  the  site  consistent  with  the 
existing  land  use  designation  in  the  CDCA  Plan. 

Since  the  CDCA  Plan  would  be  amended  to  make  the  area  unavailable  for  future  solar  energy 
development,  it  is  expected  that  the  site  would  remain  in  its  existing  condition  unless  another 
use  is  designated  in  this  amendment.  As  a result,  access  to  the  site  would  not  change  and 
existing  land  uses  would  continue  without  any  disruptions  from  construction  of  solar  energy 
facilities.  As  such,  this  No  Project  alternative  would  have  no  adverse  impact  on  wildlife 
resources  within  and  adjacent  to  the  site  for  the  long-term,  and  future  solar  development  is 
unlikely  as  the  plan  would  be  amended  to  identify  the  site  as  unsuitable  for  solar  development. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

Under  Alternative  6,  the  BLM  would  modify  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  to  include 
approximately  25,506  acres  to  the  north  and  west  of  1-15.  The  land  area  that  would  be  added 
to  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  is  shown  in  Table  4.22-6. 


Table  4.22-6.  Acreage  to  be  Modified  in  Ivanpah  DWMA.  Alternative  6 


Land  Area 

Acreaae  in  Land  Area 

Current  Ivanpah  DWMA 

37.280  ac 

Total  in  Northern  Ivanpah  Unit 

+ 29.110  ac 

Ivanpah  SEGS 

-3.471  ac 

Caltrans  JPOE 

-133  ac 

Stateline  Solar  Proiect 

0 ac 

Subtotal  New  Acreaoe  Added  to  DWMA 

25,506  ac 

Removal  of  Ivanpah  Plava 

-2.997  ac 

Final  Total  in  Modified  DWMA 

59,789  ac 

The  impacts  on  wildlife  associated  with  Alternative  6 would  be  the  same  as  described  for 
Alternative  1 . Because  the  purpose  of  the  modification  would  be  to  enhance  protections  for  the 
desert  tortoise,  the  action  of  modifying  the  boundary  of  the  DWMA  under  Alternative  6 would 
constitute  a beneficial  impact  on  the  tortoise,  as  well  as  all  other  wildlife  species  discussed  in 
this  section. 
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4.22.8.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Since  the  actions  taken,  or  not  taken,  under  Alternative  6 would  not  involve  construction  of  a 
solar  facility  and  ancillary  features,  there  would  be  no  wildlife  impacts  under  Alternative  6. 


4.22.9  Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 
4.22.9.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 

Alternative  7 would  include  a finding  by  BLM  that  the  site  is  suitable  for  solar  energy 
development,  although  none  of  the  action  alternatives  would  be  approved.  The  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  Project  would  not  be  constructed  on  the  project  site  and  the  project  site  would  remain 
vacant  in  the  near-term.  Under  this  alternative,  the  BLM  would  not  approve  the  proposed 
facility,  but  would  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  to  allow  for  other  solar  projects  on  the  site.  As  a 
result,  it  is  possible  that  another  solar  energy  project  could  be  constructed  on  the  site.  If  this 
were  to  occur,  it  is  likely  that  the  construction  and  operations  impacts  to  wildlife  resources 
would  be  similar  to  those  identified  under  Alternative  1 . 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

The  boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  not  be  modified  under  Alternative  7. 
Land  uses  associated  with  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  continue  as  they  are  today.  This 
alternative  would  have  no  adverse  impact  on  wildlife  resources,  but  would  also  not  have  the 
beneficial  impact  of  protecting  special  status  wildlife  species  and  wildlife  habitat  within  the 
proposed  DWMA  expansion  area. 


4.22.9.2  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 

Since  the  actions  taken,  or  not  taken,  under  Alternative  7 would  not  involve  construction  of  a 
solar  facility  and  ancillary  features,  there  would  be  no  wildlife  impacts  under  Alternative  7. 


4.22.10  Cumulative  Impacts 
4.22.10.1  Geographic  Extent/Context 

The  geographic  scope  for  the  analysis  of  cumulative  impacts  related  to  wildlife  resources  is 
confined  by  the  natural  geographic  boundaries  of  the  region,  which  in  turn  affect  the  ranges  of 
potentially  impacted  wildlife.  In  the  Proposed  Action  area,  this  includes  Ivanpah  Valley  in  both 
California  and  Nevada.  Wildlife  ranges  in  this  area  are  bounded  by  the  Spring,  Clark,  Lucy 
Gray,  and  New  York  Mountain  Ranges.  This  area  also  reflects  the  natural  watershed 
boundaries  that  could  be  impacted  by  any  of  the  cumulative  projects. 


4.22.10.2  Existing  Cumulative  Conditions 

Ivanpah  Valley  in  California  and  Nevada  has  undergone  development  since  the  early  1800s, 
which  has  resulted  in  habitat  loss  and  fragmentation.  Linear  features  such  as  the  Union  Pacific 
Railroad  (in  place  since  1905)  and  1-15  have  effectively  fragmented  habitat  and  eliminated  the 
movement  of  terrestrial  wildlife  within  major  sections  of  the  valley.  Approximately  3,500  acres 
within  Ivanpah  Valley,  California,  and  Ivanpah  Valley,  Nevada,  have  been  developed  as  the 
Primm  Resorts  and  the  towns  of  Primm,  Jean,  and  Nipton.  Utility  development  in  the  area 
includes  numerous  power  transmission  lines,  the  Kern  River  Natural  Gas  and  Calnev  petroleum 
products  pipelines,  and  the  Walter  Higgins  Bighorn  Generating  Station.  Mine  developments  in 
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the  mountains  have  included  the  Colosseum  Mine  (now  closed)  and  the  Molycorp  Mine 
(currently  expanding). 

The  Desert  Tortoise  Recovery  Plan  (USFWS  1994)  provided  documentation  of  the  regional 
decline  in  tortoise  populations,  and  summarized  the  factors  that  have  led  to  the  declines.  Table 
1 of  the  Recovery  Plan  lists  the  following  factors  as  leading  to  declines  in  tortoise  populations: 

• Urbanization; 

• Effects  of  highways,  roads,  and  railroads; 

• Military  operations; 

• Energy  developments; 

• Human  vandalism; 

• Human  predation  for  food; 

• Human  collection  and  commercial  trade; 

• Use  of  OHVs;  and 

• Grazing 

With  respect  to  local  projects,  cumulative  projects  could  adversely  impact  wildlife  in  the 
following  ways: 

• Short-term  displacement,  mortality  of  individuals,  and  removal  from  project  areas  by 
vehicle  strikes,  clearance  and  removal  by  biologists,  and  or  avoidance  of  noise  and  light 
during  project  construction; 

• Long-term  removal  of  habitat  due  to  occupation  of  former  habitat  area  during 
operations;  and 

• Fragmentation  of  habitat  due  to  existence  of  linear  barriers  to  wildlife  movement. 

Of  these,  all  past,  current,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  development  projects  would 
include  some  component  of  temporary  displacement  and  potential  mortality  due  to  construction 
of  the  project  work  the  habitat  area.  For  many  of  these  projects,  including  transmission  line  and 
pipeline  projects,  restoration  of  the  project  area  following  construction  would  make  these  areas 
available  again  as  wildlife  habitat.  For  others,  such  as  the  Primm  Resorts,  Primm  Valley  Golf 
Course,  Ivanpah  SEGS,  JPOE,  Silver  State  Solar,  the  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport, 
and  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm,  the  habitat  would  be  occupied  by  the  project  for  the 
long-term , and  would  therefore  constitute  a long-term  reduction  in  the  habitat  available  to  those 
species.  Finally,  the  large-scale  linear  projects  such  as  1-15,  the  Union  Pacific  Railway,  and 
Desert  Xpress  would  occupy  a limited  acreage  of  habitat,  but  would  present  permanent  barriers 
to  wildlife  movement  between  different  parts  of  Ivanpah  Valley,  or  between  Ivanpah  Valley  and 
adjacent  areas.  The  large-scale  non-linear  projects,  such  as  the  solar  facilities  and  the 
Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport,  would  also  be  of  a scale  large-enough  to  affect  wildlife 
movement. 

Other  projects  in  the  area  have  had  a beneficial  impact  on  wildlife.  The  designation  of  ACECs, 
DWMAs,  Wilderness,  and  the  Mojave  National  Preserve,  including  the  expansion  of  the 
Ivanpah  DWMA  that  is  part  of  the  Proposed  Action,  would  effectively  protect  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  acres  from  future  development,  and  leave  these  lands  available  as  undisturbed 
wildlife  habitat  as  long  as  their  designations  remain  In  place.  The  22,000-acre  LSTS  in  Nevada, 
just  north  of  Primm,  has  both  a beneficial  effect  by  protecting  a large  area  from  development, 
but  an  adverse  impact  by  using  fencing  to  isolate  that  population  from  connectivity  with  other 
populations,  including  Ivanpah  Valley. 
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An  evaluation  of  current  and  potential  future  conditions  of  tortoise  habitat  in  the  Ivanpah 
Watershed  was  recently  developed  in  the  Regional  Assessment,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
(NatureServe  2012).  The  definition  of  the  Ivanpah  Watershed  used  for  this  study  corresponds 
to  the  southern  California  portion  of  the  overall  Ivanpah  Valley.  The  study  area  is  bounded  by 
Stateline  Pass,  Primm,  the  Lucy  Gray  Mountains,  and  the  McCullough  Range  on  the  north,  the 
New  York  Mountains  on  the  east  and  southeast,  Cima  Dome  on  the  south,  and  the  Ivanpah 
Mountains  and  Clark  Mountains  on  the  west.  This  study  used  modeling  tools  to  examine  the 
cumulative  effects  of  development  on  tortoise  habitat  quality  and  loss,  and  to  examine  the 
impact  of  development  on  habitat  connectivity.  The  study  approach  and  methodology  was 
developed  in  coordination  with  BLM.  NatureServe’s  Vista  software  was  used  to  perform 
quantitative  modeling  of  landscape  condition  under  current  conditions  and  a variety  of  potential 
future  scenarios.  The  models  were  used  to  estimate  the  ecological  integrity  of  tortoise  habitat 
by  calculating  a landscape  condition  index,  including  the  amount  of  habitat  that  meets  a 
specified  threshold  of  landscape  condition. 

Given  the  complexity  of  the  factors  used  in  the  models,  the  Regional  Assessment  did  not 
develop  a single  threshold  value  to  distinguish  between  “impacted”  and  “non-impacted”  lands 
areas.  Instead,  the  Regional  Assessment  evaluated  a range  of  habitat  condition  values 
between  0 and  1,  and  presented  results  for  lands  areas  with  a Landscape  Condition  of  0.7, 
0.75,  0.8,  and  0.85.  In  this  range,  the  average  condition  within  the  179,000  acre  Ivanpah 
Watershed  is  about  0.81.  For  reference,  areas  within  the  solar  footprints  and  other  excluded 
areas  were  assigned  a value  of  0.05,  and  areas  along  roadways  such  as  Nipton  Road  were 
assigned  a value  of  05.  The  acreage  within  the  Ivanpah  Watershed  that  meets  the  various 
evaluated  thresholds  is  presented  in  Table  4.22-7.  This  table  shows  that  more  than  92  percent 
of  the  Ivanpah  Watershed  meets  the  threshold  of  0.7,  with  approximately  71  percent  of  the 
acreage  being  at  or  above  the  average  condition  of  about  0.8. 


Table  4.22-7.  Current  Landscape  Conditions  for  Desert  Tortoise  Habitat  in  Ivanpah  Watershed 


Threshold  = 0.7 

Threshold  = 0.75 

Threshold  = 0.8 

Threshold  = 0.85 

Acres 

Percent  of 
Total 
Habitat 

Acres 

Percent  of 
Total 
Habitat 

Acres 

Percent  of 
Total 
Habitat 

Acres 

Percent  of 
Total 
Habitat 

Current 

Condition 

164,900 

92% 

155,600 

87% 

126,900 

71% 

62,700 

35% 

Source:  NatureServe  (2012) 


4.22.10.3  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Projects 

Table  4.1-1  provides  a list  of  current  and  reasonably  foreseeable  projects,  including  other 
proposed  or  approved  renewable  energy  projects;  various  BLM  authorized  actions/activities, 
proposed  or  approved  projects  within  the  County’s  jurisdiction,  and  other  actions/activities  that 
the  agencies  consider  reasonably  foreseeable.  Table  4.1-2  summarizes  the  cumulative 
projects  that  would  have  the  potential  to  combine  with  the  Proposed  Action  and  result  in 
cumulative  impacts  to  transportation  and  access.  Most  of  these  projects  have  either  undergone 
independent  environmental  review  pursuant  to  NEPA  and/or  CEQA,  or  will  do  so  prior  to 
approval.  Even  if  environmental  review  has  not  been  completed  for  the  cumulative  projects 
described  in  Table  4.1-2,  their  effects  were  considered  in  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis  in  the 
PA  and  EIS/EIR. 

Projects  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  Stateline  facility  that  could  result  potentially  adverse 
impacts  to  wildlife  resources  include  the  following: 
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• Ivanpah  SEGS 

• Calnev  Pipeline  Expansion 

• JPOE 

• Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport 

• First  Solar  Silver  State  Phase  2 

• Desert  Xpress 

• EITP 

Of  these  projects,  Ivanpah  SEGS  has  already  begun  construction,  and  the  project  area  has 
already  been  cleared  of  tortoises  and  fenced  to  exclude  tortoises  and  other  wildlife.  The 
Mountain  Pass  Lateral  natural  gas  pipeline  was  recently  completed,  and  one  adult  female 
tortoise  died.  The  pipeline  has  been  revegetated  and  the  right-of-way  is  fenced  to  exclude 
vehicles. 


4.22.10.4  Cumulative  Impact  Analysis 
Construction 

Potential  cumulative  impacts  associated  with  the  increase  in  vehicle  traffic  and  use  of  heavy 
equipment  would  include  an  increase  in  the  potential  for  wildlife/vehicle  collisions  during  the 
construction  of  the  proposed  project,  as  well  as  other  projects  being  constructed  concurrently 
with  the  proposed  project.  Each  project  would  individually  result  in  an  unquantifiable,  but 
probably  minor,  reduction  in  wildlife  populations.  However,  concurrent  construction  could 
provide  increased  threats  to  wildlife  populations.  For  instance,  the  concurrent  construction  of 
several  projects  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project,  including  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm, 
Ivanpah  SEGS,  JPOE,  and  Calnev  pipeline  would  result  in  an  increase  in  construction  traffic 
using  the  Yates  Well  Road  exit  from  1-15,  as  well  as  an  increase  in  heavy  construction 
equipment  being  used  in  the  area.  This  cumulative  increase  in  traffic  and  the  use  of  heavy 
equipment  would  likely  increase  the  potential  for  vehicle  strikes.  Each  of  the  cumulative 
projects  would  be  subject  to  mitigation  measures  similar  to  those  required  for  the  Proposed 
Action  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  For  the  Proposed  Action,  these  include 
measures  that  require  biological  oversight  of  project  activities,  worker  training,  speed  limits,  pre- 
construction clearance  surveys,  and  exclusion  fencing. 

An  increase  in  human  presence  during  concurrent  construction  of  the  projects  would  potentially 
increase  indirect  impacts  to  wildlife  species  resulting  from  human  presence,  noise,  and  light  in 
the  project  area.  Human  presence,  including  use  of  open  water  sources,  could  also  increase 
subsidies  to  predators.  Again,  because  many  of  the  projects  are  in  relatively  close  proximity  to 
each  other,  these  effects  could  be  additive.  For  species  avoiding  human  presence,  this  could 
result  in  wildlife  avoidance  over  a large  area.  For  species  attracted  by  human  presence,  it 
could  result  in  an  increase  in  the  number  of  predators,  and  therefore  increase  in  predation. 
Each  of  the  cumulative  projects  would  be  subject  to  mitigation  measures  similar  to  those 
required  for  the  Proposed  Action  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  For  the 
Proposed  Action,  these  include  measures  that  require  noise  and  lighting  limitations,  and 
measures  to  reduce  potential  attraction  of  predators. 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operations  and  maintenance  activities  for  each  of  the  cumulative  projects  would  involve  use  of 
vehicles  for  worker  commuting  and  general  maintenance.  However,  these  activities  are 
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expected  to  be  very  limited  for  each  of  the  projects.  For  the  solar  facilities,  the  operational 
areas  would  have  been  cleared  of  wildlife  to  the  extent  practicable,  and  exclusion  and  security 
fence  would  have  limited  the  potential  for  many  wildlife  species,  including  desert  tortoise  and 
large  mammals,  to  be  subject  to  vehicle  collision  within  the  project  area.  No  additional  clearing 
or  grading  activities  would  occur  during  operations  of  any  of  the  projects,  so  there  would  be  no 
additional  risk  of  encountering  burrows  or  nests.  The  potential  would  still  exist  for  wildlife  to  be 
involved  in  vehicle  collisions  on  the  project  access  roads,  or  during  maintenance  trips  for  the 
various  transmission  lines  and  pipelines.  Total  operational  employment  for  all  projects  near  the 
Yates  Well  Road  exit  would  be  fewer  than  20  persons,  resulting  in  very  limited  commuting 
traffic. 

Birds  and  bats  are  known  to  collide  with  communications  towers,  transmission  lines,  and  other 
elevated  structures.  The  cumulative  projects  in  the  area  include  numerous  existing  transmission 
lines,  EITP,  and  the  2.3  mile  long  gen-tie  line  associated  with  the  Project  Action.  These  lines 
could  cause  injury  and/or  mortality  as  a result  of  injuries  suffered  from  accidental  collision  or 
electrocution  with  power  lines  and  the  associated  structures.  Risk  would  be  further  reduced  as 
the  EITP  and  other  new  transmission  lines  and  poles  would  be  constructed  according  to 
standards  which  are  designed  to  be  avian-safe  in  accordance  with  the  Suggested  Practices  for 
Avian  Protection  on  Power  Lines:  the  State  of  the  Art  in  2006  (APLIC  38  2006).  However, 
collisions  and  electrocutions  would  still  occur  to  some  individuals  during  operations  of  these 
lines.  Due  to  a lack  of  current  data  on  eagle  mortalities  from  collision  and  electrocution  in  the 
project  area,  it  is  currently  unknown  to  what  extent  such  incidents  would  have  on  any  breeding 
population  of  golden  eagles  or  other  avian  species  in  the  area. 


Decommissioning 

In  general,  it  is  unlikely  that  decommissioning  activities  of  the  cumulative  projects  would  overlap 
with  each  other.  It  is  more  likely  that  decommissioning  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  occur 
while  other  projects  are  operating,  or  would  occur  after  other  projects  have  undergone 
decommissioning  on  their  own.  Similar  to  operations,  most  decommissioning  activities  would 
take  place  within  the  fenced  project  areas,  so  would  not  have  a high  potential  to  impact  wildlife 
species,  such  as  desert  tortoise  or  large  mammals,  which  are  excluded  by  the  fence.  It  is 
expected  that  the  impacts  during  decommissioning  would  be  similar  to  those  of  construction  of 
the  Proposed  Action,  but  would  be  reduced  because  most  activities  would  take  place  within  the 
exclusion  fence  or  disturbed  areas  for  those  projects  that  are  not  fenced.  All  mitigation 
measures  that  are  required  during  construction  of  the  Proposed  Action  to  avoid  or  minimize 
impacts  to  wildlife  resources  would  also  be  required  during  decommissioning  and  reclamation 
activities. 


Impacts  to  Special  Status  Wildlife  Species 

As  discussed  above,  wildlife  impacts  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  and  other  projects 
can  occur  as  a result  of  physical  project  activities  (vehicle  use,  emissions,  etc.),  or  from  the 
clearing  and  occupation  of  the  current  habitat  by  project  infrastructure.  Impacts  associated  with 
vehicle  traffic,  emissions,  and  other  factors  would  be  specifically  associated  with  each  project’s 
construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning  activities.  However,  clearing,  including  removal 
of  vegetation,  removal  of  tortoises  and  other  wildlife,  and  fencing  to  exclude  their  return,  would 
have  adverse  impacts  by  reducing  the  land  area  available  as  habitat  for  many  species,  and  by 
implementing  fencing  that  could  limit  connectivity  between  populations.  These  impacts  would 
occur  as  soon  as  construction  began,  and  would  continue  at  the  same  level  throughout  the 
remainder  of  the  construction,  operations,  and  decommissioning  phases  of  the  project. 
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Therefore,  these  impacts  would  not  be  specific  to  construction,  operations,  or 
decommissioning. 


Desert  Tortoise 

The  Proposed  Action  would  displace  approximately  40  adult  tortoises,  based  on  the  result  of 
the  Applicant’s  surveys.  Estimates  of  the  numbers  of  tortoises  displaced  by  other  projects  are 
more  difficult.  For  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  project,  the  most  recent  point  estimate  in  the  June  2011 
Biological  Opinion  (BO)  is  156  individuals.  Ivanpah  SEGS  relocated  75  adults  and  has  104 
juveniles  and  hatchlings  in  pens.  The  total  estimated  in  the  environmental  documents  for  other 
projects  includes  one  for  the  JPOE,  88  for  the  Silver  State  solar  projects,  and  4 for  EITP.  The 
Desert  Xpress  EIS  does  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the  number  of  individuals,  but  based  on  the 
estimate  of  1,269  acres  of  tortoise  habitat  to  be  disturbed  in  California  (not  all  in  Ivanpah 
Valley),  and  a conservative  estimate  of  15  individuals  per  square  mile,  this  project  could 
displace  up  to  30  adult  individuals.  The  Calnev  project  EIS  did  not  include  tortoise  surveys  in 
critical  habitat.  Again,  assuming  133  acres  within  tortoise  habitat  in  Ivanpah  Valley  and  15 
individuals  per  square  mile,  this  project  could  temporarily  displace  3 tortoises.  Therefore,  a 
rough  estimate  of  the  number  of  individuals  that  could  be  displaced  by  the  past,  present,  and 
future  projects  is  approximately  322  adult  individuals. 

The  total  number  of  tortoises  present  is  also  difficult  to  estimate.  As  reported  in  the  Regional 
Assessment  (NatureServe  2012),  the  USFWS  population  estimates  for  the  Ivanpah  Critical 
Habitat  Unit  ranged  from  2,622  to  16,301  for  the  period  from  2008  to  2010.  Because  the 
Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  Unit,  comprising  more  than  29,000  acres,  is  not  included  in  the  Critical 
Habitat  Unit,  the  total  estimate  for  Ivanpah  Valley  would  be  even  higher.  Therefore,  the 
estimate  of  322  individuals  represents  a maximum  of  approximately  12  percent  of  the  tortoises 
in  the  area.  The  actual  percentage  is  certainly  much  lower,  and  could  be  as  low  as  1 percent. 

If  the  Perimeter  Translocation  Site  is  selected , tortoises  translocated  into  that  area  could 
potentially  be  impacted  by  construction  of  the  Desert  Xpress  project,  which  will  pass  through 
that  area.  Measures  for  protection  of  those  tortoises  would  be  specific  in  the  Biological  Opinion 
for  that  project. 


Habitat  Loss 

The  acreage  of  the  development  projects  and  special  land  designations  which  would  contribute 
to  cumulative  wildlife  impacts  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  are  summarized  in  Table  4.22-8.  As  shown 
in  this  table,  a total  of  18,100  acres  within  the  area  would  be  adversely  impacted  by  past, 
current,  and  proposed  development  projects.  This  constitutes  approximately  10  percent  of  the 
total  tortoise  habitat  within  the  area.  However,  a large  percentage  of  the  remainder  is  currently, 
or  would  be,  protected  from  future  development  through  special  land  use  designations. 
Although  not  all  of  the  acreage  for  these  areas  presented  in  Table  4.22-8  is  tortoise  habitat  or 
within  Ivanpah  Valley,  the  total  acreage  of  habitat  in  the  vicinity  that  is  protected  from  future 
development  is  a minimum  of  314,000  acres.  Of  this,  the  entire  57, 646  acres  of  the  Ivanpah 
DWMA,  22,000  acres  of  the  LSTS,  and  a large  percentage  of  the  168,000  acres  of  the  Mojave 
National  Preserve  within  Ivanpah  Valley,  comprises  desert  tortoise  habitat.  Therefore,  upon 
implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action,  the  vast  majority  of  the  179,000  acres  of  the  tortoise 
habitat  in  the  Ivanpah  Watershed  would  be  protected  from  future  development. 
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Table  4.22-8.  Acreage  Associated  with  Cumulative  Projects 


Project 

Acreage  of  Habitat  Affected 

Development  Projects 

Stateline  Proposed  Action 

2,143 

Ivanpah  SEGS 

3,471 

Desert  Xpress 

1,269 

Calnev  Pipeline 

133 

Mountain  Pass  Lateral 

104 

JPOE 

133 

EITP 

480 

Southern  Nevada  Supplemental 
Airport 

7,400 

Silver  State  Solar 

2,967 

Total  Habitat  Acreage  Impacted 

18,100 

Special  Designation  Areas 

Large-Scale  Translocation  Site 

22,000 

Clark  Mountain  ACEC 

4,234 

Ivanpah  DWMA 

57.646 

Stateline  Wilderness 

7,000 

Mojave  National  Preserve 

168,758  (acreage  in  Ivanpah 
Valley,  not  all  habitat) 

Total  Habitat  Acreage  Protected 

259.638 

The  Regional  Assessment  (NatureServe  2012)  evaluated  the  acreage  of  the  ecological  system 
that  is  compatible  with  current  and  proposed  infrastructure  in  order  to  determine  the  magnitude 
of  the  impact  of  development  on  tortoise  habitat.  These  results  are  shown  in  Table  4.22-9. 
Although  the  Regional  Assessment  evaluated  impacts  to  numerous  different  vegetation 
communities,  Table  4.22-9  focuses  on  the  creosote  bush-white  bursage  scrub,  since  it  is  the 
preferred  vegetative  cover  for  tortoises,  and  is  the  predominant  vegetation  community  affected 
by  the  Proposed  Action.  The  analysis  shows  that  the  past  and  current  projects  have  already 
affected  approximately  10  percent  of  the  creosote  bush-white  bursage  scrub  community  within 
Ivanpah  Valley.  Implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  impact  an  additional  5 percent  of 
this  community.  These  impacts,  from  both  the  current  and  future  projects,  would  be  adverse 
and  long-term  impacts  to  tortoise  habitat. 
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Table  4.22-9.  Acreage  of  Ecological  Systems  Compatible  with  Current  and  Proposed  Infrastructure 


Habitat 

Type 

Total  in 
Ivanpah 
Watershed 

Current  Conditions 

Alternative  1 , with 
Cumulative  Projects 

Alternative  2,  with 
Cumulative  projects 

Acres 

Acres 

Percent  of 
Total 
Habitat 

Acres 

Percent  of 
Total 
Habitat 

Acres 

Percent  of 
Total 
Habitat 

Desert 

Tortoise 

Habitat 

(USGS 

Model) 

171,401 

165,057 

96% 

161,646 

94% 

161,568 

94% 

Creosote 

Bush- 

White 

Bursage 

Scrub 

40,221 

36,200 

90% 

34,298 

85% 

34,766 

86% 

Source:  NatureServe  (2012) 


Impacts  to  Tortoise  Connectivity 

The  Regional  Assessment  also  evaluated  potential  impacts  associated  with  connectivity  related 
to  the  Proposed  Action  and  other  projects.  Several  studies  have  documented  the  impact  of 
development  in  Ivanpah  Valley  on  connectivity.  As  already  discussed,  the  Northern  Ivanpah 
Valley  Unit  was  not  included  within  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  at  the  time  of  the  NEMO  Plan 
amendment  because  it  is  separated  from  other  desert  tortoise  populations  by  1-15  and  Ivanpah 
Dry  Lake  to  the  east,  and  the  Clark  Mountains  to  the  west  (BLM  2002).  Also,  as  documented  in 
the  Regional  Assessment,  the  development  of  Primm  and  fencing  of  the  LSTS  have  effectively 
removed  any  former  connectivity  that  occurred  between  the  California  and  Nevada  sections  of 
Ivanpah  Valley.  Removal  of  the  fencing  around  the  LSTS  in  Nevada  west  of  1-15,  which  is 
planned  for  the  future,  will  improve  connectivity  between  and  among  desert  tortoise 
populations.  The  current  condition  assessment  shows  potential  connectivity  over  Stateline  Pass 
to  the  north,  between  California  and  Nevada  on  the  east  side  of  Primm  along  the  west  edge  of 
the  Lucy  Gray  Mountains,  and  at  the  southern  end  of  the  valley  through  Cima  Dome.  The  study 
confirmed  that  there  was  likely  to  be  no  effective  connectivity  through  Primm,  or  through 
Mountain  Pass. 

The  Regional  Assessment  concluded  that  the  footprints  of  the  proposed  Stateline  project 
(Alternative  B in  the  Regional  Assessment,  Alternative  1 in  the  PA  and  EIS/EIR)  and  the 
evaluated  alternative  (Alternative  D in  the  Regional  Assessment  and  Alternative  2 in  this  PA 
and  EIS/EIR)  would  not  overlap  with  any  potential  connections  in  or  out  of  the  watershed. 
However,  all  evaluated  alternatives  would  reduce  the  width  of  useable  habitat  by  desert  tortoise. 
Because  tortoise  connectivity  is  based  on  a continuous  occupied  habitat  model,  and  not  by  a 
metapopulation  dynamic  model,  the  reduction  of  continuous  habitat  is  anticipated  to  reduce 
demographic  support  and  ultimately  population  connectivity,  both  within  this  Northern  Unit  and 
across  the  Ivanpah  Valley.  Although  cumulative  projects  have  impacted  connectivity  in  Ivanpah 
Valley,  the  Proposed  Action  would  minimally  contribute  to  a further  reduction  in  regional 
connectivity. 
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Banded  Gila  Monster 

Gila  monsters  were  not  detected  during  field  surveys,  but  suitable  habitat  exists  within  the 
project  site  (First  Solar  2013e).  There  are  no  known  reports  of  gila  monsters  on  the  other  sites. 
Based  on  the  low  probability  of  occurrence  in  the  area,  there  would  likely  be  no  cumulative 
impacts  on  the  banded  Gila  monster. 


Golden  Eagle 

All  of  the  cumulative  projects,  including  the  Proposed  Action,  occur  within  the  distribution  range 
of  golden  eagles.  Although  none  of  the  projects  are  within  potential  nesting  habitat  (e.g., 
exposed  rocky  outcrops),  each  project  is  located  within  foraging  distance  from  the  identified 
nests. 

The  cumulative  affect  of  the  projects  would  be  to  remove  vegetation,  resulting  in  the  long-term 
reduction  of  potential  foraging  habitat.  As  shown  in  Table  4.22-8 , the  cumulative  projects  could 
result  in  temporary  or  long-term  disturbance  of  18,000  acres  of  foraging  habitat.  Each  project 
would  also  result  in  an  incremental  increase  in  noise  and  human  presence,  and  these  could 
cause  an  indirect  impact  to  golden  eagles.  The  projects  also  include  several  existing 
transmission  lines,  the  new  EITP,  and  the  Proposed  Action’s  2.3  mile  long  gen-tie  transmission 
line,  which  would  present  potential  collision  hazards. 

Each  of  the  cumulative  projects  would  be  subject  to  mitigation  measures  similar  to  those 
required  for  the  Proposed  Action  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  For  the 
Proposed  Action,  these  include  measures  that  would  require  avoidance  of  nesting  birds  and 
development  of  a Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy,  which  would  include  an  Eagle 
Conservation  Plan. 


Burrowing  Owl 

All  of  the  cumulative  projects,  including  the  Proposed  Action,  occur  within  the  distribution  range 
of  burrowing  owls.  Burrowing  owls  have  been  observed  within  the  vicinity  of  the  project  area 
and  those  of  the  other  cumulative  projects.  If  present,  cumulative  impacts  to  the  burrowing  owl 
would  be  the  same  as  discussed  above  for  golden  eagles,  except  that  burrowing  owls  may  nest 
in  the  cresoste-bursage  habitat,  not  in  the  rocky  cliffs.  As  shown  in  Table  4.22-8,  the  cumulative 
projects  could  result  in  temporary  or  long-term  disturbance  of  18, 000  acres  of  breeding  and 
foraging  habitat.  Each  project  would  also  result  in  an  incremental  increase  in  noise  and  human 
presence,  and  these  could  cause  an  indirect  impact  to  burrowing  owls.  The  projects  also 
include  several  existing  transmission  lines,  the  new  EITP,  and  the  Proposed  Action’s  2.3  mile 
long  gen-tie  transmission  line,  which  would  present  potential  collision  hazards. 

Each  of  the  cumulative  projects  would  be  subject  to  mitigation  measures  similar  to  those 
required  for  the  Proposed  Action  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  For  the 
Proposed  Action,  these  include  measures  that  would  require  avoidance  of  nesting  birds, 
development  of  a Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy,  and  seasonal  vegetation  removal 
restrictions. 


Northern  Harrier 

There  are  no  formal  survey  protocols  for  the  northern  harrier;  however,  observations  of  northern 
harriers  were  recorded  during  surveys  for  other  species  between  2008  and  2012,  and  during 
seasonal  avian  point  counts  since  2010.  One  individual  was  observed  outside  the  Study  Area 
(First  Solar  2013e).  Nesting  habitat  within  the  Study  Area  is  limited. 
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If  present,  cumulative  impacts  to  the  northern  harrier  would  be  the  loss  of  foraging  habitat  in  the 
winter  and  during  migration. 


Prairie  Falcon 

Prairie  falcons  were  observed  within  the  Study  Area  in  2008  and  2010;  however,  nesting  habitat 
does  not  exist  within  the  Study  Area.  As  reported  in  the  EIS  for  the  Silver  State  project,  the 
prairie  falcon  has  been  reported  to  be  present  in  the  McCullough  Range,  but  there  are  no 
records  of  the  species  breeding  in  the  area  (Floyd  and  others  2007).  If  present,  cumulative 
impacts  to  the  migrating  and  foraging  falcons  would  be  the  same  as  discussed  above  for 
golden  eagles.  As  shown  in  Table  4.22-8 . the  cumulative  projects  could  result  in  temporary  or 
long-term  disturbance  of  18,000  acres  of  foraging  habitat.  Each  project  would  also  result  in  an 
incremental  increase  in  noise  and  human  presence,  and  these  could  cause  an  indirect  impact 
to  the  prairie  falcon.  The  projects  also  include  several  existing  transmission  lines,  the  new  EITP, 
and  the  Proposed  Action’s  2.3  mile  long  gen-tie  transmission  line,  which  would  present  potential 
collision  hazards. 

Each  of  the  cumulative  projects  would  be  subject  to  mitigation  measures  similar  to  those 
required  for  the  Proposed  Action  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  For  the 
Proposed  Action,  these  include  measures  that  would  require  avoidance  of  nesting  birds, 
development  of  a Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy,  and  seasonal  vegetation  removal 
restrictions. 


Loggerhead  Shrike,  Bendire’s  Thrasher,  Crissal  Thrasher,  and  Le  Conte’s  Thrasher 

Loggerhead  shrike  and  Le  Conte’s  thrasher  were  observed  within  the  Study  Area  during 
surveys  and  suitable  nesting  and  foraging  habitat  was  identified.  Bendire’s  thrasher  and  Crissal 
thrasher  were  not  identified  during  surveys,  but  potential  nesting  habitat  exists  within  the  site.  If 
present,  cumulative  impacts  to  these  species  would  be  the  same  as  discussed  above  for  golden 
eagles,  except  the  thrashers  and  shrike  do  not  nest  on  rocky  cliffs.  As  shown  in  Table  4.22-8, 
the  cumulative  projects  could  result  in  temporary  or  long-term  disturbance  of  18, 000  acres  of 
potential  nesting  habitat.  Each  project  would  also  result  in  an  incremental  increase  in  noise  and 
human  presence,  and  these  could  cause  an  indirect  impact  to  these  species.  The  projects  also 
include  several  existing  transmission  lines,  the  new  EITP,  and  the  Proposed  Action’s  2.3  mile 
long  gen-tie  transmission  line,  which  would  present  potential  collision  hazards. 

Each  of  the  cumulative  projects  would  be  subject  to  mitigation  measures  similar  to  those 
required  for  the  Proposed  Action  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  For  the 
Proposed  Action,  these  include  measures  that  would  require  avoidance  of  nesting  birds, 
development  of  a Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy,  and  seasonal  vegetation  removal 
restrictions. 


Nelson’s  Bighorn  Sheep 

In  general,  bighorn  sheep  primarily  occupy  mountainous  terrain  for  habitat,  using  alluvial  fans 
and  washes  as  seasonal  foraging  habitat  and  mountain  valleys  as  movement  corridors  between 
mountain  ranges.  Nelson’s  bighorn  sheep  are  known  to  occur  in  the  nearby  Clark  Mountains, 
and  could  potentially  use  the  project  areas  on  the  alluvial  fans  as  foraging  habitat  and  possibly 
as  a migratory  corridor  (Jaeger  1994).  If  present,  the  cumulative  projects  could  reduce  the 
availability  of  seasonal  forage  for  Nelson’s  bighorn  sheep,  though  the  total  project  areas 
represent  a small  fraction  of  the  total  available  habitat.  The  project  would  result  in  temporary  or 
long-term  disturbance  of  18,000  acres  of  potential  seasonal  foraging  habitat.  Also,  fencing  of 
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the  project  areas  would  narrow  the  width  of  potential  movement  corridors  between  Clark 
Mountain  and  the  Stateline  Hills,  and  increased  human  presence  could  increase  stress  to 
bighorn  sheep,  from  dust  and  human  activity.  Overall,  no  known  important  desert  bighorn 
sheep  movement  corridors  or  seasonal  habitats  would  be  directly  impacted  from  the  Proposed 
Action  or  any  of  the  other  cumulative  projects.  Therefore,  cumulative  impacts  to  desert  bighorn 
sheep  populations  are  expected  to  be  low. 


American  Badger 

American  badgers  were  not  detected  within  the  Stateline  project  area,  but  suitable  habitat 
exists.  Additionally,  badgers  have  been  observed  adjacent  to  the  project  area  on  the  Ivanpah 
SEGS  site.  If  present,  the  cumulative  projects  could  reduce  the  availability  of  habitat  through 
the  temporary  or  long-term  disturbance  of  18, 000  acres  of  vegetation.  Construction  activities 
could  kill  or  injure  American  badgers  by  crushing  with  heavy  equipment,  or  could  bury  them 
within  a den,  particularly  since  badgers  are  nocturnal  and  undergo  torpor  in  winter  months. 
Construction  activities  could  also  result  in  disturbance  or  harassment  of  individuals. 

Each  of  the  cumulative  projects  would  be  subject  to  mitigation  measures  similar  to  those 
required  for  the  Proposed  Action  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  For  the 
Proposed  Action,  these  include  measures  that  would  require  biological  monitoring  and  worker 
training.  These  measures  would  reduce  the  potential  for  the  cumulative  projects  to  have  direct 
impacts  to  the  American  badger. 


Special  Status  Bat  Species 

A bat  habitat  assessment  and  surveys  performed  in  2010  and  2011  within  the  Stateline  project 
area  (Brown  2011;  First  Solar  2013e)  identified  suitable  habitat  for  several  bat  species, 
including  pallid  bats,  western  pipistrelles,  and  California  leaf-nosed  bats.  No  roost  sites  were 
located  within  the  area,  but  general  areas  that  may  serve  as  potential  roosts  and  foraging  sites 
were  identified.  The  environmental  analyses  of  the  other  cumulative  had  similar  findings. 

The  cumulative  projects  could  reduce  the  availability  of  foraging  habitat  through  the  temporary 
or  long-term  disturbance  of  18,000  acres  of  vegetation  in  the  area.  Construction  impacts  to 
special  status  bats  would  be  comparable  to  construction  impacts  for  other  avian  species, 
including  potential  vehicle  strikes  and  loss  of  habitat.  Operational  impacts  to  these  bat  species 
would  include  loss  of  foraging  and  roosting  habitat;  collision  with  communications  towers, 
transmission  lines,  and  other  elevated  structures;  attraction  to  nighttime  lighting;  increased 
dust;  increased  noise  and  increased  human  activity  that  disrupts  normal  behavior;  hazards 
within  movement  corridors,  hampering  normal  movement  between  foraging  habitat  and  water 
sources;  and  habitat  fragmentation.  Each  of  these  impacts  associated  with  the  Proposed 
Action  would  potentially  be  exacerbated  through  the  concurrent  construction  and  operation  of 
several  other  projects  in  the  area. 

Each  of  the  cumulative  projects  would  be  subject  to  mitigation  measures  similar  to  those 
required  for  the  Proposed  Action  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  For  the 
Proposed  Action,  these  include  measures  that  would  require  biological  monitoring,  and 
development  of  a Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy. 


Modify  Boundary  of  Ivanpah  DWMA 

As  discussed  with  respect  to  Table  4,22-8  above,  BLM  and  other  Federal  actions  have  resulted 
in  designations  of  large  areas  for  conservation  purposes,  including  desert  tortoise  protection. 
The  combined  acreage  of  the  various  ACECs,  DWMAs,  Mojave  National  Preserve,  and 
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Wilderness  areas  in  the  Ivanpah  Watershed  totals  more  than  259,000  acres.  Modification  of 
the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  add  an  additional  23,000  acres,  or  about  8 
percent,  to  the  land  area  currently  designated  for  conservation  of  wildlife.  Therefore,  the  action 
of  modifying  the  DWMA  boundary  would  have  a beneficial  impact  on  wildlife  resources, 
including  the  special  status  wildlife  species  identified  in  the  areas  of  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternatives. 


4.22.10.5  CEQA  Significance  Determinations 
Wild-1 

A total  of  16  special  status  wildlife  species  (desert  tortoise,  banded  Gila  monster,  golden  eagle, 
burrowing  owl,  northern  harrier,  prairie  falcon,  loggerhead  shrike,  Bendire’s  thrasher,  crissal 
thrasher,  Le  Conte’s  thrasher,  Nelson’s  bighorn  sheep,  American  badger,  pallid  bat, 
Townsend’s  big-eared  bat,  and  small-footed  myotis)  are  potentially  present  in  the  area  of  the 
proposed  Stateline  facility  and  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  projects. 
Potential  cumulative  impacts  to  these  species  include  mortality  and  injury  to  individuals  from 
ground  clearing  and  use  of  heavy  equipment  and  vehicles.  For  instance,  the  concurrent 
construction,  operation,  and  decommissioning  activities  of  several  projects  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
proposed  project,  including  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm,  Ivanpah  SEGS,  JPOE,  EITP,  Calnev 
pipeline,  and  Mountain  Pass  Lateral  project  would  result  in  an  increase  in  traffic  using  the  Yates 
Well  Road  exit  from  1-15,  as  well  as  an  increase  in  heavy  construction  equipment  being  used  in 
the  area.  This  cumulative  increase  in  traffic  and  the  use  of  heavy  equipment  would  likely 
increase  the  potential  for  vehicle  strikes  to  individuals.  An  increase  in  human  presence  during 
concurrent  construction,  operation,  and  decommissioning  of  the  projects  would  also  potentially 
increase  indirect  impacts  to  individuals  resulting  from  human  presence,  noise,  and  light  in  the 
project  area.  Human  presence,  including  use  of  open  water  sources,  could  also  increase 
subsidies  to  predators.  Again,  because  many  of  the  projects  are  in  relatively  close  proximity  to 
each  other,  these  effects  could  be  additive.  For  species  avoiding  human  presence,  this  could 
result  in  wildlife  avoidance  over  a large  area.  For  species  attracted  by  human  presence,  it 
could  result  in  an  increase  in  the  number  of  predators,  and  therefore  increase  in  predation. 

The  total  number  of  individuals  of  these  species  that  would  be  impacted  can  only  be  estimated 
for  the  desert  tortoise.  It  is  estimated  that  implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  other 
projects  could  displace  up  to  322  individuals  out  of  a total  population  numbering  at  least  2,600. 
In  addition,  because  the  Proposed  Action  of  modifying  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA 
would  likely  preclude  any  other  future  large-scale  development  in  the  area,  the  number  or 
tortoises  to  be  directly  impacted  by  development  projects  in  the  Valley  is  not  likely  to  exceed 
this  current  estimate. 

The  other  special  status  species  evaluated  are  either  likely  not  present  on  the  project  site  (gila 
monster,  bighorn  sheep,  and  badger),  or  are  highly  mobile  species  (birds  and  bats)  that  would 
likely  not  be  impacted  except  by  avoidance  of  the  project  areas.  Therefore,  the  numbers  of 
individuals  of  these  species  that  would  be  impacted  cannot  be  determined.  Because  operations 
and  decommissioning  activities  would  occur  within  the  same  project  footprint,  these  activities 
would  likely  not  directly  impact  any  additional  special  status  wildlife  species. 

Each  of  the  cumulative  projects  would  be  subject  to  mitigation  measures  similar  to  those 
required  for  the  Proposed  Action  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources.  For  the  desert 
tortoise,  these  include  measures  that  require  biological  oversight  of  project  activities,  worker 
training,  speed  limits,  pre-construction  clearance  surveys,  exclusion  fencing,  noise  and  lighting 
limitations,  and  measures  to  reduce  potential  attraction  of  predators.  Implementation  of  these 
measures  for  the  proposed  project,  and  similar  measures  that  would  be  required  for  future 
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projects  would  ensure  that  there  would  no  cumulative  effect.  Impacts  of  the  proposed  project 
would  not  be  cumulatively  considerable. 

Similarly,  mitigation  measures  for  bird  and  bat  species  would  be  applied  for  all  projects,  and 
would  include  measures  that  would  require  avoidance  of  nesting  birds  and  development  of  a 
Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy.  With  implementation  of  these  measures,  there  would  be 
no  cumulative  effect,  and  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  would  not  be  cumulatively 
considerable. 


Wild-2 

The  acreage  of  the  development  projects  and  special  land  designations  which  would  contribute 
to  cumulative  effects  to  habitat  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  are  summarized  above  in  Table  4.22-8. 
As  shown  in  this  table,  a cumulative  total  of  18,100  acres  of  habitat  within  the  area  would  be 
adversely  impacted  by  past,  current,  and  proposed  development  projects.  This  constitutes 
approximately  10  percent  of  the  total  habitat  within  the  area.  However,  a large  percentage  of 
the  remainder  is  currently,  or  would  be,  protected  from  future  development  through  their  special 
land  use  designations.  Although  not  all  of  the  acreage  for  these  areas  presented  in  Table  4.22- 
8 is  tortoise  habitat  or  within  Ivanpah  Valley,  the  total  acreage  of  habitat  in  the  vicinity  that  is 
protected  from  future  development  is  a minimum  of  314,000  acres.  Of  this,  the  entire  57, 646 
acres  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA,  22,000  acres  of  the  LSTS,  and  a large  percentage  of  the  168,000 
acres  of  the  Mojave  National  Preserve  within  Ivanpah  Valley,  comprises  desert  tortoise  habitat. 
Therefore,  upon  implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action,  the  vast  majority  of  the  179,000  acres 
of  the  tortoise  habitat  in  the  Ivanpah  Watershed  would  be  protected  from  future  development. 

Because  the  combination  of  these  actions  would  limit  the  cumulative  effect  to  approximately  10 
percent  of  the  habitat  in  the  area,  and  special  designations  for  wildlife  habitat  would  preclude 
future  development  on  the  majority  of  the  remainder  of  the  habitat,  the  cumulative  effect  would 
be  less  than  significant.  The  contribution  of  the  proposed  project  to  the  effect  would  not  be 
cumulatively  considerable. 

The  Regional  Assessment  (NatureServe  2012)  evaluated  the  cumulative  effect  of  all  past, 
present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  on  connectivity  between  tortoise  populations  in 
the  Ivanpah  Watershed  and  areas  outside  of  the  Valley.  The  Regional  Assessment  concluded 
that  connectivity  had  been  impacted  by  the  development  of  1-15,  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad,  and 
the  development  of  Primm,  as  well  as  the  fencing  of  the  LSTS  north  of  Primm.  Therefore,  there 
has  been  a cumulative  effect  on  connectivity  in  the  area.  However,  the  proposed  project  would 
not  affect  any  of  the  previous  or  remaining  connection  corridors.  Therefore,  the  contribution  of 
the  proposed  project  to  habitat  connectivity  would  not  be  cumulatively  considerable. 


4.22.10.6  Cumulative  Impacts  from  Alternatives 
Alternative  2:  2,385  Ac  Alternative 

Potential  impacts  to  wildlife  resources  under  Alternative  2 would  be  approximately  the  same  as 
those  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts  associated  with 
Alternative  2 would  be  the  same  as  those  described  above  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Revised  Alternative  3:  1,685  Ac  Alternative 

Potential  impacts  to  wildlife  resources  under  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  approximately  the 
same  as  that  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts 


November  2013 


4.22-53 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.22  Wildlife  Resources 


associated  with  Revised  Alternative  3 would  be  the  same  as  those  described  above  for  the 
Proposed  Action. 


Alternative  4:  Reduced  Acreage  Alternative 

Potential  impacts  to  wildlife  resources  under  Alternative  4 would  be  reduced  from  those 
associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts  associated  with 
Alternative  4 would  be  reduced  from  those  described  above  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Alternative  5:  No  Action  Alternative 

Alternative  5,  the  No  Action  Alternative,  would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts  to  wildlife 
resources.  This  alternative  would  not  have  the  beneficial  impact  of  protecting  an  additional 
23,000  acres  to  the  land  area  already  protected  from  development  in  the  area. 


Alternative  6:  No  Project,  Exclude  Solar  Alternative 

By  denying  the  solar  energy  application,  Alternative  6 would  allow  existing  land  uses  to  continue 
on  the  project  site  as  they  are  today.  Therefore,  this  alternative  would  not  contribute  to  wildlife 
resource  impacts  associated  with  the  removal  of  the  2,143  acre  Proposed  Action  footprint. 
However,  by  excluding  the  proposed  facility  area  from  future  solar  development,  Alternative  6 
would  contribute  incrementally  to  the  reduction  in  the  amount  of  land  area  available  for 
renewable  energy  development,  thereby  eliminating  the  possibility  that  another  solar  project 
would  select  that  location  and  subsequently  impact  wildlife  resources  in  those  locations. 


Alternative  7:  No  Project,  Approve  Solar  Alternative 

By  denying  the  solar  energy  application,  Alternative  7 would  allow  existing  land  uses  to  continue 
on  the  project  site  as  they  are  today.  In  addition,  Alternative  7 would  not  include  any 
management  actions  that  restrict  future  uses  of  the  site.  Therefore,  Alternative  7 would  not 
contribute  to  cumulative  impacts  to  wildlife  resources. 

4.22.11  Mitigation  Measures 
4.22.11.1  Applicant-Proposed  Measures 

The  Applicant  has  designed  the  construction  and  operation  of  the  Proposed  Action  to 
incorporate  a variety  of  mitigation  and  minimization  measures  to  minimize  impacts  on  all 
terrestrial  special-status  species.  These  APMs  are  specified  in  the  Applicant’s  Plan  of 
Development  (First  Solar  2011),  as  well  as  a variety  of  management  plans  and  technical 
reports.  A summary  of  the  measures  pertinent  to  the  protection  of  wildlife  resources,  as  well  as 
measures  associated  with  other  resources,  is  as  follows: 


Desert  Tortoise 

APM-Wild-1:  The  Project  would  adopt  the  applicable  desert  tortoise  protection  measures 
prescribed  by  the  NEMO  Plan,  and  applicable  measures  adapted  to  the  Project  from  the  BMPs 
and  mitigation  measures  prescribed  for  renewable  energy  projects  on  public  land. 
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APM-Wild-2:  Desert  tortoise  relocation  would  occur  as  described  in  the  Project  BO,  Incidental 
Take  Permit,  and  associated  CDFW  permitting,  and  would  also  be  discussed  in  the  Project 
Desert  Tortoise  Translocation  Plan.  Unavoidable  impacts  to  desert  tortoise  habitat  would  be 
mitigated  by  habitat  replacement  at  a ratio  indicated  in  the  Project  EIS  and  as  determined 
through  the  formal  consultation  process. 


APM-Wild-3:  The  perimeter  fence  will  include  tortoise  exclusion  fencing  as  appropriate  to 
project  mitigation  measures,  to  prevent  desert  tortoises  from  entering  the  Proposed  Solar  Farm. 
The  fence  will  be  installed  prior  to  pre-construction  clearance  surveys. 


Noxious  Weeds 

APM-Wild-4:  The  Applicant  will  implement  their  Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan  provided  in 
support  of  the  Project  EIS.  This  Plan  would  be  implemented  during  all  Project  phases. 


Birds  and  Bats 

APM-Wild-5:  The  applicant  would  implement  conservation  measures  during  construction  as 
defined  in  their  Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy  (First  Solar  201 2g).  These  measures  are: 

1.  Vegetation  clearing  and  grading  would  be  avoided  wherever  possible. 

2.  Vegetation  clearing  would  be  conducted  outside  of  the  bird  breeding  season  to  the 
extent  practicable.  When  vegetation  clearing  during  breeding  season  cannot  be 
avoided,  the  applicant  would  communicate  the  rationale  to  BLM , USFWS , and  CDFW. 
If  this  occurred,  the  Lead  Bird  Biologist  or  their  designee  would  oversee  construction  to 
locate  active  nests,  establish  exclusion  zones,  and,  if  necessary,  stop  construction 
activities  that  disturb  an  active  nest. 

3.  Exclusion  zones  would  be  established  around  active  nests,  areas  of  high  levels  of  bat 
and  bird  use,  and  known  bat  roosts.  Clearance  surveys  would  be  conducted  within  30 
days  prior  to  vegetation  removal,  and  exclusion  zones  established  and  monitored. 
Exclusion  zones  would  be  established  200  feet  from  active  nests  for  passerines,  500 
feet  from  an  active  raptor  nest,  two  miles  from  any  active  eagle  nest,  and  250  feet  from 
any  active  burrowing  owl  nests.  Exclusion  distances  for  bat  roosts  sites,  maternity 
colonies,  or  hibernacula  would  be  established  by  the  Lead  Biologist  depending  on 
disturbance  type,  time  of  year,  and  duration  of  disturbance,  but  would  be  a minimum  of 
165  feet. 

4.  Worker  Environmental  Awareness  Plan  training  would  include  bird  nest  and  bat  colony 
avoidance,  including  identification  of  and  compliance  with  exclusion  zones. 

5.  The  project  would  follow  APLIC  guidance  for  overhead  utilities. 

6.  Construction  activities  would  be  conducted  in  a manner  to  reduce  potential  fire  hazards. 

7.  Trash  would  be  removed  and  disposed  promptly  to  avoid  attracting  birds  and  bats. 

8.  The  applicant  would  implement  their  Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan  to  reduce  the 
risk  of  introducing  or  spreading  invasive  plant  species. 

9.  Re-vegetation  would  be  done  using  only  native  plants. 


The  applicant  would  also  implement  conservation  measures  during  operations  as  defined  in 
their  Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy  (First  Solar  201 2g).  These  measures  are: 
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1.  The  applicant  would  avoid  creating  or  maintaining  features  that  would  attract  birds  or 
bats.  Road  kills  would  be  removed  and  disposed  to  avoid  attracting  scavengers , 
vegetation  around  substations  would  be  removed  to  reduce  raptor  foraging,  and  no 
open  water  sources  would  remain  on-site  during  operations. 

2.  Lighting  would  be  designed  to  use  the  minimum  necessary  for  safety  and  security. 


Also  during  operations,  the  applicant  would  conduct  avian  monitoring  and  reporting,  as 
described  in  Section  5 of  their  Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy  ( First  Solar  2012g).  The 
monitoring  program  would  continue  for  a minimum  of  three  years  following  completion  of 
construction , and  would  be  extended  if  specific  mortality  level  triggers  are  reached,  or  in  the 
event  of  a take  of  a listed  species  or  eagle.  Monitoring  would  include  next  surveys,  seasonal 
point  counts , and  mortality  studies. 


Dust  Control 

APM-Wild-6:  The  Applicant’s  Dust  Control  Plan  will  be  implemented  in  accordance  with  Mojave 
Desert  Air  Quality  Management  District  requirements  prior  to  construction.  The  plan  will  detail 
control  measures  to  reduce  fugitive  emissions  from  construction  and  operational  activities, 
including  but  not  limited  to  watering  of  unpaved  roads  and  other  disturbed  surface  areas, 
vehicle  speed  limits,  windbreaks,  transport  container  covers,  and  cleaning  and  maintenance 
procedures. 


Lighting 

APM-Wild-7:  The  level  and  intensity  of  lighting  would  be  the  minimum  needed  for  security  and 
safety  reasons.  These  lights  would  be  turned  on  either  by  a local  switch  or  by  motion  sensors 
that  would  be  triggered  by  movement  at  a human’s  height  during  maintenance  or  emergency 
activities.  Lights  used  for  a particular  operation  would  be  extinguished  once  that  operation  has 
been  completed,  providing  they  are  not  required  for  ongoing  safety  or  security  purposes.  There 
would  be  no  lights  around  the  Project  perimeter  in  order  to  minimize  the  Project’s  visual  impact 
on  surrounding  receptors  and  roads.  Sensors  on  the  security  fencing  would  alert  security 
personnel  of  possible  intruders.  Exterior  lights  would  be  shielded  and  focused  downward  and 
toward  the  interior  of  the  site  to  minimize  lighting  impacts  to  the  night  sky  and  to  neighboring 
areas. 


Waste 

APM-Wild-8:  Chemicals  would  be  stored  in  appropriate  chemical  storage  facilities.  Bulk 
chemicals  are  not  expected  to  be  used  on  site.  Most  other  chemicals  would  be  stored  in  smaller 
returnable  delivery  containers.  All  chemical  storage  areas  would  be  designed  to  contain  leaks 
and  spills  in  containment  areas  or  containment  plans.  Appropriate  spill  containment  and  clean- 
up kits  would  be  kept  on  site  during  construction  and  maintained  during  the  operation  of  the 
Project.  Construction  wastes  would  be  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  local,  state  and  Federal 
regulations.  Damaged  or  retired  modules  would  be  returned  to  First  Solar’s  manufacturing 
facility  in  Ohio,  where  they  would  be  recycled  into  new  modules  or  other  new  products. 


APM-Wild-9:  Bulk  fuel  containers  would  be  stored  in  secondary  containment  to  catch  any 
potential  fuel  spills.  Waste  lubricating  oil  would  be  recovered  and  recycled  by  a waste  oil 
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recycling  contractor.  Spilled  petroleum  hydrocarbon  wastes  would  be  collected  and  transported 
to  an  off-site  disposal  facility  authorized  to  accept  the  wastes. 


APM-Wild-10:  Solid  wastes  generated  by  the  Project  would  be  temporarily  stored  in  wind-  and 
wildlife-secure  containers  on  site  and  then  transported  to  an  off-site  disposal  facility  authorized 
to  accept  the  wastes. 


Noise 

APM-Wild-11:  Construction  activities  would  typically  be  limited  to  daytime  hours,  thereby 
minimizing  nighttime  noise  disturbance.  Construction  activities  that  must  be  conducted  at  night 
for  safety  reasons  would  comply  with  San  Bernardino  County  standards  for  construction  noise 
levels. 


4.22.1 1 .2  Mitigation  Measures  Specified  for  Other  Resources 

In  addition  to  the  Applicant-Proposed  Measures,  the  following  measures  specified  for  other 
resources  within  this  PA  and  EIS/EIR  would  be  required  by  BLM  as  conditions  of  the  ROW 
grant.  Although  specified  for  other  resources,  each  of  the  following  measures  would  contribute 
to  protection  of  wildlife  resources. 


MM-Air-1:  Air  Quality  Construction  Management  Plan.  The  Applicant  shall  implement  their 
Air  Quality  Construction  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012c)  that  describes  the  fugitive  dust 
control  measures  that  would  be  implemented  and  monitored  at  all  locations  of  proposed  facility 
construction.  This  plan  shall  comply  with  the  mitigation  measures  described  in  the  Fugitive 
Dust  Control  Rules  enforced  by  the  Mojave  Desert  Air  Quality  Management  District  (MDAQMD 
Rule  403.2),  as  well  as  the  existing  SIP  available  for  PM10  and  PM2.5,  and  the  BLM  Fugitive 
Dust/PM10  Emissions  Control  Strategy  for  the  Mojave  Desert  Planning  Area.  The  plan  shall  be 
submitted  to  MDAQMD  no  less  than  60  days  prior  to  the  start  of  construction.  The  plan  shall  be 
incorporated  into  all  contracts  and  contract  specifications  for  construction  work.  The  plan  shall 
outline  the  steps  to  be  taken  to  minimize  fugitive  dust  generated  by  construction  activities  by: 

• Describing  each  active  operation  that  may  result  in  the  generation  of  fugitive  dust; 

• Identifying  all  sources  of  fugitive  dust,  e.g.,  earth  moving,  storage  piles,  vehicular  traffic; 

• Describing  the  control  measures  to  be  applied  to  each  of  the  sources  identified.  The 
descriptions  shall  be  sufficiently  detailed  to  demonstrate  that  the  best  available  control 
measures  required  by  the  air  quality  districts  for  linear  projects  are  used;  and 

• Providing  the  following  control  measures,  in  addition  to  or  as  listed  in  the  applicable 
rules  but  not  limited  to: 

Frequent  watering  or  stabilization  of  excavation,  spoils,  access  roads,  storage 
piles,  and  other  sources  of  fugitive  dust  (parking  areas,  staging  areas,  other)  if 
construction  activity  cause  persistent  visible  emissions  of  fugitive  dust  beyond 
the  work  area; 

Use  of  street  sweeping  and  trackout  devices  at  the  construction  site.  Sweep 
streets  daily  (with  water  sweepers)  if  visible  soil  material  is  carried  into  adjacent 
public  streets  or  wash  trucks  and  equipment  before  entering  public  streets; 
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Apply  chemical  soil  stabilizers  or  apply  water  to  form  and  maintain  a crust  on 
inactive  construction  areas  (disturbed  lands  that  are  unused  for  four  consecutive 
days); 

Cover  stockpiles  and  suspend  construction  work  when  winds  exceed  30  miles 
per  hour; 

Pre-watering  of  soils  prior  to  clearing  and  trenching; 

Pre-moisten,  prior  to  transport,  import  and  export  dirt,  sand,  or  loose  materials; 

Installing  temporary  coverings  on  storage  piles  when  not  in  use.  Cover  loads  in 
haul  trucks  or  maintain  at  least  six  inches  of  free-board  when  traveling  on  public 
roads; 

Dedicating  water  truck  or  high/capacity  hose  to  any  soil  screening  operations; 

Minimizing  drop  height  of  material  through  screening  equipment; 

Reducing  the  amount  of  disturbed  area  where  possible;  and 

Planting  vegetative  ground  cover  in  disturbed  areas  as  soon  as  possible 
following  construction  activities. 

The  Applicant  or  its  designated  representative  shall  obtain  prior  approval  from  the  MDAQMD 
prior  to  any  deviations  from  fugitive  dust  control  measures  specified  in  the  Air  Quality 
Construction  Management  Plan.  A justification  statement  used  to  explain  the  technical  and 
safety  reason(s)  that  preclude  the  use  of  required  fugitive  dust  control  measures  shall  be 
submitted  to  the  appropriate  agency  for  review. 

The  provisions  of  the  Air  Quality  Construction  Management  Plan  shall  also  apply  to  project 
decommissioning  activities. 


MM-Air-3:  Operations  Emissions  Reduction.  The  Applicant  shall  implement  the  following 

measures  to  reduce  emissions  during  operations  and  maintenance  activities: 

• The  Applicant  shall  control  fugitive  dust  from  the  unpaved  roads  on  the  site  during  operation 
using  the  following  methods; 

• The  main  access  road  for  employees  and  deliveries  to  the  maintenance  complex  shall  be 
paved  as  early  during  construction  as  practical; 

• The  other  unpaved  roads  at  the  site  shall  be  stabilized  using  water  or  soil  stabilizers  so  that 
vehicle  travel  on  these  roads  does  not  cause  visible  dust  plumes; 

• Traffic  speeds  on  unpaved  roads  shall  be  limited  to  no  more  than  15  miles  per  hour.  Traffic 
speed  signs  shall  be  displayed  prominently  at  all  site  entrances  and  at  egress  point(s)  from 
the  central  maintenance  complex; 

• All  on-site  off-road  equipment  and  on-road  vehicles  for  operation/maintenance  shall  be  new 
equipment  that  meets  the  recent  California  Air  Resources  Board  engine  emission  standards 
or  alternatively  fueled  construction  equipment,  such  as  compressed  natural  gas,  liquefied 
natural  gas,  or  electric,  as  appropriate; 

• All  equipment  shall  be  turned  off  when  not  in  use.  Engine  idling  of  all  equipment  shall  be 
minimized;  and 

• All  equipment  engines  shall  be  maintained  in  good  operating  condition  and  in  proposed  tune 
per  manufacturers’  specification. 
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MM-Lands-2:  The  Decommissioning  Plan  shall  ensure  compliance  with  all  applicable  federal, 
State,  and  local  plans,  policies,  and  regulations  at  the  time  of  decommissioning. 


MM-Veg-1:  Minimize  Impacts  to  Vegetation  Communities.  Final  engineering  of  the  project 
shall  reduce  the  size  of  the  temporary  construction  work  areas  where  possible  and  minimize  the 
impacts  to  sensitive  vegetation  communities.  Prior  to  the  start  of  construction,  work  areas 
(including,  but  not  limited  to,  staging  areas,  access  roads,  and  sites  for  temporary  placement  of 
construction  materials  and  spoils)  shall  be  delineated  with  orange  construction  fencing  or 
staking  to  clearly  identify  the  limits  of  work  and  shall  be  verified  by  the  biological  monitor  (MM- 
Veg-2)  prior  to  ground  disturbing  activities.  Fencing/staking  shall  remain  in  place  for  the 
duration  of  construction.  Spoils  shall  be  stockpiled  in  disturbed  areas  lacking  native  vegetation 
or  where  habitat  quality  is  poor.  To  the  extent  possible,  disturbance  of  shrubs  and  surface  soils 
due  to  stockpiling  shall  be  minimized.  All  disturbances,  vehicles,  and  equipment  shall  be 
confined  to  the  flagged  areas. 

When  feasible,  construction  activities  shall  implement  drive  and  crush  rather  than  grading. 
Construction  equipment  would  drive  over  and  crush  native  plants  to  minimize  impacts  to  the 
roots  of  desert  shrubs.  Drive  and  crush  is  expected  to  reduce  the  recovery  time  of  desert 
scrubs  within  the  temporary  construction  areas. 


MM-Veg-2:  Designated  Biologist.  Prior  to  ground  disturbing  activities,  an  individual  shall  be 
designated  by  the  Applicant  and  approved  by  the  BLM  and  wildlife  agencies  (USFWS  and 
CDFW)  as  a Designated  Biologist  (i.e.,  field  contact  representative).  A Designated  Biologist  will 
be  assigned  for  the  period  during  which  on-going  construction  and  post-construction  monitoring 
and  reporting  by  an  approved  biologist  is  required,  such  as  annual  reporting  on  vegetation 
restoration.  The  Designated  Biologist  shall  have  the  authority  and  responsibility  to  halt  activities 
that  are  in  violation  of  the  mitigation  measures.  To  avoid  and  minimize  effects  to  biological 
resources,  the  Designated  Biologist  shall: 

• Notify  BLM’s  Authorized  Officer  and  the  wildlife  agencies  at  least  14  calendar  days 
before  initiating  ground  disturbing  activities. 

• Immediately  notify  BLM’s  Authorized  Officer  and  the  wildlife  agencies,  in  writing,  if 
the  project  Applicant  does  not  comply  with  any  of  the  mitigation  measures. 

• Conduct  compliance  inspections  at  a minimum  of  once  per  month  during  on-going 
construction  after  clearing,  grubbing,  and  grading  are  completed,  and  submit  a 
monthly  compliance  report  to  BLM’s  Authorized  Officer  until  construction  is 
complete. 

Prior  to  project  initiation,  the  Designated  Biologist  shall  develop  and  implement  a WEAP  which 
shall  be  available  in  English  and  Spanish.  Wallet-sized  cards  summarizing  the  information  will 
be  provided  to  all  construction  and  O&M  personnel.  The  WEAP  shall  include  the  following: 

• An  explanation  of  the  function  of  flagging  that  designates  authorized  work  areas. 

• An  explanation  of  the  sensitivity  of  the  vegetation  communities  and  special  status 
plant  species  within  and  adjacent  to  work  areas. 

• The  importance  of  avoiding  the  introduction  of  invasive  weeds  onto  the  proposed 
Stateline  site  and  surrounding  areas. 
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MM-Vea-3:  Pre-construction  Soil  and  Plant  Salvage. 

Prior  to  construction , the  Applicant  shall  implement  their  Vegetation  Management  Plan  (First 
Solar  201 2f).  The  Plan  would  be  amended  to  include  the  following  requirements: 


Soil  Characterization  and  Preservation 

A soil  baseline  characterization  shall  be  conducted  and  reported  to  the  BLM  prior  to  site 
disturbance.  The  characterization  shall  include: 

a.  Profile  description  of  three  representative  pedons.  (A  pedon  is  the  smallest  three 
dimensional  sampling  unit  displaying  the  full  range  of  characteristics  of  a particular  soil 
and  typically  occupies  an  area  ranging  from  about  1 to  10  square  yards  f Brady  and  Weil , 
20021). 

b.  Characterization  of  surface  application  ( that  is,  is  desert  pavement  or 
cryptogamic  crust  present).  Description  of  cryptogamic  crust  shall  include  major  groups 
of  organisms  identified  at  the  site  (filamentous  cyanobacteria , other  cyanobacteria, 
mosses , lichens , liverworts)  and  the  characteristics  by  which  they  were  identified. 

c.  Documentation  of  soil  macro-invertebrates  (that  is,  presence  of  ants,  termites , 
and  other  significant  macro-invertebrates) 

d.  Soil  texture  ( that  is,  percent  sand , silt,  and  clay),  along  with  a reference  to  a 
widely  accepted  method  for  making  the  determination. 

e.  Bulk  density , along  with  a reference  to  a generally  accepted  method  for  making 
the  determination. 

f Fertility  (that  is,  nutrient  status , electrical  conductivity , sodium  adsorption  ratio). 

along  with  methods  by  which  composite  samples  were  collected  and  the  laboratory 
methods  used  to  determine  these  properties.  Composite  samples  shall  contain  egual 
contributions  from  at  least  six  randomly-located  collection  points  within  the  soil  donor 
area. 

g.  Organic  matter  content  and  total  carbon  and  nitrogen  content , along  with  a 
reference  to  generally  accepted  methods  for  making  the  determinations. 

Soil  compaction  shall  be  determined  by  measurement  of  bulk  density  in  grams  per  cubic 
centimeter  (or  numerically  eguivalent  units).  Bulk  density  may  be  determined  by  any  of  several 
standard  measurements,  but  the  method  used  must  be  referenced  to  a widely-accepted  soil 
methodology  publication.  In  no  case  shall  soil  be  compacted  to  bulk  density  that  exceeds  1.6 
g/cc  except  where  no  planting  is  to  take  place.  Penetrometer  measurements  are  not  a 
substitute  for  bulk  density  measurements. 

Once  characterized,  topsoil  for  this  project  shall  be  salvaged  and  stored  within  the  project  area. 
Topsoil  is  defined  as  the  soil  volume  from  the  original  surface  to  8 inches  in  depth.  The  upper 
1/4  inch  may  be  collected  separately  to  preserve  biological  crust  organisms.  Topsoil  may  not 
be  distinguishable  by  color  or  organic  content  but  shall  have  most  fine  roots  during  the  active 
growing  season.  Soil  shall  be  collected , transported,  and  formed  into  stockpiles  only  while  the 
soil  is  dry.  The  vegetation  in  place  at  or  immediately  before  topsoil  collection  shall  be  healthy 
native  vegetation  with  less  than  15  percent  absolute  cover  of  exotic  weed  growth.  Soil 
occupied  by  vegetation  of  high  plant  diversity  shall  be  given  priority  over  soil  occupied  by  low 
diversity  native  vegetation.  Soil  may  be  collected  with  a front  loader , bulldozer,  or  scraper  and 
transported  to  storage  areas  by  front  loader , dump  truck,  or  scraper.  The  eguipment 
transporting  the  soil  may  not  travel  across  the  stockpile  more  than  the  minimum  number  of 
times  reguired  to  build  the  soil  to  its  intended  depth.  The  depth  of  the  stockpiles  shall  not 
exceed  4 feet  in  the  case  of  sandy  loam  or  loamy  sand  soils.  Topsoil  stockpiles  shall  be  kept 
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dry  and  covered  if  no  vegetation  is  introduced.  If  native  vegetation  is  grown  on  the  stockpiles  to 
increase  seeds  and  soil  organisms,  no  cover  is  required.  Artificial  watering  may  be  provided  at 
the  operator's  option. 

Stockpiled  topsoil  shall  be  used  to  grow  native  plant  species  for  the  purpose  of  producing  native 
seeds  and  building  beneficial  microorganisms  in  the  soil  volume.  All  native  plant  species 
encountered  in  the  vegetation  surveys  shall  be  included  in  the  growing  rotation  on  the 
stockpiles.  Most  growing  space  needs  to  be  dedicated  to  the  species  for  which  the  most  seeds 
shall  be  required.  At  least  half  by  area  of  the  growing  area  during  each  growing  cycle  shall  be 
dedicated  to  plant  species  known  to  be  good  mvcorrhizal  host  plants.  Members  of  the  families 
Chenopodiaceae  and  Amaranthaceae  should  be  limited  to  less  than  half  the  area  of  the  soil 
stockpiles , with  the  other  half  occupied  by  known  mvcorrhizal  host  plant  species. 


Biological  Crust  Characterization  and  Preservation 

Soil  biological  crust  is  defined  here  as  a mixture  of  organisms  that  occupy  and  protect  the 
surface  of  the  soil  in  most  desert  ecosystems.  The  organisms  often  include  filamentous  and 
non-filamentous  cyanobacteria , mosses,  lichens,  liverworts  and  fungi.  Soil  biological  crust  shall 
be  preserved  by  collecting  the  upper  1/4  inch  of  topsoil  from  areas  to  be  graded.  The  applicant 
shall  collect  specific  areas  known  to  contain  biological  crust  organisms  or  collect  upper  soil  from 
the  entire  area.  Collections  are  to  emphasize  filamentous  cyanobacteria;  but  other 
cyanobacteria,  mosses , lichens , and  liverworts  are  also  considered  valuable  contributors  to  the 
soil  biological  crust  and  shall  be  important  in  protecting  against  erosion  and  reducing  weed 
invasion.  Soil  surface  crust  shall  be  air  dried  and  stored  dry  in  a shaded  location  in  containers 
that  allow  air  movement,  such  as  loose-weave  fabric  bags.  In  no  case  may  the  stored  crust  be 
subject  to  wetting  or  direct  sunlight  during  storage.  All  containers  shall  be  clearly  labeled  with 
date  and  location  of  original  collection;  name  and  contact  information  of  persons  responsible  for 
identifying  suitable  material  to  collect;  and  the  persons  who  collected,  stored,  and  maintained 
collections. 

Soil  biological  crust  shall  be  re-applied  at  the  time  of  replanting  by  crumbling  the  stored  material 
and  broadcasting  it  on  the  surface  of  the  soil.  Approximately  10  percent  of  the  stored  material 
shall  be  broadcast  on  topsoil  storage  areas  among  plants  being  grown  for  seed  and  soil 
microorganisms.  When  the  growing  cycle  progresses  to  new  planting,  the  soil  supporting 
biological  crust  shall  be  collected  and  stored  by  the  same  methods  prescribed  for  collections 
from  the  original  soil,  in  clearly  labeled  bags  or  other  suitable  containers. 

Succulent  Transplant 

The  majority  of  the  succulent  plants  located  in  areas  to  be  dragged,  rolled  or  spot  graded,  or 
above  mowing  height  shall  be  salvaged  and  transplanted  into  a nursery  area.  Succulents  to  be 
transplanted  into  the  nursery  area  shall  be  placed  in  their  same  compass  orientation  as  they 
were  in  their  original  location.  The  salvaged  plants  also  shall  be  kept  in  long-term  soil 
stockpiles,  along  with  natives  grown  on  the  stockpiles,  to  keep  the  soil  biota  fresh. 

Succulent  transplants  done  during  preparation  of  the  project  site  shall  be  fully  documented  and 
serve  as  trials  of  methods  to  be  used  during  plant  salvage  on  the  project  site.  Records  shall  be 
maintained  for  each  transplanted  specimen  including  species,  height,  number  of  branches  or 
pads  as  appropriate,  donor  location  by  UTM  coordinates,  methods  used  to  remove,  transport 
and  store  the  plant,  period  of  temporary  storage,  location,  facility  description  and  planting 
medium  used  for  storage,  and  freguencv  of  watering  during  storage.  The  records  shall  include 
plant  application  of  planting  at  the  storage  area,  and  Quarterly  during  storage  until  such  time  as 
each  plant  is  placed  in  the  field,  or  dies. 
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Seed  Collection 

Seed  collection  shall  be  carried  out  within  the  project  area.  Future  seed  collection  in  the  project 
vicinity  shall  be  negotiated  separately  with  BLM.  Collection  areas  shall  be  within  10  miles  of  the 
boundaries  of  the  project  site  and  shall  be  on  similar  terrain,  soil,  exposure , slope  and  elevation 
to  the  project  site.  Seed  collection  guidelines  shall  conform  to  all  laws  and  regulations  in  effect 
at  the  time  of  collection  and  shall  follow  the  guidelines  for  native  seed  collection  provided  by 
California  Native  Plant  Society.  Seed  collection  shall  include  all  plant  species  known  to  be 
removed  from  the  facility.  If  insufficient  seeds  are  provided  by  "seed  farming"  and  collection 
within  10  miles  of  the  site , BLM  may  approve  collection  from  a greater  distance  provided  other 
environmental  factors  at  the  collection  site  are  good  matches  to  the  project  site. 


MM-Veg-4:  Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan.  The  Applicant  shall  implement  their 
Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan  to  control  non-native  invasive  weeds,  as  developed  in 
cooperation  with  the  BLM  and  County  of  San  Bernardino.  The  Integrated  Weed  Management 
Plan  for  the  project  shall  include  a risk  assessment  of  the  invasive  weed  species  currently 
known  within  the  proposed  Stateline  site,  procedures  to  control  their  spread  on  site  and  to 
adjacent  off-site  areas,  and  procedures  to  help  minimize  the  introduction  of  new  weed  species. 
The  Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan  shall  be  submitted  to  the  BLM  and  County  for  review 
and  approval  prior  to  the  start  of  construction  and  shall  be  implemented  prior  to,  during,  and 
following  the  completion  of  construction  for  the  life  of  the  project. 


MM-Veg-5:  Revegetation  of  Temporary  Disturbed  Areas  and  Project  Site.  The  full  project 
site  shall  be  revegetated  according  to  the  Applicant’s  Closure,  Decommissioning,  and 
Reclamation  Plan  ( First  Solar  201 2d)  following  project  decommissioning.  In  addition,  any  areas 
temporarily  disturbed  during  construction  would  be  re-vegetated , using  the  same  methods,  as 
soon  as  construction  is  completed. 

The  Plan  would  be  amended  to  include  the  following  reguirements: 


Topsoil  Application 

Stored  topsoil  would  be  reapplied  as  a layer  over  decompacted  subgrade  material  as  a means 
of  implementing  the  restoration  program.  The  topsoil  layer  shall  be  a minimum  of  3 inches  in 
depth.  The  topsoil  layer  shall  be  bonded  to  the  subgrade  with  a lightly-loaded  sheeosfoot  roller, 
a land  imprinter,  or  other  implement  that  interlocks  material  from  the  two  layers  without  causing 
bulk  density  in  excess  of  1.6  grams  per  cubic  centimeter.  Seeds  may  be  distributed 
concurrently  with  layer  bonding  if  a land  imprinter  is  employed  for  both  purposes. 


Seed  Application 

The  vegetation  to  be  introduced  to  the  site  shall  consist  entirely  of  plant  species  native  to  the 
northern  Mojave  Desert.  No  exotic  plant  species  can  be  included  on  the  seed  lists  nor 
introduced  with  native  species.  Exotic  species , regardless  of  their  presence  in  the  original 
vegetation,  shall  not  be  counted  as  successful  vegetation  establishment. 

Batches  of  seeds  collected  or  produced  for  this  project  shall  be  tested  bv  a certified  seed 
testing  laboratory  that  shall  provide  for  each  batch  of  seeds  determinations  of  purity, 
germination,  and  seed  count.  Seed  not  sorted  bv  plant  species,  including  collections  from 
under  shrubs,  from  depressions  in  the  soil , and  from  harvester  ant  caches,  shall  be  used  to 
supplement  defined  seed  batches  but  shall  not  be  Included  in  the  claim  of  known  seed 
applications. 
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Seed  application  would  be  done  by  methods  that  provide  good  soil  contact  and  protection  from 
granivores.  Information  about  the  imprinting  process  and  model  specifications  for  imprinting 
contracts  are  available  in  St.  John  and  Dixon  (1996).  Seed  shall  be  applied  by  methods  that 
provide  good  seed-soil  contact.  The  most  successful  methods  in  similar  conditions  are  land 
imprinting  or  broadcasting  followed  by  a roller  that  shall  press  seeds  into  the  soil  but  not  cause 
heavy  compaction. 

Mulch  application  is  done  at  the  option  of  the  operator.  Mulch  application  to  the  soil  needs  to 
consist  of  local  non-weedv  materials,  the  collection  of  which  is  incidental  to  other  activities 
onsite.  In  no  case  may  mowing  or  grading  of  native  vegetation  be  carried  out  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  generating  mulch.  Mulch  needs  to  be  applied  only  to  the  soil  surface  unless  the  soil 
has  already  been  inverted  or  severely  disturbed  through  other  procedures.  Materials  of 
relatively  high  nitrogen  content , including  alfalfa  hay,  may  not  be  applied. 

Mvcorrhizal  inoculation  shall  be  carried  out  in  all  planting  areas  having  fewer  than  one  spore  per 
cubic  centimeter  of  topsoil,  where  topsoil  is  defined  as  soil  between  the  surface  and  8 inches 
depth , or  to  bedrock  if  the  soil  is  less  than  8 inches  in  depth.  Spore  counts  shall  be  carried  out 
by  methods  given  in  Johnson  et  al.  or  other  accepted  methodology.  Inoculation  shall  result  in  a 
minimum  of  one  spore  per  cubic  centimeter  of  soil  as  defined  for  initial  spore  counts.  No 
inoculation  shall  be  reguired  in  areas  where  the  applicant  is  able  to  demonstrate  that  all  plant 
species  on  the  list  of  final  desired  vegetation  are  known  to  be  non-host  species.  This  condition 
might  be  found  in  saline  or  very  alkaline  soils. 


Performance  Monitoring 

Qualitative  monitoring  shall  be  conducted  in  years  one  to  10  at  all  restored  areas.  The  goal  of 
Qualitative  monitoring  is  to  document  conditions  and  evaluate  the  need  for  remediation  to 
ensure  the  restored  areas  are  progressing  toward  the  performance  success  standard. 

During  monitoring , the  success  parameters  (cover,  density , and  richness  of  annual  and 
perennial  vegetation ) shall  be  estimated.  Other  site  characteristics  to  be  monitored  in  addition 
to  the  success  parameters  include  soil  erosion,  natural  recruitment  of  native  plant  species , 
reproduction,  exotic  plant  species  abundance , animal  use , and  pattern  of  established 
vegetation  (i.e.,  presence  of  large  interspaces).  Lack  of  erosion  at  a site  provides  evidence  that 
soils  have  been  adeguatelv  stabilized,  while  natural  recruitment  and/or  reproduction  indicate 
that  important  functional  processes  are  in  place  that  initiate  regeneration,  such  as  pollination 
and  seed  dispersal.  Exotic  species  potentially  compete  with  native  perennial  species,  and 
relatively  high  abundance  can  have  a negative  effect  on  site  conditions.  Evidence  of  animal  use 
is  an  indicator  that  habitat  conditions  are  being  restored.  Patterns  of  established  vegetation  help 
determine  whether  large  bare  areas  are  indicative  of  site  conditions  or  simply  a result  of  the 
patchiness  of  surrounding  vegetation. 

Based  on  monitoring  observations , the  restored  site  shall  be  given  a success  rating  of  Exceeds 
Objectives , Acceptable,  Unacceptable , or  Severely  Deficient , and  determinations  shall  be  made 
regarding  remediation  activities,  as  applicable.  Remediation  activities  shall  include  reseeding 
the  site , spot  seeding,  adding  transplants , erosion  control , and  fencing.  Recommendations  may 
include  waiting  another  year  or  two  prior  to  any  remediation  to  allow  for  favorable 
germination/establishment  conditions , with  approval  of  the  BLM. 

Photography  shall  be  used  to  help  document  the  status  of  recovery  at  all  sites.  Photo  points 
shall  be  established  and  photographs  shall  be  taken  prior  to  disturbance,  when  restoration 
efforts  are  completed,  and  during  each  monitoring  visit. 

Monitoring  shall  be  scheduled  and  reported  to  the  BLM  once  per  month  during  the  first  growing 
season  after  seed  application,  switching  to  once  per  Quarter  starting  in  July  after  seed 
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application.  Monitoring  may  be  reduced  to  once  per  year  in  late  March  through  mid  May  of 
each  year  after  the  second  growing  season. 

Performance  monitoring  shall  be  conducted  annually  during  the  spring  flowering  season, 
between  mid-March  and  mid-May  to  assess  restoration  performance.  Performance  monitoring 
surveys  of  all  vegetation  on  the  subject  sites  shall  be  carried  out  in  a manner  able  to  detect 
project  success.  The  entire  project  area  shall  be  divided  into  vegetation  types  as  described  by 
Sawyer  and  Keeler-Wolfe.  The  boundaries  of  each  vegetation  type  shall  be  compared  with  the 
baseline  survey  maps.  Each  vegetation  type  shall  have  soil,  terrain , exposure,  elevation,  and 
slope  clearly  indicated.  For  each  vegetation  type,  a list  of  perennials  and  appropriate  annuals 
shall  be  provided.  Surveys  shall  be  performed  at  a season  when  the  year's  annuals  are 
identifiable;  generally  from  early  March  through  late  April.  Survey  methodology  should 
emphasize  accuracy  rather  than  precision.  BLM  shall  accept  rapid  methods  such  as  the  step- 
point  method  (Bonham  1988)  provided  transects  are  laid  out  in  a manner  that  captures  the  true 
composition  of  the  vegetation.  The  combined  length  of  step-point  transects  in  each  vegetation 
type  shall  approximate  the  square  root  of  the  area  of  the  vegetation  type  or  at  least  400 
intercepts  and  shall  be  laid  out  to  give  unbiased  representation  of  all  portions  of  the  vegetation 
type.  Vegetation  need  not  be  divided  into  herb  and  shrub  layers  as  long  as  all  species 
intercepted  by  points  are  included  in  the  survey.  Additional  species  not  encountered  on  the 
transects  shall  be  recorded  separately  on  a diversity  list. 

Restoration  shall  be  considered  successful  if  plant  cover , density , and  richness  of  native 
perennial  vegetation  ( mainly  dominant  shrubs)  is  equal  to  or  exceeds  70  percent  for  these 
parameters  in  undisturbed  reference  areas.  A minimum  of  two  undisturbed  reference/control 
sites  in  the  western  Ivanpah  Valley  area  shall  be  selected  in  cooperation  with  BLM. 


MM-Veg-6:  Streambed  Alteration  Agreement.  Given  the  anticipated  impacts  to  CDFW 
jurisdictional  areas,  the  Applicant  would  be  required  to  obtain  a Streambed  Alteration 
Agreement  from  the  CDFW  in  accordance  with  Section  1602  of  the  California  Fish  and  Game 
code.  This  permit  would  include  mitigation  measures  that  would  be  implemented  by  the 
Applicant. 


MM-Water-8:  Construction  SWPPP  Specifications.  A Construction  SWPPP  shall  be 
developed  for  the  Stateline  facility.  NOIs  shall  be  filed  with  the  SWRCB  and  the  Lahontan 
Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board.  A Waste  Discharge  Identification  Number  shall  be 
obtained  prior  to  the  issuance  of  construction  permits.  The  SWPPP  shall  be  stored  at  the 
construction  site  for  reference  by  construction  personnel  and  for  inspection  review.  The 
SWPPP  shall  include  BMPs  that  would  be  adhered  to  during  construction  in  order  to  stabilize 
graded  areas  and  waterways,  and  reduce  erosion  and  sedimentation.  Such  BMPs  may  include 
but  are  not  limited  to  those  described  below. 

• Erosion  minimizing  efforts  such  as  straw  wattles,  water  bars,  covers,  silt  fences,  and 
sensitive  area  access  restrictions  (for  example,  flagging)  that  would  be  installed  before 
clearing  and  grading  begins. 

• Mulching,  seeding,  or  other  suitable  stabilization  measures  would  be  used  to  protect 
exposed  areas  during  construction  activities. 

• During  construction  activities,  measures  would  be  in  place  to  ensure  that  contaminants 
are  not  discharged  from  the  construction  sites. 

• Debris  and  sediment  basins  would  be  established,  both  upgradient  and  downgradient, 
as  necessary,  to  capture  silt  and  other  materials,  which  might  otherwise  be  carried  from 
the  site  by  rainwater  surface  runoff.  The  basins  shall  be  designed  in  accordance  with  the 

November  2013  4.22-64  Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.22  Wildlife  Resources 


County  Detention  Basin  Policy,  which  includes  standards  for  sizing  and  armoring.  This 
would  require  armoring  on  both  the  upgradient  and  downgradient  (water  release)  sides 
of  each  basin. 

• Straw  wattles  (or  comparably  effective  devices  [as  determined  by  the  onsite  Civil 
Engineer,  in  consultation  with  the  Environmental  Monitor])  shall  be  placed  on  the 
downslope  sides  of  the  proposed  work  which  would  direct  flows  into  temporary 
sedimentation  basins. 

• Stormwater  protection  berms  positioned  in  the  area  of  facility  structures  (substation  and 
O&M  Building). 

• The  SWPPP  shall  include  a Sedimentation  and  Erosion  Control  Plan  to  minimize  the 
potential  for  project  sediment  to  leave  the  site  and  result  in  downstream  sedimentation. 

• All  erosion  control  materials  shall  be  biodegradable  and  natural  fiber. 

All  be  BMPs  required  by  the  SWPPP  shall  be  checked  and  maintained  regularly  and  after  all 
larger  storm  events.  All  remedial  work  shall  be  done  immediately  after  discovery  so 
sedimentation  control  devices  remain  in  good  working  order  during  the  entire  construction 
phase.  Proper  implementation  will  be  verified  by  the  Environmental  Monitor. 


MM-Water-9:  Storm  Water  Management  Plan.  The  project  owner  shall  implement  the 
requirements  of  their  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  (First  Solar  2012k)  to  operate  and 
monitor  to  effectiveness  of  their  proposed  stormwater  management  system. 

The  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  shall  be  submitted  to  both  the  BLM  and  the  County  for 
review  and  approval,  and  shall  include  a plan  to  monitor  and  inspect  periodically,  before  first 
seasonal  and  after  every  storm  event: 

• Security  and  Tortoise  Exclusion  Fence:  Inspect  for  damage  and  buildup  of  sediment  or 
debris. 

• Facility  structures  within  drainages  or  subject  to  drainage  overflow:  Inspect  for  tilting, 
damage,  depth  of  scour  compared  to  depth  below  ground. 

• Drainage  Channels:  Inspect  for  substantial  migration  or  changes  in  depth,  and  transport 
of  trash,  debris,  or  broken  PV  module  components. 

• Stormwater  protection  features,  including  protection  berms,  culverts,  and  cement  road 
crossings. 

• Constructed  Debris  and  Sediment  Basins:  Inspect  for  scour  and  structural  integrity 
issues  caused  by  erosion,  and  for  sediment  and  debris  buildup. 

• Ivanpah  Playa  Surface:  Inspect  for  changes  in  the  surface  texture  and  quality  from 
sediment  buildup,  erosion,  or  transported  debris. 

Short-Term  Incident-Based  Response: 

• Security  and  Tortoise  Exclusion  Fence:  Repair  damage,  and  remove  built-up  of 
sediment  and  debris. 

• Facility  structures:  Remove  broken  materials,  damaged  structure,  and  wiring  from  the 
ground,  and  replace  with  materials  meeting  original  construction  specifications. 

• Drainage  Channels:  No  short-term  response  necessary  unless  changes  indicate  risk  to 
facility  structures. 


November  2013 


4.22-65 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.22  Wildlife  Resources 


• Constructed  Debris  and  Sediment  Basins:  Repair  damage,  maintain  erosion  control 
measures  and  remove  built-up  sediment  and  debris. 

• Ivanpah  Playa  Surface:  Remove  transported  debris,  notify  BLM  to  develop  plan  for 
addressing  sedimentation  or  erosion  issues. 

Long-Term  Design-Based  Response: 

• Propose  operation/BMP  modifications  to  address  ongoing  issues.  Include  proposed 
changes  to  monitoring  and  response  procedures,  frequency,  or  standards. 

• Propose  design  modifications  to  address  ongoing  issues.  This  may  include  construction 
of  additional  active  storm  water  management  diversion  channels  and/or  detention 
ponds. 

• Inspection,  short-term  incident  response,  and  long-term  design-based  response  may 
include  activities  both  inside  and  outside  of  the  approved  right-of-way.  For  activities 
outside  of  the  approved  right-of-way,  the  Applicant  will  notify  BLM  and  acquire 
environmental  review  and  approval  before  field  activities  begin. 

At  least  sixty  (60)  days  prior  to  commercial  operation,  the  project  owner  shall  submit  to  the  BLM 
and  the  County  a copy  of  the  Storm  Water  Management  Plan  for  review  and  approval  prior  to 
commercial  operation.  The  Applicant  shall  retain  a copy  of  this  plan  onsite  at  the  power  plant  at 
all  times. 


Water-10  Accidental  spill  control  and  environmental  training.  Prior  to  the  onset  of 
construction  of  the  Stateline  facility,  the  following  specifications  must  be  provided  by  the 
Applicant  to  the  BLM:  define  areas  where  hazardous  materials  would  be  stored,  where  trash 
would  be  placed,  where  rolling  equipment  would  be  parked,  fueled  and  serviced,  and  where 
construction  materials  such  as  reinforcing  bars  and  structural  steel  members  would  be  stored. 
The  Applicant  shall  also  prescribe  hazardous  materials  handling  procedures  for  reducing  the 
potential  for  a spill  during  construction,  and  shall  include  an  emergency  response  program  to 
ensure  quick  and  safe  cleanup  of  accidental  spills.  These  specifications  may  be  included  in  the 
project’s  SWPPP,  or  may  be  included  as  a separate  plan. 

Prior  to  and  during  construction,  an  environmental  training  program  shall  be  established  to 
communicate  environmental  concerns  and  appropriate  work  practices,  including  spill  prevention 
and  response  measures,  and  SWPPP  measures,  to  all  field  personnel.  A monitoring  program 
shall  be  implemented  to  ensure  that  the  plans  are  followed  during  all  construction,  operations 
and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning  activities. 

Storage  of  fuels  and  hazardous  materials  shall  be  prohibited  within  200  feet  of  surface  water 
features  and  private  groundwater  supply  wells,  and  within  400  feet  of  community  or  municipal 
groundwater  supply  wells  (if  it  is  determined  that  such  wells  exist  on  or  in  close  proximity  to  the 
project  site). 

During  construction/ground  disturbing  activities  and  operation,  all  vehicles  and  equipment, 
including  all  hydraulic  hoses,  shall  be  maintained  in  good  working  order  so  that  they  are  free  of 
any  and  all  leaks  that  could  escape  the  vehicle  or  contact  the  ground,  and  to  ensure  that  any 
leaks  or  spills  during  maintenance  or  storage  can  be  easily  and  properly  removed. 

Compliance  will  be  verified  by  the  Environmental  Monitor  and  the  local  SWPPP  authority  at  the 
time  of  construction. 


November  2013 


4.22-66 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
4.22  Wildlife  Resources 


4.22.11.3  Additional  Mitigation  Measures 

In  addition  to  the  Applicant-Proposed  Measures  and  measures  specified  for  other  resources, 
the  following  measures  specified  for  other  resources  within  this  PA  and  EIS/EIR  would  be 
required  by  BLM  as  conditions  of  the  ROW  grant. 


MM-Wild-1:  Designated  Desert  Tortoise  Biologist:  Prior  to  ground  disturbing  activities,  one 
or  more  individuals  shall  be  designated  by  the  Applicant  and  approved  by  the  BLM  and  wildlife 
agencies  (USFWS  and  CDFW)  as  a Designated  Biologist  (i.e.,  field  contact  representative). 
The  Designated  Biologist  should  possess  a bachelor’s  degree  in  biology,  ecology,  wildlife 
biology,  herpetology,  or  closely  related  fields  as  determined  by  the  BLM  and  USFWS.  The 
Designated  Biologist  must  have  demonstrated  prior  field  experience  using  accepted  resource 
agency  techniques  to  survey  for  desert  tortoises  and  tortoise  sign.  In  addition,  the  Designated 
Biologist  would  have  the  ability  to  recognize  and  accurately  record  biological  information. 

The  Designated  Biologist  shall  be  employed  for  the  period  during  which  on-going  construction 
and  post-construction  monitoring  and  reporting  by  an  approved  biologist  is  required,  such  as 
annual  reporting  on  habitat  restoration.  Each  Designated  Biologist  shall  be  approved  by  the 
BLM’s  Authorized  Officer  (i.e.,  BLM  field  manager,  Needles  Field  Office).  The  Designated 
Biologist  shall  have  the  authority  to  ensure  compliance  with  the  Conservation  Measures  for  the 
desert  tortoise  set  forth  in  the  BO  and  mitigation  measures  specified  in  the  BLM  ROW  grant, 
and  will  be  the  primary  agency  contact  for  the  implementation  of  these  measures.  The 
Designated  Biologist  will  have  the  authority  and  responsibility  to  halt  any  proposed  Stateline 
facility  activities  that  are  in  violation  of  the  BO  Conservation  Measures  or  terms  and  conditions. 
A detailed  list  of  responsibilities  of  the  Designated  Biologist  is  summarized  below.  To  avoid  and 
minimize  effects  to  biological  resources,  the  Designated  Biologist  shall: 

• Notify  BLM’s  Authorized  Officer  and  the  USFWS  at  least  14  calendar  days  before 
the  initiation  of  ground  disturbing  activities. 

• Immediately  notify  BLM’s  Authorized  Officer  and  the  USFWS  in  writing  if  the 
Applicant  does  not  comply  with  any  BO  Conservation  Measures  or  terms  and 
conditions  including,  but  not  limited  to,  any  anticipated  failure  to  implement  BO 
Conservation  Measures  or  terms  and  conditions  within  the  periods  specified. 

• Conduct  compliance  inspections  daily  during  on-going  construction  as  clearing, 
grubbing,  and  grading  are  completed,  and  submit  a monthly  compliance  report  to 
BLM’s  Authorized  Officer  until  construction  is  complete. 


MM-Wild-2:  Desert  Tortoise  Authorized  Biologists  and  Biological  Monitors.  An 

appropriate  number  of  authorized  biologists  and  biological  monitors  shall  be  present  during 
construction  for  the  protection  of  desert  tortoises.  The  names  of  all  authorized  biologists  shall 
be  submitted  to  the  BLM,  USFWS,  and  CDFW  for  review  and  approval  at  least  30  days  prior  to 
initiation  of  any  desert  tortoise  clearance  surveys.  Project  activities  shall  not  begin  until 
authorized  biologists  and  biological  monitors  have  been  approved.  Replacements  of  authorized 
biologists  shall  require  BLM  and  USFWS  approval.  Authorized  Biologists  are  those  biologists 
who  have  been  approved  to  handle  desert  tortoises  by  the  USFWS  and  CDFW  under  authority 
of  the  Biological  Opinion  and  State  Incidental  Take  Permit.  Biological  Monitors  are  qualified 
biologists  who  perform  construction  monitoring  activities  but  lack  authority  to  handle  desert 
tortoises,  except  when  a tortoise  is  in  immediate  danger.  The  BLM  shall  approve  all  biological 
monitors. 

The  Biological  Monitor  will  be  a qualified  biologist  who  shall  be  responsible  for  identification  of 
habitat  that  supports  special  status  species.  The  Biological  Monitor  shall  be  responsible  for 
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implementation  of  measures  requiring  a qualified  biologist’s  intervention.  Biological  monitors 
work  under  the  direction  of  Authorized  Biologists  and  the  Designated  Biologist(s). 

Authorized  biologists  and  biological  monitors  would  be  assigned  to  monitor  each  area  of  activity 
where  conditions  exist  that  may  result  in  take  of  desert  tortoise  {e.g.,  clearing,  grading,  lowering 
in  pipe,  backfilling,  recontouring,  and  reclamation  activities).  An  Authorized  Biologist  or 
Biological  Monitor  shall  be  assigned  to  each  active  construction  area.  The  Authorized  Biologist 
and  Biological  Monitor  shall  also  be  responsible  for  inspecting  the  integrity  of  tortoise  fencing 
through  the  project  life,  and  walking  the  fenceline  to  identify  and,  if  necessary,  handle  tortoises 
that  show  signs  of  fenceline  distress.  The  Authorized  Biologist  and  Biological  Monitor  shall  have 
the  contractual  authority  to  temporarily  halt  construction  should  a federally  listed,  state  listed,  or 
special  status  species  be  found  or  encountered  during  construction  activities  so  that  procedures 
may  be  implemented  to  either  relocate  the  species  (if  applicable)  or  notify  the  appropriate 
agency  personnel. 

Only  Authorized  Biologists  approved  by  the  USFWS  and  CDFW  shall  be  permitted  to  handle 
desert  tortoises  in  cases  where  a tortoise  must  be  moved  out  of  harm’s  way  or  translocated. 
Only  Authorized  Biologists  may  handle  desert  tortoises  to  implement  the  requirements  of  the 
Translocation  Plan.  Biological  Monitors  shall  provide  clearance  when  heavy  equipment  is 
driven  or  tracked  to  new  areas  of  the  Proposed  Action  or  areas  that  have  not  been  actively  in 
construction.  Clearing  is  achieved  by  walking  or  driving  ahead  of  (escorting)  the  equipment  and 
surveying  for  desert  tortoises  that  could  be  crushed.  If  a desert  tortoise  is  found  in  a travel  lane, 
travel  shall  be  halted  until  the  tortoise  has  either  moved  off  of  the  road  on  its  own,  or  if  after  15 
minutes,  an  Authorized  Biologist  has  moved  it  from  the  road. 

Authorized  biologists,  under  the  direction  of  the  Designated  Biologist,  shall  be  responsible  for 
determining  compliance  with  measures  as  defined  by  the  Biological  Opinion  and  other 
agreements.  Authorized  biologists  shall  maintain  a detailed  record  of  all  desert  tortoises 
encountered  during  project  surveys  and  monitoring.  Environmental  inspection  and  monitoring 
procedures  will  be  in  compliance  with  the  environmental  commitments  documented  in  the 
EIS/EIR  and  any  special  conditions  that  will  be  required  as  part  of  other  Federal  and/or  State 
permits,  approvals,  or  licenses. 


MM-Wild-3:  Worker  Environmental  Awareness  Program  (WEAP).  All  applicant  employees 
and  contractors  working  in  the  field  would  complete  a WEAP  administered  by  a qualified 
biologist  that  is  familiar  with  the  species  in  question.  Program  content  would  be  approved  by 
the  BLM  and  appropriate  state  agencies.  Training  shall  primarily  be  administered  in  a location 
off  of  the  ROW;  however,  Biological  Monitors  may  provide  in-field  training  in  situations  where 
this  is  necessary.  A detailed  log  of  all  personnel  having  received  WEAP  training  shall  be 
maintained. 

At  a minimum,  the  program  would  cover  species  identification,  distribution,  general  behavior 
and  ecology,  sensitivity  to  human  activities,  threats  (including  introduction  of  exotic  plants  and 
animals),  legal  protection,  penalties  for  violations  of  federal  and  state  laws,  reporting 
requirements,  and  Project-related  protective  measures  in  the  Biological  Opinion.  All  field 
workers  would  be  instructed  that  activities  must  be  confined  to  locations  within  the  approved 
Proposed  Action  area.  In  addition,  the  program  would  include  fire  prevention  measures  to  be 
implemented  by  employees  during  construction  of  the  Proposed  Action.  The  program  would 
instruct  participants  to  report  all  special  status  species  observations  during  construction 
activities  to  a Biological  Monitor. 


MM-Wild-4:  Delineation  and  identification  of  sensitive  areas.  Prior  to  construction,  the 
Applicant  shall  stake,  flag,  fence  or  otherwise  conspicuously  delineate  all  environmentally 
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sensitive  areas  that  are  to  be  protected  in  place  and  remain  undisturbed  during  construction. 
All  disturbances,  vehicles,  and  equipment  shall  be  excluded  from  the  flagged  areas. 


MM-Wild-5:  Existing  routes  of  travel.  Existing  routes  of  travel  would  be  used  for  ingress  and 
egress  to  the  project  site.  Access  roads  that  require  improvement  in  habitats  occupied  by 
desert  tortoise  or  other  special-status  or  protected  wildlife  would  have  an  authorized  biologist  or 
biological  monitor  survey  the  area  prior  to  modification  of  the  route.  Cross-country  travel  by 
vehicles  and  equipment  would  be  prohibited.  Speed  limits  along  all  access  roads  shall  not 
exceed  15  miles  per  hour  in  order  to  minimize  dust  during  construction  and  O&M  activities. 


MM-Wild-6:  Pre-construction  surveys  for  desert  tortoise.  Construction  sites,  staging  areas, 
and  access  routes  would  be  cleared  by  a qualified  desert  tortoise  biologist  before  the  start  of 
construction,  ground-disturbing  activities,  equipment  or  vehicle  staging,  or  other  actions  with  the 
potential  to  harm  or  kill  desert  tortoises  or  other  special-status  and  protected  wildlife.  Authorized 
biologist(s)  or  biological  monitor(s)  must  survey  the  site  for  desert  tortoises  using  agency- 
approved  survey  techniques.  If  construction  occurs  during  the  desert  tortoise  active  season 
(March  1 through  October  31),  or  when  temperatures  and  environmental  conditions  are 
conducive  to  tortoise  activity  as  determined  by  an  authorized  biologist,  the  survey  would  occur 
within  48  hours  before  surface  disturbance.  During  the  inactive  season  (November  1 through 
February  28,  except  as  noted  above),  when  conditions  are  not  conducive  to  tortoise  activity  as 
determined  by  an  authorized  biologist,  one  survey  must  occur  within  72  hours  of  surface 
disturbance  or  up  to  five  days  in  advance  of  disturbance  if  conditions  are  not  favorable  for 
tortoise  activity. 


MM-Wild-7:  Desert  Tortoise  Handling.  Impacts  on  the  desert  tortoise  shall  be  mitigated  by 
relocating  any  individuals  observed  within  the  immediate  construction  area  to  suitable  habitat 
outside  the  development  impact  footprint,  as  feasible.  Only  an  Authorized  Biologist,  possessing 
necessary  permits,  shall  relocate  individuals.  All  relocations  of  desert  tortoises  shall  be 
documented  and  reported  to  the  appropriate  jurisdictional  agencies,  and  consultation  prior  to 
relocation  may  be  required. 

Tortoises  excavated  from  burrows  must  be  relocated  to  unoccupied  natural  or  artificially 
constructed  burrows  immediately  following  excavation.  Relocation  of  tortoises  shall  be  done  in 
accordance  with  the  Applicant’s  Translocation  Plan,  Conservation  Measures  specified  in  the 
BO,  and  mitigation  measures  specified  in  the  BLM  ROW  grant. 

All  potential  desert  tortoise  burrows  found  in  the  construction  zone,  whether  occupied  or  not, 
shall  be  excavated  by  an  authorized  biologist  to  allow  removal  of  desert  tortoises  or  desert 
tortoise  eggs.  Tortoises  and  nests  found  within  the  Proposed  Action  area  must  be  relocated  by 
an  authorized  tortoise  biologist  in  accordance  with  the  latest  USFWS-approved  protocol 
detailed  in  the  Desert  Tortoise  Field  Manual  (USFWS  2009).  Unoccupied  burrows  would  be 
collapsed  or  blocked  to  prevent  tortoise  re-entry.  Any  desert  tortoise  burrows  and  pallets  that 
are  observed  outside  of  but  within  50  feet  of  the  construction  work  area  must  be  flagged  for 
avoidance.  No  stakes  or  flagging  shall  be  placed  on  the  berm  or  in  the  mouth  of  a desert 
tortoise  burrow.  Desert  tortoise  burrows  shall  not  be  marked  in  a manner  that  facilitates 
poaching.  Avoidance  flagging  must  be  designed  to  be  easily  distinguished  from  access  route 
or  other  flagging,  and  would  be  designed  in  consultation  with  experienced  construction 
personnel  and  authorized  biologists.  All  flagging  shall  be  removed  following  construction 
activities. 
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Procedures  for  handling  tortoises  would  follow  those  described  in  the  Desert  Tortoise  Field 
Manual  (USFWS  2009c).  All  tortoises  would  be  handled  using  disposable  surgical  gloves.  The 
gloves  would  be  disposed  of  after  handling  each  tortoise.  Equipment  or  materials  that  contact 
desert  tortoises  must  be  sterilized,  disposed  of,  or  changed  before  contacting  another  tortoise. 
Desert  tortoises  must  only  be  moved  for  the  purpose  of  moving  the  tortoises  out  of  harm’s  way. 
The  authorized  biologist  would  document  each  tortoise  encounter/handling  with  the  following 
information,  at  a minimum:  a narrative  describing  circumstances:  vegetation  type;  dates  of 
observations;  conditions  and  health;  any  apparent  injuries  and  state  of  healing;  if  moved,  the 
location  from  which  it  was  captured  and  the  location  where  it  was  released;  maps;  whether 
animals  voided  their  bladders;  and  diagnostic  markings  (that  is,  identification  numbers  marked 
on  lateral  scutes). 

Whenever  a vehicle  or  construction  equipment  is  parked  longer  than  10  minutes  within  desert 
tortoise  habitat,  whether  the  engine  is  engaged  or  not,  the  ground  around  and  underneath  the 
vehicle  shall  be  inspected  for  desert  tortoises  prior  to  moving  the  vehicle.  If  a desert  tortoise  is 
observed,  an  authorized  biologist  shall  be  contacted.  If  the  tortoise  does  not  move  on  its  own 
within  15  minutes,  the  tortoise  shall  be  removed  and  relocated  by  the  authorized  biologist  prior 
to  vehicle  movement. 

Water  shall  not  be  allowed  to  pool  on  the  access  roads,  or  any  other  area  of  the  Proposed 
Action  where  the  potential  for  desert  tortoise  presence  exists.  In  particular,  water  storage  tanks 
shall  be  monitored  for  leaks,  and  dust  control  trucks  shall  be  monitored  for  pooling  water. 

Any  construction  pipe,  culvert,  or  similar  structure  with  a diameter  greater  than  three  inches 
above  ground  on  the  construction  site  for  one  or  more  nights  shall  be  inspected  for  tortoises 
before  the  material  is  moved,  buried,  or  capped  by  the  Applicant.  As  an  alternative,  structures 
may  be  capped  before  being  stored  on  the  construction  site. 

Any  movement  of  a desert  tortoise  identified  in  advance  of  construction  would  be  limited  to  that 
necessary  to  move  the  individual  out  of  harm’s  way.  The  movement  would  be  conducted  only 
by  the  Authorized  Biologist,  in  accordance  with  procedures  defined  in  the  Biological  Opinion. 

A Biological  Monitor  would  be  present  during  operation  and  maintenance  activities  within 
occupied  desert  tortoise  habitat,  and  pre-maintenance  clearance  surveys.  Exclusionary  fencing 
would  be  required  in  occupied  desert  tortoise  habitat  if  the  maintenance  action  requires 
significant  ground  disturbance. 


MM-Wild-8:  Habitat  Acquisition  for  Desert  Tortoise.  To  compensate  for  desert  tortoise 
habitat  affected  during  construction,  these  effects  would  be  offset  through  either  an  acceptable 
land  acquisition,  habitat  improvements  or  an  assessed  financial  contribution,  based  on  the  final 
construction  footprint. 

Compensation  Ratio 

The  Applicant  would  provide  compensatory  mitigation  at  a 3:1  ratio  for  impacts  to  2,143  acres 
(for  the  Proposed  Action)  or  other  acreage  disturbed  by  the  final  project  footprint.  For 
compliance  with  the  California  Endangered  Species  Act  (CESA),  as  administered  by  the 
CDFW,  at  least  two-thirds  of  the  3:1  mitigation  would  be  achieved  by  acquisition,  in  fee  title  or 
in  easement,  of  land  suitable  for  desert  tortoise,  or  by  habitat  enhancement,  such  as  retirement 
of  grazing,  as  allowed  for  under  the  CDFW’s  Interim  Mitigation  Strategy  As  Required  by  SB  X8 
34,  September,  2010.  The  Applicant  would  provide  funding  for  the  acquisition,  initial  habitat 
improvements,  and  long-term  management  endowment  of  these  CDFW  compensation  lands. 

The  remaining  one-third  of  the  3:1  compensatory  mitigation  would  be  developed  in  accordance 
with  BLM’s  mitigation  requirements  as  described  in  the  NEMO  Plan  Amendments.  The  formula 
includes  both  payment  of  credits  into  a conservation  fund,  and  land  purchase.  This  mitigation 
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would  require  the  acquisition  of  up  to  2,143  acres  of  land  (or  area  equivalent  to  the  final 
approved  ROW  grant)  within  the  Eastern  Mojave  Recovery  Unit,  or  desert  tortoise  habitat 
enhancement  or  rehabilitation  activities  that  meet  BLM’s  approval,  or  some  combination  of  the 
two.  Potential  habitat  enhancement  or  rehabilitation  activities  could  include,  but  are  not  limited 
to:  fencing  of  major  road  ways;  facilitation  of  tortoise  connectivity  (e.g.  adding  culverts);  removal 
of  grazing  (as  already  identified  in  NEMO);  tortoise  head  start;  restoration  of  illegal, 
unauthorized,  or  closed  routes;  safing  of  abandoned  mines;  or  providing  increase  law 
enforcement  or  education  out  reach.  Under  federal  law , mitigation  is  required  to  be  reasonably 
related  to  the  affected  area  (nexus)  and  roughly  proportionate  to  the  development’s  proposed 
impacts.  Land  that  is  acquired  and  donated  to  the  federal  government  for  management  by  the 
BLM  remains  subject  to  all  public  land  laws,  including  FLPMA. 


Route  Rehabilitation  Specifications 

For  route  rehabilitation  completed  as  part  of  the  compensation  requirements , restoration  of  the 
impacted  area  shall  include  the  physical  modifications  necessary  to  return  the  area  to  a state 
approaching  pre-disturbance  conditions.  The  following  provides  specifications  for  the 
rehabilitation. 

Restoration  steps  shall  include  ripping  to  decompact  the  soil , vertical  mulching , relocation  of 
native  shrubs , and  removal  of  Russian  thistle  or  other  non-nativbe  species.  Small  to  medium- 
sized boulders  shall  be  transported  from  nearby  areas  using  small  excavating  equipment. 
Vertical  mulching,  or  relocation  of  dead  vegetation  and  other  organic  material , into  the  area 
shall  be  performed  with  hand  equipment  or  excavating  equipment.  This  material  as  well  as  live 
shrubs  for  replanting  shall  be  gathered  from  areas  to  be  disturbed  within  the  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  project  area. 

Only  as  many  plants  as  needed  to  mask  the  restoration  area  shall  be  used,  and  shall  not 
exceed  15  percent  of  the  plants  in  the  surrounding  area.  Transplanted  plants  shall  consist 
solely  of  those  species  that  are  common  in  the  surrounding  plant  community  (e.g.,  creosote 
bush  fLarrea  tridentatal  cheesebush  I Ambrosia  salsolal,  burrobush  [A.  dumosal,  four-winged 
saltbush  fAtriolex  canescensl  cattle  spinach  [Atriolex  polycaroaL  Mojave  yucca  [Yucca 
soo.schidiqeral  and  succulents  fcholla,  club  cholla , barrel  cactus,  hedgehog  cactus,  pincushion 
cactus!).  To  achieve  replanting,  a hole  of  adequate  size  to  accommodate  the  root  mass  of  the 
shrub  shall  be  manually  excavated,  and  the  shrub  shall  be  placed  in  the  hole  with  care  to 
minimize  damage  to  its  roots.  Caution  shall  be  exercised  to  minimize  and , where  possible , 
eliminate  crushing  of  vegetation  during  these  activities,  consistent  with  the  restoration 
objectives  of  the  project.  Water  shall  be  used  to  water  relocated  live  shrubs  after  planting. 
Water  shall  be  supplied  by  a water  truck  or  from  a water  tank  carried  on  a utility  truck.  The 
crew  for  the  reclamation  effort  shall  consist  of  not  more  than  10  persons  including  supervisory 
staff  and  monitors.  The  equipment  that  may  be  used  shall  consist  of  pickup  trucks,  flat-bed  2V2 
ton  truck  and  trailer,  water  truck,  small  excavating  equipment  ( such  as  backhoe  or  bobcat)  and 
a skip  loader. 

Daily  preconstruction  safety  meetings  shall  take  place  and  all  activities  shall  adhere  to  a site- 
specific  health  and  safety  plan. 

Dust  control  measures  shall  be  implemented  to  minimize  fugitive  dust  and  vehicle  emissions. 
Water  shall  be  applied  to  dirt  surfaces  to  minimize  visible  dust.  Rehabilitation  activities  shall  not 
be  conducted  during  high  wind  warnings.  Work  shall  be  suspended  if  watering  is  insufficient  to 
prevent  visible  dust.  Vehicles  shall  be  washed  if  visible  dust  accumulates  on  the  outside  or 
undercarriage.  Motorized  vehicles  and  equipment  shall  be  kept  in  good  operating  condition  per 
manufacturer  specifications  and  not  allowed  to  idle. 
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To  the  extent  feasible,  the  spread  of  invasive  non-native  weed  species  shall  be  avoided  by 
clean  vehicles/eguipment  and  limiting  the  area  of  disturbance.  To  limit  the  potential  for  the 
spread  of  noxious  weeds , before  entering  the  proposed  work  area,  project  vehicles  shall  be 
clean.  All  vehicles  shall  be  inspected  daily  prior  to  entering  the  work  area  to  ensure  that  they 
are  free  of  mud,  dirt , and  vegetation.  Those  not  clean  shall  be  required  to  be  washed  at  an 
offsite  vehicle  wash  station  before  entering  the  proposed  work  area. 

Biological  Monitors  shall  inspect  visible  restoration  segment  prior  to  ground  disturbance 
activities  for  presence  of  target  noxious  weeds. 

To  avoid  impacts  to  sensitive  biological  resources,  biological  monitoring  of  all  rehabilitation  shall 
be  performed  during  implementation  of  the  proposed  activities.  All  workers  shall  be  trained  to 
recognize  desert  tortoise  and  other  important  sign,  and  to  notify  the  Biological  Monitor  of  any 
tortoise  sign  observations. 

The  approved  Biological  Monitor  shall  remain  onsite  during  restoration  activities  to  monitor  for 
compliance  with  federal  agency  reguirements.  The  Biological  Monitor  shall  have  the  authority  to 
stop  work  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  a resource  in  jeopardy , if  necessary.  Biological  Monitors 
shall  assure  that  all  project-generated  trash  and  food  items  are  placed  in  closed  containers  and 
removed  daily.  The  proposed  project  activities  shall  limit  the  disturbance  area  to  the  minimum 
reguired  to  perform  the  work.  Project  personnel  shall  carefully  check  under  parked  vehicles  and 
eguipment  for  desert  tortoises  before  operation.  A USFWS-approved  Authorized  Biologist  shall 
only  move  desert  tortoises  found  in  imminent  danger  to  a location  away  from  danger  and  in 
accordance  with  the  tortoise  handling  procedures  described  in  the  Guidelines  for  Handling 
Desert  Tortoise  During  Construction  Projects  (Desert  Tortoise  Council,  1994). 

In  the  event  of  a relocation  or  observation  of  a recently  dead  or  injured  listed  species , the 
Biological  Monitor  shall  notify  the  Designated  Biologist , who  shall  notify  BLM’s  Authorized 
Officer  and  USFWS  immediately  by  phone  and  in  no  event  later  than  noon  on  the  business  day 
following  the  event , if  it  occurs  outside  normal  business  hours , so  that  the  agencies  can 
determine  what  further  actions , if  any,  are  reguired  to  protect  listed  species.  The  Designated 
Biologist  shall  prepare  written  follow-up  notification  via  FAX  or  electronic  communication  to 
these  agencies  within  2 calendar  days  of  the  incident  and  include  the  following  information , as 
relevant:  the  date , time , location , circumstances  of  the  incident , and  the  name  of  the  approved 
veterinary  facility  where  the  animal  was  taken. 

Protection  measures  shall  be  implemented  to  mitigate  any  potential  adverse  impacts  caused  by 
inadvertent  discovery  of  buried  cultural  resources  during  project  execution.  These  measures 
include:  ( 1 ) designation  of  a cultural  resources  specialist  to  be  on-call  to  investigate  any  cultural 
resources  finds  made  during  proposed  activities:  (2)  implementation  of  a construction  worker 
training  program:  (3)  procedures  for  halting  work  due  to  inadvertent  discovery  of  archaeological 
deposits  or  human  remains:  (4)  procedures  for  evaluating  an  inadvertent  archaeological 
discovery:  and  (5)  procedures  to  mitigate  adverse  impacts  on  any  inadvertent  discovery  of 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places  eligible  archaeological  resources. 

Maintenance  activities  shall  consist  of  irrigation  of  transplanted  vegetation  and  management  of 
areas  where  non-native  vegetation  has  been  removed.  The  restoration  effort  shall  also  be 
monitored  to  assess  the  effectiveness  of  the  restoration,  and  additional  restoration  efforts  shall 
be  conducted  as  needed  to  achieve  the  objectives  of  the  proposed  action  over  a five-year 
period.  Restoration  status  reports  shall  be  submitted  to  the  BLM  annually. 


Compensation  Timing 

The  compensation  reguirements  shall  be  completed  no  more  than  18  months  following  the  start 
of  project  construction. 
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MM-Wild-9:  Night  Lighting.  The  Applicant  shall  minimize  night  lighting  during  construction  by 
using  shielded  directional  lighting  that  is  pointed  downward  thereby  avoiding  illumination  to 
adjacent  natural  areas  and  the  night  sky. 


MM-Wild-10:  Raven  Control  Plan.  The  Applicant  shall  implement  their  Raven  Control  Plan 
(First  Solar  201 2h)  for  the  project.  The  Raven  Control  Plan  shall  identify  the  purpose  of 
conducting  raven  control  and  include,  at  a minimum,  training  on  how  to  identify  raven  nests  and 
how  to  determine  whether  a nest  belongs  to  a raven  or  a raptor  species;  describe  the  seasonal 
limitations  on  disturbing  nesting  raptors;  describe  raven  control  methods  to  be  employed  (e.g. 
perching  and  nesting  deterrents);  and  describe  procedures  for  documenting  the  activities  on  an 
annual  basis.  The  plan  shall  provide  details  on  the  specific  measures  for  storage  and  disposal 
of  all  litter  and  trash  to  discourage  scavengers  that  may  prey  on  the  desert  tortoise.  The 
Applicant  shall  include  in  the  trash  abatement  program  a provision  to  require  trash  containers  or 
bags  be  in  or  affixed  to  all  project  vehicles.  All  trash,  including  food  scraps  and  cigarette  butts, 
shall  be  placed  immediately  into  a raven-proof  container  on  the  ROW  for  weekly  removal  or  be 
placed  in  a crew  vehicle  trash  container  that  shall  removed  daily.  Trash  shall  not  be  discarded 
onto  the  ROW. 


MM-Wild-11:  Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy.  The  Applicant  shall  implement  their  Bird 
and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy  (First  Solar  201 2q),  which  includes  measures  for  protection  and 
monitoring  of  golden  eagles.  The  document  includes  measures  to  identify  resident  and 
migratory  birds,  and  bat  species  that  could  potentially  be  present,  identifies  project-related 
activities  that  could  affect  individuals  or  habitat,  defines  measures  to  be  used  to  minimize  the 
potential  for  impacts,  and  establishes  a monitoring  program  to  evaluate  the  strategy. 

The  Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy  also  serves  as  an  Eagle  Conservation  Plan  to  address 
Stateline  facility  impacts  to  golden  eagles.  The  Eagle  Conservation  Plan  was  prepared  in 
accordance  with  the  Draft  Eagle  Conservation  Plan  Guidance  (USFWS  2011c).  The  Eagle 
Conservation  Plan  describes  the  golden  eagle  studies  completed  for  the  proposed  facility;  a risk 
analysis;  advanced  conservation  practices  to  be  implemented  during  operations  (if  needed), 
including  a description  of  the  adaptive  management  strategy  for  the  proposed  facility  and 
compensatory  mitigation;  and  post-construction  monitoring  and  reporting  procedures  for  golden 
eagles. 


MM-Wild-12:  Bird  breeding  season.  The  Applicant’s  Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy  (First 
Solar  201 2g)  includes  measures  to  mitigate  construction  impacts  to  MBTA  species.  The 
Applicant  would  perform  vegetation  removal  prior  to  MBTA  nesting  season,  implement  seasonal 
buffers,  and  adhere  to  timing  restrictions.  Timing  restrictions  and  buffers  would  be  cooperatively 
determined  by  the  agencies  (USFWS,  BLM,  and  CDFW).  Vegetation  within  a disturbance  area 
that  may  support  active  nests  shall  only  be  removed  during  the  non-nesting  season 
(approximately  September-March).  If  this  is  not  possible,  a pre-construction  nest  survey  must 
be  conducted  by  a qualified  biologist  to  determine  the  presence  of  any  active  nests.  If  an  active 
nest  ( defined  as  a nest  showing  supporting  evidence  of  new  material  having  been  added  during 
the  season ) is  identified  within  the  project  area,  it  must  be  immediately  protected  until  the  young 
have  fledged  from  the  nest  or  the  nest  becomes  inactive.  Work  can  commence  in  adjacent 
areas,  but  an  appropriate  “no-occupancy”  buffer  zone  must  be  established  to  protect  the  nest 
and  its  inhabitants  until  fledging.  The  size  of  the  buffer  zone  is  species  and  habitat  dependent, 
and  should  be  determined  in  coordination  with  the  BLM,  USFWS  and  CDFW.  Minimum  buffer 
zones  are  typically  50  feet  and  they  may  be  larger  for  listed  species  or  raptors.  Sound  or  visual 
barriers  may  be  erected  in  coordination  with  biological  monitoring  if  necessary. 
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MM-Wild-13:  Management  of  Temporary  Water  Storage  Ponds.  Temporary  water  storage 
ponds  shall  be  fitted  with  protective  netting  or  other  structures,  as  required  by  CDFW,  to 
eliminate  their  use  as  a water  source  by  avian  species.  The  design  and  construction  of  the 
ponds  will  use  the  following: 

• Anti-perching  devices  will  be  installed  around  the  perimeter  of  each  pond  to  exclude 
ravens  and  other  birds  from  accessing  the  edge  of  the  ponds; 

• Ponds  will  be  lined  to  avoid  infiltration  and  re-surfacing  of  open  water  outside  of  the 
pond  area; 

• The  ponds  will  be  covered  with  netting  or  other  structures  to  reduce  avian  access; 

• Ponds  will  operate  only  for  the  minimum  amount  of  time  necessary  to  complete 
construction  in  the  area  they  were  intended  to  support,  and  will  be  closed  once 
construction  in  each  area  is  completed; 

• Monitoring  of  the  ponds  and  the  integrity  of  the  netting  /structures  will  be  performed. 

The  Applicant  shall  consult  with  BLM,  USFWS,  and  CDFW  regarding  appropriate  netting 
material  and  other  design  requirements. 


MM-Wild-14:  Compliance  Reporting.  All  encounters  with  special  status  species  shall  be 
immediately  reported  to  the  Designated  Biologist,  who  shall  record  the  following  information: 

• Species  name; 

• Location  (narrative  and  maps)  and  dates  of  observations; 

• General  condition  and  health,  including  injuries  and  state  of  healing; 

• Diagnostic  markings,  including  identification  numbers  or  markers;  and 

• Locations  moved  from  and  to  (if  applicable). 

Within  60  days  following  project  completion,  the  applicant  shall  submit  a post-construction 
monitoring  report  to  the  BLM  and  USFWS.  The  report  shall  document  the  effectiveness  of 
each  avoidance  and  minimization  measure;  the  actual  acreage  disturbed  by  project  activities  by 
habitat  type;  the  number  of  individual  special  status  species  observed  during  construction;  the 
number  of  individuals  killed,  harmed,  harassed,  or  injured  in  accordance  with  the  incidental  take 
statement;  and  any  other  pertinent  information.  The  report  shall  also  make  recommendations 
for  modifying  avoidance  and  minimization  measures  in  order  to  enhance  species  protection  in 
the  future. 


MM-Wild  15:  Desert  Kit  Fox  Protection.  To  avoid  direct  impacts  to  desert  kit  fox , the 
Applicant  shall  implement  their  Desert  Kit  Fox  and  American  Badger  Monitoring  and 
Management  Plan  ( First  Solar  2013b).  The  Plan  shall  include  the  following  measures: 

1.  Prepare  Desert  Kit  Fox  Management  Plan:  At  least  45  days  prior  to  construction,  the 
Applicant  shall  prepare  a Desert  Kit  Fox  Management  Plan  that:  1)  incorporates  desert  kit  fox 
census  and  health  survey  findings  from  the  clearance  surveys  into  a cohesive  management 
strategy  that  minimizes  disease  risk  to  kit  fox  populations;  2)  specifically  identifies 
preconstruction  survey  methods  for  kit  foxes  in  the  Project  area;  3)  describes  preconstruction 
and  construction-phase  relocation  methods  from  the  site , including  the  possibility  for  passive 
and  active  relocation  from  the  site  ( and  outlines  identified  CDFW  permit  and  MOU  reguirements 
for  active  relocation),  and;  4)  coordinates  survey  findings  prior  to  and  during  construction  to 
meet  the  information  needs  of  wildlife  health  officials  in  monitoring  the  health  of  kit  fox 
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populations.  The  Plan  shall  include  contingency  measures  that  would  be  performed  if  canine 
distemper  were  documented  in  the  Project  area  or  in  potential  relocation  areas , and  measures 
to  address  potential  kit  fox  reoccupancv  of  the  site.  The  contents  and  requirements  of  the  Plan 
shall  be  subject  to  review  and  approval  by  the  BLM  Authorized  Officer  in  consultation  with 
USFWS  and  CDFW. 

2.  Implement  Desert  Kit  Fox  Management  Plan:  If  canine  distemper  is  not  identified  in  the 
Project  area  or  relocation  areas  during  baseline  surveys , the  mitigation  strategy  may  utilize 
passive  means  or  active  means  with  appropriate  CDFW  authorization  to  relocate  kit  foxes  from 
the  site.  The  approach  below  assumes  that  canine  distemper  is  not  detected  during  baseline 
surveys. 

a.  Pre-Construction  Surveys:  Biological  Monitors  shall  conduct  pre-construction  surveys 
for  desert  kit  fox  no  more  than  30  days  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  activities. 
Surveys  shall  also  consider  the  potential  presence  of  active  dens  within  100  feet  of  the 
project  boundary  ( including  utility  corridors  and  access  roads)  and  shall  be  performed 
for  each  phase  of  construction.  If  dens  are  detected  each  den  shall  be  classified  as 
inactive , potentially  active , or  definitely  active. 

b.  Inactive  dens  that  would  be  directly  impacted  by  construction  activities  shall  be 
excavated  by  hand  and  backfilled  to  prevent  reuse  by  kit  fox. 

c.  Potentially  and  definitely  active  dens  that  would  be  directly  impacted  by  construction 
activities  shall  be  monitored  by  the  Biological  Monitor  for  five  consecutive  nights  using  a 
tracking  medium  ( such  as  diatomaceous  earth  or  fire  clay)  and/or  infrared  camera 
stations  at  the  entrance. 

d.  If  no  tracks  are  observed  in  the  tracking  medium  or  no  photos  of  the  target  species 
are  captured  after  three  nights , the  den  shall  be  excavated  and  backfilled  by  hand. 

e.  If  tracks  are  observed , the  den  shall  be  progressively  blocked  with  natural  materials 
(rocks,  dirt , sticks , and  vegetation  piled  in  front  of  the  entrance)  for  the  next  three  to  five 
nights  to  discourage  the  kit  fox  from  continued  use.  After  verification  that  the  den  is 
unoccupied  it  shall  then  be  excavated  and  backfilled  by  hand  to  ensure  that  no  kit  fox 
are  trapped  in  the  den. 

f.  If  an  active  natal  den  (a  den  with  pups ) is  detected  on  the  site,  the  BLM  Authorized 
Officer  and  CDFW  shall  be  contacted  within  24  hours  to  determine  the  appropriate 
course  of  action  to  minimize  the  potential  for  animal  harm  or  mortality.  The  course  of 
action  would  depend  on  the  age  of  the  pups,  location  of  the  den  on  the  site  ( e.g .,  is  the 
den  in  a central  area  or  in  a perimeter  location),  status  of  the  perimeter  site  fence 
( completed  or  not),  and  the  pending  construction  activities  proposed  near  the  den.  A 
500-foot  no-disturbance  buffer  shall  be  maintained  around  all  active  dens. 

g.  The  following  measures  are  reguired  to  reduce  the  likelihood  of  distemper 
transmission: 

i.  No  pets  shall  be  allowed  on  the  site  prior  to  or  during  construction,  with  the 
possible  exception  of  kit  fox  scat  detection  dogs  during  preconstruction  surveys, 
and  then  only  with  prior  CDFW  approval: 

Any  kit  fox  hazing  activities  that  include  the  use  of  animal  repellents  such  as 
covote  urine  must  be  cleared  through  CDFW  prior  to  use,  and: 

Hi.  Any  sick  or  diseased  kit  fox,  or  documented  kit  fox  mortality  shall  be  reported 
to  CDFW  and  the  BLM  Authorized  Officer  within  24  hours  of  identification.  If  a 
dead  kit  fox  is  observed , it  shall  be  retained  and  protected  from  scavengers  until 
CDFW  determines  if  the  collection  of  necropsy  samples  is  justified. 
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Relocation  sites  on  BLM  administered  lands  remain  subject  to  public  land  laws , including 
FLPMA. 


MM-Wild  16:  Burrowing  Owl  Mitigation  Plan.  The  Applicant  shall  prepare  and  implement  a 
final  Burrowing  Owl  Mitigation  Plan.  The  Plan  shall  be  approved  by  the  BLM  AO  in  consultation 
with  USFWS  and  CDFG,  and  shall: 

a.  identify  suitable  sites  as  close  as  possible  to  the  Project  site,  and  within  1 mile  of  the 
Project  Disturbance  Areas  for  creation  or  enhancement  of  burrows  prior  to  passive 
relocation  efforts; 

b.  provide  guidelines  for  creation  or  enhancement  of  at  least  two  natural  or  artificial 
burrows  per  relocated  owl; 

c.  provide  detailed  methods  and  guidance  for  passive  relocation  of  burrowing  owls 
occurring  within  the  Project  disturbance  area;  and 

d.  describe  monitoring  and  management  of  the  passive  relocation  effort,  including  the 
created  or  enhanced  burrow  location  and  the  project  area  where  burrowing  owls  were 
relocated  from  and  provide  a reporting  plan. 

e.  include  the  following  elements  related  to  artificial  burrow  relocation: 

i.  A brief  description  of  the  project  and  project  site  pre-construction; 

ii.  The  mitigation  measures  that  will  be  implemented; 

Hi.  Potential  conflicting  site  uses  or  encumbrances; 

iv.  A comparison  of  the  occupied  burrow  site(s)  and  the  artificial  burrow  site(s) 
(e.g.,  vegetation , habitat  types , fossorial  species  use  in  the  area,  and  other 
features); 

v.  Artificial  burrow(s)  proximity  to  the  project  activities,  roads  and  drainages; 

vi . Artificial  burrow(s)  proximity  to  other  burrows  and  entrance  exposure; 
Photographs  of  the  site  of  the  occupied  burrow(s)  and  the  artificial  burrows; 

vii.  Map  of  the  project  area  that  identifies  the  burrow(s)  to  be  excluded  as  well  as 
the  proposed  sites  for  the  artificial  burrows; 

viii.  A brief  description  of  the  artificial  burrow  design; 

ix.  Description  of  the  monitoring  that  will  take  place  during  and  after  project 
implementation  including  information  that  will  be  provided  in  a monitoring  report. 

x.  A description  of  the  freouencv  and  type  of  burrow  maintenance 


f.  address  the  following  elements  related  to  the  exclusion  plan: 

i.  Confirm  by  site  surveillance  that  the  burrow (s)  is  empty  of  burrowing  owls  and 
other  species  by  use  of  a fiber-optic  endoscope  or  comparable  device; 

ii.  Describe  the  type  of  scope  and  appropriate  timing  of  scoping  to  avoid  impacts; 

//'/.  Describe  occupancy  factors  to  look  for  and  what  will  guide  determination  of 
vacancy  and  excavation  timing  (e.g.,  one-way  doors  should  be  left  in  place  48 
hours  to  ensure  burrowing  owls  have  left  the  burrow  before  excavation , visited 
twice  daily  and  monitored  for  evidence  that  owls  are  inside  and  can’t  escape); 
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iv.  Identify  how  the  burrow(s)  will  be  excavated  (excavation  using  hand  tools  with 
refilling  to  prevent  reoccupation  is  preferable  whenever  possible  (may  include 
using  piping  to  stabilize  the  burrow  to  prevent  collapsing  until  the  entire  burrow 
has  been  excavated  and  it  can  be  determined  that  no  owls  reside  inside  the 
burrow); 

v.  Describe  removal  of  other  potential  owl  burrow  surrogates  or  refugia  on  site; 
Photographing  the  excavation  and  closure  of  the  burrow  to  demonstrate  success 
and  sufficiency; 

vi.  Describe  reguired  monitoring  of  the  exclusion  site  to  evaluate  success  and,  if 
needed , to  implement  remedial  measures  to  prevent  subseguent  owl  use  to 
avoid  take; 

vii.  Identify  how  the  impacted  site  will  continually  be  made  inhospitable  to 
burrowing  owls  and  fossorial  mammals  (e.g.,  by  allowing  vegetation  to  grow  tall, 
heavy  disking,  or  immediate  and  continuous  grading)  until  development  is 
complete. 

If  an  active  burrowing  owl  burrow  is  detected  within  500  feet  from  the  Project  disturbance  area 
the  following  avoidance  and  minimization  measures  shall  be  implemented: 

a.  Establish  Non-Disturbance  Buffer:  Fencing  shall  be  installed  at  a 250-foot  radius  from 
the  occupied  burrow  to  create  a non-disturbance  buffer  around  the  burrow.  The  non- 
disturbance buffer  and  fence  line  may  be  reduced  to  160  feet  if  all  Project-related 
activities  that  might  disturb  burrowing  owls  would  be  conducted  during  the  non-breeding 
season  ( September  1st  through  January  31st).  Signs  shall  be  posted  in  English  and 
Spanish  at  the  fence  line  indicating  no  entry  or  disturbance  is  permitted  within  the 
fenced  buffer. 

b.  Monitoring:  If  construction  activities  would  occur  within  500  feet  of  the  occupied 
burrow  during  the  nesting  season  (February  1 to  August  31st)  the  Designated  Biologist 
or  Biological  Monitor  shall  monitor  to  determine  if  these  activities  have  potential  to 
adversely  affect  nesting  efforts,  and  shall  make  recommendations  to  minimize  or  avoid 
such  disturbance. 

Relocation  sites  on  BLM  administered  lands  remain  subject  to  public  land  laws , including 
FLPMA. 


4.22.12  Residual  Impacts  After  Mitigation 

Implementation  of  the  avoidance,  minimization,  and  mitigation  measures  described  in  Section 
4.22.12  would  avoid  or  minimize  the  direct  and  indirect  impacts  to  wildlife  resources  on  the 
Stateline  project  site.  Under  CEQA,  implementation  of  the  avoidance,  minimization,  and 
mitigation  measures  would  mitigate  impacts  to  wildlife  resources  to  a level  below  significance. 
Implementation  of  the  required  mitigation  would  not  result  in  any  additional  impacts  to  wildlife 
resources.  No  residual  impacts  to  wildlife  resources  would  occur  with  the  implementation  of  the 
avoidance,  minimization,  and  mitigation  measures. 

The  Proposed  Action  and  three  other  action  alternatives  would  potentially  have  adverse  impacts 
on  individuals  and  habitat  of  16  special  status  wildlife  species.  For  most  of  these  species,  their 
presence  within  the  project  area  is  speculative  or  limited,  and  impacts  would  be  minimal. 
Mitigation  measures  for  bird  and  bat  species  would  include  measures  that  would  require 
avoidance  of  nesting  birds  and  development  of  a Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy.  With 
implementation  of  these  measures,  there  would  be  no  residual  impacts  to  these  species.  For 
the  desert  tortoise,  take  in  the  form  of  harassment  of  an  undetermined  number  of  individuals 
would  result  because  Authorized  Biologists  would  conduct  pre-clearance  surveys  and  pick  up 
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and  move  tortoise  out  of  harm’s  way.  However,  implementation  of  APMs  and  mitigation 
measures  required  by  BLM  for  protection  of  wildlife  and  other  resources  would  reduce  direct 
impacts,  and  therefore  the  potential  for  residual  impacts,  to  the  tortoise.  These  include  APM- 
Wild-1  (desert  tortoise  protection  measures  in  NEMO  Plan  Amendments),  APM-Wild-2 
(relocation  of  tortoises),  APM-Wild-3  (tortoise  exclusion  fencing),  MM-Wild-1  (Oversight  by 
Designated  Biologist),  MM-Wild-2  (Oversight  by  Authorized  Biologists  and  Biological  Monitors), 
MM-Wild-3  (WEAP),  MM-Wild-4  (Delineation  of  Sensitive  Areas),  MM-Wild-5  (Use  of  Existing 
Routes  and  Speed  Limits),  MM-Wild-6  (Pre-Construction  Surveys),  and  MM-Wild-7  (Desert 
Tortoise  Handling  Requirements). 

Without  mitigation,  the  proposed  Stateline  facility  would  contribute  to  the  cumulatively 
substantial  losses  of  wildlife  resources  within  the  Ivanpah  Valley.  The  avoidance  and 
minimization  measures  as  well  as  compensatory  mitigation  to  offset  direct,  indirect,  and 
cumulative  impacts  to  wildlife  resources  would  assure  compliance  with  state  and  federal  laws, 
and  the  cumulative  impacts  would  have  no  substantially  adverse  effects  following  mitigation. 
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4.23  Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitment  of  Resources 

The  BLM  NEPA  Handbook  (H-1790-1  Sec.  9.2.9),  the  NEPA  Guidelines  (40  CFR  1502.16),  and 
CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15126.2  require  a discussion  of  any  irreversible  or  irretrievable 
commitments  of  resources  which  would  be  caused  by  implementation  of  the  proposed  Stateline 
facility  or  one  of  the  action  alternatives;  the  relationship  between  short-term  uses  and  long-term 
productivity  of  the  environment;  and  any  growth-inducing  impacts. 

Resources  irreversibly  or  irretrievably  committed  to  a proposed  action  are  those  used  on  a long- 
term or  permanent  basis.  This  includes  the  use  of  nonrenewable  resources  such  as  metal, 
wood,  fuel,  paper,  aggregate  and  other  natural  resources.  These  resources  are  considered 
irretrievable  in  that  they  would  be  used  for  a proposed  action  when  they  could  have  been 
conserved  or  used  for  other  purposes.  Another  irreversible  or  irretrievable  commitment  of 
resources  is  the  unavoidable  destruction  of  natural  resources  that  could  limit  the  range  of 
potential  uses  of  that  particular  environment. 

The  Stateline  Solar  Farm  project  would  irretrievably  commit  resources  over  the  30-year  life  of 
the  project.  Construction  of  the  proposed  Stateline  facility  would  commit  nonrenewable 
resources  during  project  construction  and  ongoing  utility  services  during  project  operations. 
During  project  operations,  oil,  gas,  and  other  nonrenewable  resources  would  be  consumed  for 
maintenance  purposes,  although  on  a limited  basis.  After  30  years,  the  Stateline  facility  could  be 
decommissioned  and  the  land  returned  to  its  pre-project  state,  or  the  facility  owners  may  wish  to 
work  with  the  BLM  to  replace  the  old  facilities  with  a new  re-powering  project  on  the  same  site. 
In  the  event  that  the  project  is  decommissioned,  potentially  some  of  the  resources  used  in 
construction  of  the  facility  could  be  retrieved.  However,  full  site  recovery  to  its  pre-project  state 
may  not  be  possible  given  the  30-year  life-span  of  the  Stateline  facility  and  the  many  unknown 
variables  that  could  affect  the  site.  Open  desert  lands  and  sensitive  desert  habitats  have 
potentially  lengthy  recovery  time  from  disturbances  such  as  solar  development. 

The  Stateline  facility  is  a renewable  energy  project  intended  to  generate  solar  energy  to  reduce 
reliance  on  fossil  fuels.  Over  the  30-year  life  of  the  Stateline  facility,  this  renewable  energy 
project  would  contribute  incrementally  to  the  reduction  in  demand  for  fossil  fuel  used  to  generate 
electricity,  thereby  resulting  in  the  project  having  a beneficial  effect  of  the  commitment  of 
nonrenewable  resources. 
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4.24  Short-Term  Uses  of  Man’s  Environment  and  the  Maintenance/Enhancement 
of  Long-Term  Productivity 

The  BLM  NEPA  Handbook  (H-1790-1  Sec.  9.2.9)  and  the  NEPA  Guidelines  (40  CFR  1502.16) 
require  a discussion  of  the  relationship  between  short-term  uses  and  long-term  productivity  of 
the  environment  from  implementation  of  the  proposed  Stateline  facility  or  one  of  the  action 
alternatives.  “Short  term”  refers  to  the  total  duration  of  project  construction,  whereas  “long  term” 
refers  to  an  indefinite  period  beyond  the  construction  of  the  project.  The  specific  impacts  of  the 
proposed  project  vary  in  kind,  intensity,  and  duration  according  to  the  activities  occurring  at  any 
given  time.  The  proposed  project  involves  tradeoffs  between  long-term  productivity  and  short- 
term uses  of  the  environment. 

The  short-term  uses  of  the  environment  as  a result  of  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  facility 
and  the  other  action  alternatives  include  those  typically  found  with  solar  energy  development. 
Short-term  impacts  associated  with  construction  activities  described  elsewhere  in  Chapter  4, 
Environmental  Consequences,  include  air  and  greenhouse  gas  emissions,  use  of  groundwater, 
increased  noise  and  traffic,  and  changes  to  local  employment  and  tax  revenues  associated  with 
construction.  These  impacts  would  generally  cease  upon  completion  of  project  construction, 
and  there  would  be  no  residual  effects  from  these  impacts.  These  can  be  compared  to  the  long- 
term benefits  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  the  other  action  alternative,  all  of  which  would  provide 
for  the  production  of  clean,  renewable  energy  consistent  with  Federal  and  State  goals  to 
increase  production  of  renewable  energy  to  help  reduce  dependence  on  fossil  fuels. 

As  discussed  earlier  in  Section  4.23,  Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitment  of  Resources, 
the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  could  damage  sensitive  desert  habitats,  which  in  turn 
could  adversely  affect  the  long-term  productivity  of  the  area.  However,  these  action  alternatives 
would  all  also  provide  a long-term  benefit  by  generating  electric  power  without  any  increase  in 
the  use  of  non-renewable  resources,  such  as  fossil  fuels,  which  would  result  in  a benefit  to  air 
quality  and  a reduction  in  carbon-based  emissions. 
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4.25  Growth-Inducing  Impacts 

The  BLM  NEPA  Handbook  (H-1790-1  Sec.  9.2.9),  the  NEPA  Guidelines  (40  CFR  1502.16),  and 
CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15126.2  require  a discussion  of  growth-inducing  impacts  that 
potentially  would  result  from  implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  or  alternatives.  Specifically, 
CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15126.2(d)  requires  a discussion  of  the  ways  in  which  the  project 
could  foster  economic  or  population  growth,  or  induce  additional  housing,  either  directly  or 
indirectly  in  the  surrounding  environment.  NEPA  regulations  also  provide  for  discussing  the 
growth-inducing  impacts  of  a project.  As  stated  in  40  C.F.R.  § 1508.8(b),  “indirect  effects  may 
include  growth  inducing  effects  and  other  effects  related  to  induced  changes  in  the  pattern  of 
land  use,  population  density  or  growth  rate,  and  related  effects  on  air  and  water  and  other 
natural  systems,  including  ecosystems.”  The  discussion  of  growth-inducing  impacts  also  must 
address  how  a project  may  remove  obstacles  to  growth,  or  encourage  and  facilitate  other 
activities  that  could  significantly  affect  the  environment,  either  individually  or  cumulatively. 

Typically,  a project’s  growth-inducing  potential  would  be  considered  significant  if  it  leads  to 
population  increases  above  what  is  assumed  in  local  and  regional  land  use  plans,  or  in 
projections  made  by  regional  planning  authorities.  Significant  growth-inducing  impacts  also 
could  occur  if  a project  provides  infrastructure  or  service  capacity  that  would  accommodate 
growth  levels  beyond  those  permitted  by  local  or  regional  plans  and  policies.  Increased 
development  and  growth  in  an  area  depend  on  a variety  of  factors,  including  employment  and 
other  opportunities,  availability  of  developable  land,  and  availability  of  infrastructure,  water,  and 
power  resources. 

As  discussed  in  Section  4.13,  Social  and  Economic  Issues,  the  proposed  project’s  construction 
and  operation  phase  labor  needs  would  be  drawn  from  Clark  County,  Nevada  and  San 
Bernardino  County,  California.  The  proposed  project  would  require  less  than  one  percent  of  the 
total  construction  workforce  of  these  two  counties.  Further,  research  shows  that  construction 
workers  typically  commute  up  to  two  hours  one  way  to  a job  site  rather  than  relocating. 
Because  of  the  size  of  the  available  construction  work  force  and  the  expected  minimal  in- 
migration  of  construction  workers,  project  construction  would  be  expected  to  have  minimal 
impacts  on  population  growth.  Project  operation  phase  employment  levels  (seven  to  10  fulltime 
workers)  are  so  low  as  to  have  minimal  impacts  on  the  population  levels  and  the  availability  of 
housing  in  the  project  area  and  thus  growth-inducing  impact  potential  also  would  be  minimal. 

The  Proposed  Action  or  alternatives  would  not  remove  barriers  to  growth  and  development 
because  of  project-related  changes  in  land  use  designations  or  providing  utilities  and/or  access 
to  previously  undeveloped  areas.  No  lands  would  be  converted  to  residential  or  commercial  use 
by  the  project;  the  transmission  lines  associated  with  project  development  would  merely  connect 
project  electrical  output  to  the  grid  and  thus  would  not  provide  service  to  previously  unserved 
areas;  no  new  roadways  would  be  constructed  that  would  provide  access  to  nearby  areas  that 
then  would  be  opened  up  to  residential  or  commercial  development. 

Because  insufficient  supplies  of  electricity  would  inhibit  growth  (and  ongoing  economic  activity 
as  well),  it  could  be  argued  that  the  new  electrical  generating  capacity  represented  by  the 
project  is  growth-inducing  because  it  removes  the  obstacle  to  growth  that  would  result  from 
insufficient  electrical  supplies.  However,  it  should  be  noted  that  the  Federal  and  California  legal 
mandates  to  increase  the  use  of  renewable  energy  sources  are  not  necessarily  growth-related. 

In  2006,  the  California  passed  the  California  Global  Warming  Solutions  Act  (AB  32),  which 
required  the  state  to  reduce  emissions  of  C02  and  other  GHGs  to  1990  emission  levels  (a  25 
percent  reduction)  by  2020.  SB  1368  was  enacted  in  2006,  which  prohibits  California  electric 
utilities  from  constructing  power  plants  or  entering  into  long-term  purchase  contracts  with 
facilities  that  do  not  meet  the  GHG  emissions  standard.  The  California  RPS  legislation  requires 
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investor-owned  utilities  (lOUs),  publicly-owned  utilities,  and  energy  service  providers  to  increase 
purchases  of  renewable  energy  such  that  at  least  33  percent  of  retail  sales  are  procured  from 
renewable  energy  resources  by  December  31,  2020.  The  California  mandates  do  not  apply 
only  to  incremental  power  generation  capacity  that  does  not  yet  exist.  The  required  shift  in 
generation  to  renewables  is  not  merely  to  power  future  growth  - it  also  applies  to  the  generating 
capacity  needed  to  continue  to  serve  the  current  level  of  demand  on  an  ongoing  basis. 

In  addition,  utility  organizations  are  obligated  to  be  able  to  meet  the  current  and  projected  future 
electrical  demand  of  their  customers  - having  insufficient  capacity  is  not  an  option.  Because 
electrical  demand  is  projected  to  increase  in  the  coming  years,  the  utilities  need  additional 
capacity  to  meet  the  projected  demand,  as  well  as  to  replace  aging  generating  capacity  that 
must  be  retired.  This  need  for  additional  capacity  is  forecasted  with  or  without  implementation  of 
the  proposed  project. 

In  short,  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  would  contribute  to  California’s  ability  to  change  its 
electrical  generating  source  mix  to  meet  legal  mandates  (renewable  energy  and  greenhouse 
gases),  would  help  the  State  of  California  to  meet  its  obligations  under  AB32,  and  would  help 
BLM  meet  its  obligations  under  Executive  Order  13212 , Executive  Order  3285A1 , and  The 
President's  Climate  Action  Plan.  It  also  and  would  help  satisfy  both  current  levels  and  projected 
future  levels  of  demand  for  electricity.  For  these  reasons,  the  increased  electrical  capacity 
represented  by  the  project  would  not  be  considered  to  have  significant  growth-inducing  impacts. 
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4.26  Unavoidable  Impacts 

The  analysis  contained  in  Sections  4.2  through  4.22  indicates  that  the  potential  environmental 
effects  from  implementation  of  the  Proposed  Project  would  cause  significant  impacts,  although 
most  of  those  can  be  reduced  to  a level  that  is  below  significant  with  mitigation  measures. 
However , there  are  some  impacts  that  cannot  be  avoided  or  reduced  to  less  than  significant  and 
are  unavoidable.  These  are  summarized  here. 


Air  Resources 

Onsite  construction  activities  for  the  proposed  project  would  produce  NO,  and  PMm  emissions 
that  exceed  MDAQMD  significance  thresholds.  Mitigation  measures  would  reduce  these 
emissions  somewhat,  but  would  not  reduce  emissions  to  a level  less  than  the  MDAQMD 
significance  thresholds.  The  emissions  under  all  action  alternatives  would  exceed  the 
thresholds.  Consequently,  construction-related  emissions  for  the  proposed  project  would  be  an 
unavoidable  significant  air  quality  impact  under  CEQA,  and  an  adverse  impact  under  NEPA, 
under  all  action  alternatives.  However , the  impact  would  be  temporary , and  would  cease  at  the 
completion  of  construction. 


Noise 

Noise  from  construction  traffic , as  experienced  at  a single  residence  at  Yates  Well  Road,  would 
be  an  unavoidable  significant  impact  under  CEQA , and  as  adverse  impact  under  NEPA , under 
all  action  alternatives.  The  impact  would  be  temporary , and  would  cease  at  the  completion  of 
construction. 


Transportation  and  Public  Access 

Construction  traffic  and  decommissioning  traffic  would  cause  the  level  of  service  (LOS)  on 
Friday  during  peak  traffic  volume  to  degrade  to  LOS  F.  This  would  constitute  a significant 
impact  under  CEQA , and  an  adverse  impact  under  NEPA.  Mitigation  measures  MM-Trans-1 
and  MM-Trans-2  would  reduce  the  impact  and  the  impact  would  be  temporary ; however , it 
would  remain  significant  and  unavoidable. 


Visual  Resources 

The  proposed  Stateline  facility  would  be  visible  in  the  same  field  of  view  as  many  of  the  other 
man-made  developments  in  the  valley , including  Ivanoah  SEGS,  numerous  transmission  lines, 
and  the  Primm  Valiev  Golf  Course.  The  introduction  of  industrial  character  and  structural  visual 
contrast  would  result  in  substantial  adverse  effects  on  scenic  vista  and  would  degrade  the 
existing  visual  character  of  the  site  and  its  surrounding  landscape.  The  resulting  cumulative 
visual  impact  would  be  significant  and  unavoidable  under  CEQA.  and  adverse  under  NEPA. 
The  proposed  Stateline  facility  plus  the  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  would  contribute  to  the 
conversion  of  natural  desert  landscapes  to  landscapes  with  prominent  industrial  character 
( complex  industrial  forms  and  lines  and  surface  textures  and  colors  not  found  in  natural  desert 
landscapes). 

Although  the  overall  cumulative  visual  impact  would  be  significant  and  unavoidable,  the  views  of 
the  Stateline  facility  itself  would  be  much  less  prominent  than  those  of  the  adjacent  Ivanpah 
SEGS  facility , Primm  Valiev  Golf  Course , and  transmission  towers , each  of  which  includes 
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elements  that  have  a greater  height  above  the  around  surface  than  would  the  Stateline  facility. 
Therefore,  the  contribution  of  the  proposed  Stateline  facility  to  the  overall  impact  would  not  be 
cumulatively  considerable  under  CEQA. 
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5.0  Consultation,  Coordination,  and  Public  Involvement 

5.1  Interrelationships 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management’s  (BLM’s)  authority  over  the  proposed  Desert  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  project  includes,  among  other  things , the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act 
(FLPMA;  43  United  States  Code  [U.S.C.]  1701  et  seq.),  BLM’s  Solar  Energy  Development 
Policy  of  October  7,  2010  (Instruction  Memorandum  [IM]  2011-003),  and  BLM  renewable 
energy  guidance  as  specified  in  BLM  IM-201 1-059,  2011-060,  and  2011-061.  The  FLPMA 
authorizes  BLM  to  issue  Right-of-Way  (ROW)  grants  for  renewable  energy  projects.  The 
President’s  Climate  Action  Plan , announced  on  June  25,  2013 , sets  a new  goal  for  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  to  permit  enough  renewable  electricity  generation  from  public  lands 
to  power  more  than  6 million  homes  by  2020.  This  goal  will  require  the  approval  of  20,000 
MWs  of  renewable  energy  projects  on  the  public  lands  by  2020. 


5.1 .1  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

The  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (USACE)  has  jurisdiction  to  protect  the  aquatic  ecosystem, 
including  water  quality  and  wetland  resources  under  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act.  Under 
that  authority,  the  USACE  regulates  the  discharge  of  dredged  or  fill  material  into  waters  of  the 
U.S.,  including  wetlands,  by  reviewing  proposed  projects  to  determine  whether  they  may  impact 
such  resources  and,  thereby,  are  subject  to  Section  404’s  permit  requirement.  Throughout  the 
Plan  Amendment  (PA)  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Environmental  Impact  Report 
(EIS/EIR)  process,  the  Applicant  and  BLM  have  provided  information  to  the  USACE  to  assist 
the  agency  in  making  a determination  regarding  its  jurisdiction  and  need  for  a Section  404 
permit. 

Following  consultation  with  the  USACE  and  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (CDFG), 
the  Applicant  developed  a Jurisdictional  Delineation  assessment  (LSA  2011a).  Both  Federal 
and  State  jurisdictional  delineation  data  was  collected  along  10  transects  (1,500  feet  apart), 
which  were  set  up  north-to-south  across  the  site  (perpendicular  to  existing  desert  washes).  The 
entire  length  of  each  transect  was  surveyed  on  foot  and  global  positioning  system  data  was 
recorded  at  each  point  where  an  active  ephemeral  wash  intersected  the  transect  line. 
Jurisdictional  features  were  mapped  by  tracing  data  on  plastic  overlaid  on  high-resolution  aerial 
photographs. 

Ivanpah  Lake,  which  spans  the  California-Nevada  state  boundary,  is  an  interstate  water,  water 
of  the  United  States  (WUS),  and  is  subject  to  USACE  jurisdiction.  However,  because  it  is  dry 
the  majority  of  the  time,  it  is  not  considered  a navigable  water.  Because  ephemeral  washes  are 
tributary  to  Ivanpah  Lake,  which  is  not  a traditional  navigable  water,  the  drainages  would  not  be 
subject  to  Section  404  jurisdiction  (LSA  2011b).  The  Applicant’s  Jurisdictional  Delineation 
Report  ( LSA  2011b)  was  submitted  to  the  USACE  for  their  determination.  In  a letter  dated 
December  2,  2072,  USACE  concurred  that  the  project  is  not  subject  to  USACE  jurisdiction 
under  Section  404 , and  that  a Section  404  permit  is  not  required  ( Swenson  2012). 


5.1 .2  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife 

The  CDFW  protects  fish  and  aquatic  habitats  within  the  State  through  regulation  of 
modifications  to  streambeds,  under  Section  1602  of  the  Fish  and  Game  Code.  The  BLM  and 
the  Applicant  have  provided  information  to  CDFW  to  assist  the  agency  in  its  determination  of 
the  impacts  to  streambeds,  and  identification  of  permit  and  mitigation  requirements.  The 
Applicant  will  file  a Streambed  Alteration  Agreement  with  CDFW.  In  total,  the  study  area 
includes  approximately  490  acres  of  resources  (streambed  and  lake)  that  are  potentially  subject 
to  CDFW  jurisdiction. 
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CDFW  also  has  the  authority  to  regulate  potential  impacts  to  species  that  are  protected  under 
the  CESA  (Fish  and  Game  Code  Section  2050,  et  seq.).  With  respect  to  impacts  to  desert 
tortoise , the  Applicant  has  indicated  that  it  will  file  the  appropriate  notice,  incidental  take  permit 
application,  or  request  for  memorandum  of  understanding,  as  appropriate  based  on  potential 
impacts  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action. 


5.1 .3  Mojave  Desert  Air  Quality  Management  District 

The  Proposed  Action  is  located  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Mojave  Desert  Air  Quality 
Management  District  (MDAQMD),  which  reviews  the  plans  and  specifications  for  construction  in 
the  project  area.  As  required  in  mitigation  measure  MM- Air-1,  the  Applicant  would  implement 
their  Air  Quality  Construction  Management  Plan  ( First  Solar  2012c)  that  describes  the  fugitive 
dust  control  measures  that  would  be  implemented  and  monitored  at  all  locations  of  proposed 
facility  construction.  The  plan  would  be  submitted  to  MDAQMD  no  less  than  60  days  prior  to 
the  start  of  construction , and  the  MDAQMD  would  assess  emissions  and  possible  air 
contamination  resulting  from  construction  and  operational  activities  (e.g.,  road  dust,  windblown 
contaminants,  and  emissions  from  construction  activities). 


5.1.4  San  Bernardino  County 

Under  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  Agreement  No.  03-1211  between  BLM  and  the 
County,  facilities  requiring  groundwater  wells  fall  under  the  County’s  jurisdiction,  and  would 
therefore  be  required  to  comply  with  County  Ordinance  No.  3872  regarding  permitting  and 
monitoring  of  groundwater  extraction  wells.  Because  the  Proposed  Action  would  include 
installation  of  groundwater  extraction  wells,  implementation  of  the  proposed  facility  would 
require  discretionary  approval  from  San  Bernardino  County  with  respect  to  issuance  of  a well 
permit  from  the  Environmental  Health  Services  Department.  Because  the  County  must  take  a 
discretionary  action,  the  County  will  be  responsible  for  certifying  the  Final  EIS/EIR  after 
reviewing  the  document  for  consistency  with  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA) 
requirements  (CEQA  Guidelines  §15090).  If  the  Final  EIS/EIR  demonstrates  that  the  Proposed 
Action  would  have  significant  and  unavoidable  (not  mitigable)  impacts  and  the  County  decides 
to  approve  the  project,  then  the  County  will  need  to  adopt  a “Statement  of  Overriding 
Considerations”  explaining  the  reasons  for  approving  the  project  despite  its  significant  impacts 
(CEQA  Guidelines  §15093). 


5.2  Consultation  Process  for  ESA  Section  7,  NHPA  Section  106,  and  Indian  Tribes 
5.2.1  ESA  Section  7 Compliance 

The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  has  jurisdiction  to  protect  threatened  and 
endangered  species  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA;  16  U.S.C.  Section  1531  et  seq.). 
Formal  consultation  with  the  USFWS  under  Section  7 of  the  ESA  is  required  for  any  federal 
action  that  may  adversely  affect  a federally-listed  species.  This  consultation,  associated  with 
the  desert  tortoise , has  been  initiated  through  a request  by  the  BLM  to  initiate  formal 
consultation  and  the  submittal  of  a Biological  Assessment  (BA).  Following  review  of  the  BA  and 
impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action,  the  USFWS  has  issued  a Biological  Opinion  (BO),  dated 
September  30,  2013)  that  specifies  reasonable  and  prudent  measures  and  terms  and 
conditions  which  must  be  implemented  for  the  desert  tortoise. 
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5.2.2  NHPA  Section  106  Compliance 

Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA;  16  U.S.C.  470,  et  seqj,  as 
amended  through  its  implementing  regulations  codified  in  “Protection  of  Historic  Properties"  (36 
CFR  Part  800),  requires  a federal  agency  with  jurisdiction  over  a project  ( referred  to  as  an 
undertaking  under  the  NHPA)  to  consider  the  effect  of  the  proposed  project,  in  consultation  with 
the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office,  interested  tribes,  and  other  parties , on  properties 
included  on,  or  eligible  for,  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (NRHP).  Federal  agencies 
must  also  provide  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  (ACHP)  an  opportunity  to 
comment  on  the  effects  of  the  proposed  project  to  those  properties.  Having  determined  that 
the  Proposed  Action  constitutes  an  “undertaking”  as  defined  in  36  CFR  Part  800.1 6(v)  and 
involves  the  type  of  activity  that  could  affect  historic  properties  (36  CFR  Part  800.3(a)),  the 
BLM,  as  lead  federal  agency  for  the  project,  has  the  statutory  responsibility  for  compliance  with 
provisions  of  Section  106  of  the  NHPA  (36  CFR  Part  800.2(a)(2)). 

The  basic  steps  in  the  Section  106  process  are  described  below  along  with  a corresponding 
summary  paragraph  presenting  BLM’s  compliance  with  the  process: 


Step  1:  identification  and  Evaluation  of  Historic  Properties  (Cultural  Resources). 

Properties  within  a project’s  area  of  potential  effect  (APE)  are  identified  with  input  from  the 
State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  (SHPO),  Indian  tribes  and  other  consulting  parties,  and 
evaluated  for  eligibility  to  the  NRHP  by  the  BLM  in  consultation  with  the  SHPO.  See  36  CFR  § 
800.4.  BLM  applies  NRHP  criteria  for  eligibility  for  listing  found  at  36  CFR  part  60.4,  in 
conformance  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior’s  Standards  and  Guidelines  for  Evaluation  (48 
Federal  Register  44723-44726).  In  general,  NRHP  eligibility  criteria  include: 

“The  quality  of  significance  in  American  history,  architecture,  archeology,  engineering,  and 
culture  is  present  in  districts,  sites,  buildings,  structures,  and  objects  that  possess  integrity  of 
location,  design,  setting,  materials,  workmanship,  feeling,  and  association,  and: 

A.  That  are  associated  with  events  that  have  made  a significant  contribution  to  the  broad 
patterns  of  our  history;  or 

B.  That  are  associated  with  the  lives  of  persons  significant  in  our  past;  or 

C.  That  embody  the  distinctive  characteristics  or  a type,  period,  method  of  construction,  or  that 
represent  the  work  of  a master,  or  that  possess  high  artistic  values,  or  that  represent  a 
significant  and  distinguishable  entity  whose  components  may  lack  individual  distinction;  or 

D.  That  have  yielded,  or  may  likely  yield,  information  important  in  prehistory  or  history.” 

A literature  review,  record  search,  built  environment  survey,  and  archaeological  inventory  has 
been  commissioned  to  identify  historic  properties  within  the  Stateline  project  APE.  A Native 
American  Heritage  Commission  Sacred  Lands  File  search  was  also  acquired  which  included  a 
list  of  tribal  individuals  with  whom  to  consult  regarding  the  project  and  potential  effects  to 
sacred  sites.  The  BLM  utilized  and  expanded  that  list  for  Section  106  consultation  with  Indian 
Tribes.  Consulation  with  Indian  Tribes  ensures  that  ethnographic  resources  and  places  of 
traditional  cultural  or  religious  concern  are  also  taken  into  account. 


Step  2:  Assessment  of  Effects.  BLM  determines  whether  or  not  the  undertaking  will  affect 
historic  properties  listed  in  or  eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP  (36  CFR  § 800.4(d)).  When  BLM 
determines  that  historic  properties  will  be  affected,  the  BLM  must  assess  whether  such  effects 
will  be  adverse  through  by  applying  the  criteria  outline  at  36  CFR  § 800.5(a)(1).  “Effect”  is 
defined  in  the  regulations  as  an  “alteration  to  the  characteristics  of  a historic  property  qualifying 
it  for  inclusion  in  or  eligibility  for  the  National  Register”  (36  CFR  § 800.1 6(i)).  An  effect  is 
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deemed  to  be  adverse  if  when  the  effect  may  “alter,  directly  or  indirectly,  any  of  the 
characteristics  of  a historic  property  that  qualify  the  property  for  inclusion  in  the  National 
Register  in  a manner  that  would  diminish  the  integrity  of  the  property’s  location,  design,  setting, 
materials,  workmanship,  feeling  or  association”  (36  CFR  § 800.5(a)(1)).  The  BLM  must  provide 
documentation  of  the  determinations  of  eligibility  and  findings  of  effect  to  the  SHPO  and  notify 
Indian  Tribes  and  other  consulting  parties. 

In  the  case  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives,  all  efforts  have  been  made  to  avoid  direct 
effects  to  historic  properties.  The  BLM’s  determinations  and  findings,  provided  in  a letter  to  the 
SHPO  dated  November  1,  2012 , concluded  that  there  will  be  no  adverse  effects  on  historic 
properties  from  this  undertaking. 


Step  3:  Resolution  of  Adverse  Effects.  Through  consultation  with  the  SHPO,  Indian  tribes, 
and  consulting  parties,  the  BLM  seeks  to  resolve  the  potential  adverse  effects  of  a project  by 
developing  and  evaluating  alternatives  or  modifications  to  the  project  that  could  avoid,  minimize, 
or  mitigate  adverse  effects  on  historic  properties  and  documenting  the  result  in  a MOA  or 
Programmatic  Agreement  (36  CFR  §800.6).  Because  the  BLM  determined  that  no  adverse 
effects  would  occur,  no  MOA  or  Programmatic  Agreement  is  required  for  the  Project. 


5.2.3  Tribal  Consultation 

In  addition  to  the  Section  106  consultation  process,  the  BLM  consults  with  Indian  Tribes  on  a 
government-to-government  basis  in  accordance  with  several  authorities  including  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA),  the  NHPA,  the  American  Indian  Religious  Freedom  Act,  and 
Executive  Order  13007.  Linder  Section  106  of  the  NHPA,  the  BLM  consults  with  Indian  Tribes 
as  part  of  its  responsibilities  to  identify,  evaluate,  and  resolve  adverse  effects  on  historic 
properties  affected  by  BLM  undertakings. 

The  BLM  notified  tribes  and  requested  government-to-government  consultation  by  letter  on 
November  21.  2007,  at  the  earliest  stages  of  application  review.  The  BLM  described  the 
preliminary  results  of  the  Class  III  archaeological  survey  by  letter  on  December  23.  2010.  Tribes 
were  sent  a notification  of  the  publication  of  the  NO  I on  August  19,  2011.  The  BLM  notified  the 
tribes  about  the  proposed  geotechnical  testing  for  the  project  in  a letter  dated  November  23,  2011. 
The  final  archaeological  survey  reports  and  the  agency  determinations  and  findings  were  provided 
to  the  Tribes  concurrently  with  the  notification  to  SHPO.  The  following  ten  Federally  recognized 
Indian  tribes  have  been  invited  to  consult  on  the  Project: 

• Chemehuevi  Indian  Tribe 

• Colorado  River  Indian  Tribe 

• Fort  Mojave  Indian  Tribe 

• Las  Vegas  Paiute  T ribe 

• Moapa  Band  of  Paiute  Indians 

• Morongo  Band  of  Mission  Indians 

• Ramona  Band  of  Mission  Indians 

• San  Manuel  Band  of  Mission  Indians 

• Timbisha  Shoshone  Tribe 

• Twenty-Nine  Palms  Band  of  Mission  Indians 
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The  following  three  non-federallv  recognized  Indian  tribes  or  Tribal  Organizations  have  also 
been  contacted  and  invited  to  consult  on  the  Project: 

• Pahrump  Paiute  Tribe 

• San  Fernando  Band  of  Mission  Indians 

• Serrano  Nation  of  Indians 

All  letters  included  a request  that  the  Tribes  identify  any  areas  to  which  they  attach  cultural  or 
religious  significance  so  that  these  sites  may  be  considered  In  the  environmental  review  of  the 
proposed  project.  The  Pahrump  Paiute  Tribe  indicated  their  opposition  to  the  project  by  letter  on 
March  19.  2012.  The  BLM  has  received  no  other  responses  to  our  reguests  to  consult  on  the 
Stateline  Project , and  no  areas  of  Tribal  significance  have  been  identified. 

Raymond  Lee , BLM  Needles  Field  Manager,  and  other  BLM  staff  held  a Tribal  Representatives 
Open  House  at  the  BLM  Needles  Field  Office  on  January  17,  2013.  The  following  individuals 
were  in  attendance: 

• Edward  (Tito)  D.  Smith , Chairperson  of  the  Chemehuevi  Indian  Tribe 

• Timothy  Williams,  Chairperson  of  the  Fort  Mohave  Indian  Tribe 

Wilene  Holt , Museum  Director  of  the  Colorado  River  Indian  Tribe  In  addition  to  the  above 
correspondence , First  Solar  with  the  approval  of  the  BLM , sent  letters  to  the  above  Tribes  on 
April  24,  2013  inviting  them  to  attend  an  informational  meeting  in  Nipton,  CA  and  field  visit  to 
the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  area.  The  informational  meeting  occurred  on  May  9,  2013  and 
included  a tour  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  area , a slide  presentation  and  guestion-and- 
answer  session  in  Primm,  NV.  The  meeting  was  attended  by  one  representative  each  from  the 
Las  Vegas  Paiute  Tribe , the  San  Manual  Band  of  Mission  Indians  and  the  Timbisha  Shoshone 
Tribe.  Attendees  also  included  First  Solar  representatives , ECORP  archaeologists , and  the 
BLM  Needles  Field  Office  archaeologist. 


5.3  Implementation,  Monitoring,  and  Enforcement 
5.3.1  Implementation 

The  BLM  will  continue  to  involve  and  collaborate  with  the  public  during  implementation  of  this 
Proposed  Action.  Opportunities  to  become  involved  during  implementation  and  monitoring  could 
include  development  of  partnerships  and  community-based  citizen  working  groups.  The  BLM 
invites  citizens  and  user  groups  within  the  vicinity  of  the  Proposed  Action  to  become  actively 
involved  in  implementation  and  monitoring  of  its  decisions  to  the  extent  allowable  under  existing 
law.  The  BLM  and  citizens  could  collaboratively  develop  site-specific  goals  and  objectives  that 
mutually  benefit  public  land  resources,  local  communities,  and  the  people  who  live,  work,  or 
play  on  the  public  lands. 


5.3.2  Monitoring 

The  BLM  would  monitor  activities  throughout  the  life  of  the  Proposed  Action  to  ensure  that 
decisions  are  implemented  in  accordance  with  the  approved  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  and 
ROW  grant.  Monitoring  would  be  conducted  to  determine  whether  decisions,  Best  Management 
Practices  (BMPs)  and  approved  mitigation  are  achieving  the  desired  effects.  Effectiveness 
monitoring  would  provide  an  empirical  data  base  on  impacts  of  decisions  and  effectiveness  of 
mitigation.  Effectiveness  monitoring  also  would  be  useful  for  improving  analytical  procedures  for 
future  impact  analyses  and  for  designing  or  improving  mitigation  and  enhancement  measures. 
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San  Bernardino  County  also  has  an  obligation  under  the  CEQA  to  monitor  the  implementation 
of  adopted  mitigation  measures  within  the  area  of  its  jurisdiction. 


5.3.3  Enforcement  and  Adaptive  Management 

The  BLM  would  incorporate  adaptive  management  into  mitigation  for  the  Proposed  Action. 
Adaptive  management  is  a system  of  management  practices  based  on  clearly  identified 
outcomes,  monitoring  to  determine  if  management  actions  are  meeting  outcomes,  and,  if  not, 
facilitating  management  changes  that  will  best  ensure  that  outcomes  are  met  or  to  re-evaluate 
the  outcomes  (DOI  2003).  This  system  goes  beyond  the  traditional  “predict-mitigate-implement” 
model  in  favor  of  the  “predict-mitigate-implement-monitor-adapt”  adaptive  management  model. 

Procedures  include  (DOI  2003): 

• Determining  environmental  effects  of  a project  and  identifying  mitigation  needs  along 
with  other  permitting  and  regulatory  requirements.  Analysis  should  indicate  where  data 
are  lacking  and  uncertainty  exists  with  respect  to  the  intended  outcomes  and  the 
significance  of  this  lack; 

• Monitoring  designed  for  adaptive  management  must  be  able  to  result  in  appropriate 
adjustments  in  project  activities  as  the  project  is  constructed  and  planned  mitigation  is 
installed; 

• Striving  to  ensure  public  input  into  and  understanding  of  the  principles  of  adaptive 
management; 

• Maintaining  open  channels  of  information  to  the  public  and  affected  regulatory  and 
permitting  agencies  during  the  application  of  adaptive  management,  including 
transparency  of  the  monitoring  process  that  precedes  adaptive  management  and  the 
decision-making  process  that  implements  it.  This  involves:  (a)  identifying  indicators  of 
change,  (b)  assessing  monitoring  activities  for  accuracy  and  usefulness,  and  (c)  making 
changes  in  tactics,  activities  and/or  strategies;  and 

• Providing  post-activity  opportunity  for  public  and  affected  outside  agency  review  of 
adaptive  management  practices,  including  practices  that  were  exceptions  to  any 
resource  management  plans  or  that  had  permitting  and  other  regulatory  requirements 
not  satisfied  by  prior  coordination. 

Adaptive  management  allows  agencies,  in  their  NEPA  reviews,  to  establish  and  analyze 
mitigation  measures  that  are  projected  to  result  in  the  desired  environmental  outcomes,  and 
identify  those  mitigation  principles  or  measures  that  it  would  apply  in  the  event  the  initial 
mitigation  commitments  are  not  implemented  or  effective  (CEQ  2011). 


5.4  Public  Involvement 
5.4.1  Introduction 

Public  participation  is  a dynamic  process  that  continues  throughout  the  preparation  of  the 
EIS/EIR.  Scoping  meetings  were  conducted  after  the  publication  of  the  Notice  of  Intent  (NOI) 
and  Notice  of  Preparation  (NOP)  to  formally  solicit  public  and  agency  input  on  issues  to  be 
addressed  in  the  EIS/EIR.  In  addition,  BLM  and  San  Bernardino  County  have  coordinated  with 
affected  local,  state,  and  federal  agencies  on  issues  of  concern,  as  described  in  Sections  5.1 
and  5.2  above.  Public  and  agency  comments  were  also  sought  on  the  information,  analysis, 
and  conclusions  presented  in  the  Draft  EIS/EIR.  The  BLM  also  used  and  coordinated  the  NEPA 
commenting  process  to  satisfy  the  public  involvement  process  for  Section  106  of  the  NHPA  as 
provided  for  in  36  CFR  800.2(d)(3). 
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The  results  of  the  scoping  process  for  this  Project  are  summarized  below. 


5.4.2  Scoping 

The  NOI  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  (FR;  Volume  76,  No.  150)  on  August  4,  2011. 
The  County’s  NOP  was  published  on  August  20,  2011.  BLM  and  San  Bernardino  County 
hosted  one  public  scoping  on  Wednesday,  August  31,  2011,  from  6:00  pm  to  8:00  pm  at  the 
Primm  Valley  Golf  Clubhouse  with  a total  attendance  of  44  individuals.  A Public  Scoping 
Report  was  released  for  public  review  in  November  201 1 and  is  included  as  Appendix  B. 


Scoping  Requirements 

The  BLM  authorization  of  a ROW  grant  for  the  project  would  require  a resource  management 
land  use  PA  to  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  (CDCA)  Plan.  Scoping  is  required  by 
NEPA  pursuant  to  CEQ  (40  CFR  1501.7)  regulations.  The  process  ensures  that  significant 
issues,  alternatives,  and  impacts  are  addressed  in  environmental  documents  and  determines 
the  degree  to  which  these  issues  and  impacts  are  analyzed  in  the  EIS. 


Scoping  Process 

The  scoping  process  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  project  EIS/EIR  included  the  following: 

• Publishing  the  NOI  and  NOP  to  prepare  an  EIS/EIR. 

• Conducting  public  scoping  meetings  and  agency  consultation  meetings. 

• Documenting  all  public  and  agency  comments  received  for  the  proposed  project  in  a 
Public  Scoping  Report  (Appendix  B). 


Each  of  these  components  is  discussed  below. 


Notice  of  Intent 

In  compliance  with  NEPA  (40  CFR  1501.7),  the  BLM  published  a NOI  in  the  Federal  Register  to 
prepare  an  EIS  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  project  (FR  Vol.  76,  No.  150,  page  47235,  August 
4,  2011).  The  BLM  established  a website  with  project  information  describing  the  various 
methods  for  providing  public  comment  on  the  project,  including  an  e-mail  address  where 
comments  could  be  sent  electronically. 


Notice  of  Preparation 

As  required  by  CEQA  Guidelines  §15082  (14  California  Code  of  Regulations  [CCR]  15000  et 
seq.),  San  Bernardino  County  issued  an  NOP  on  August  20,  2011,  that  summarized  the 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  project  and  stated  its  intention  to  prepare  a joint  EIS/EIR,  and  requested 
comments  from  interested  or  affected  parties. 


Public  Scoping  Meeting 

Notification  for  public  scoping  meetings  held  on  August  31,  2011,  at  the  Primm  Valley  Golf 
Course,  was  made  available  to  the  public  on  BLM’s  website  for  the  Stateline  project.  In 
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addition,  notices  were  sent  to  stakeholders,  including  the  state  clearinghouse;  federal,  state, 
and  local  agencies  and  organizations;  local  property  owners,  local  libraries;  and  Native 
American  groups. 

One  public  scoping  meeting  was  held  on  August  31,  2011,  at  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course. 
Presentations  describing  the  environmental  review  process  were  delivered  by  representatives 
of  the  BLM  and  San  Bernardino  County.  First  Solar  also  delivered  a presentation  describing  the 
project.  Approximately  44  persons  attended  the  meeting,  including  representatives  from  local 
and  state  agencies,  organizations,  and  private  citizens. 

The  BLM  and  San  Bernardino  County  received  a total  of  26  comment  submittals  (e.g.,  letter, 
comment  form,  email)  containing  360  individual  comments  during  the  public  scoping  period. 
Most  comments  came  from  federal  agencies  and  other  organizations  with  interest  in  the 
proposed  project.  Following  the  close  of  the  public  scoping  period,  comments  were  compiled 
and  analyzed  to  identify  issues  and  concerns.  Comments  were  received  on  the  following 
categories:  project  description;  human  environment  issues;  natural  environment  issues;  indirect 
and  cumulative  impacts;  project  alternatives;  and  EIS/EIR  administrative  and  permitting  issues. 
A summary  of  these  comments  is  provided  in  the  Public  Scoping  Report  (Appendix  B). 
Comments  received  during  scoping  have  been  addressed  in  the  analysis  of  impacts  in  this  PA 
and  EIS/EIR,  and  were  also  considered  in  the  formulation  of  action  alternatives  for  purposes  of 
analysis. 


Scoping  Report 

The  BLM  produced  a scoping  report  in  November  2011,  which  contained  information  received 
during  the  public  scoping  comment  period. 


5.5  Public  Review  of  Draft  EIS/EIR 

The  Draft  EIS/EIR  was  distributed  for  public  review  and  comment  in  accordance  with  NEPA  and 
CEGA  procedures.  Copies  were  submitted  to  the  State  Clearinghouse  for  agency  distribution. 
Copies  of  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  were  distributed  to  all  concerned  federal,  state,  and  local  agencies, 
environmental  groups,  interested  individuals,  and  are  available  at  area  public  libraries  for  the 
interested  public  to  review. 

Two  Notices  of  Availability  of  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  were  published  in  the  Federal  Register , one  by 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  and  one  by  the  BLM.  These  notices  pave 
agencies,  tribes,  organizations,  and  the  public  notice  of  availability  of  this  document  and  the 
opportunity  to  provide  comment  on  its  content.  To  comply  with  CEGA  regulations,  the  County 
also  published  a Notice  of  Completion  in  a newspaper  of  general  circulation  indicating  the 
availability  of  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  regarding  the  Proposed  Project.  The  County  also  sent  a Notice 
of  Completion  to  the  State  Clearinghouse,  concerned  agencies,  property  owners,  and  other 
concerned  parties. 

The  filing  of  the  Notice  of  Availability  by  the  EPA  initiated  a 90-day  public  review  and  comment 
period  to  comply  with  applicable  regulations,  and  the  filing  of  the  Notice  of  Completion  by  the 
County  of  San  Bernardino  initiated  a concurrent  agency  and  public  review  and  comment  period 
to  comply  with  CEQA  regulations.  The  dates,  times  and  specific  locations  for  the  public  review 
meeting  were  announced  in  advance  on  the  BLM  California  website 

(http://www.blm.gov/ca/st/en.html)  with  a link  to  the  electronic  version  of  the  document  and 
other  supporting  information  on  the  BLM,  Needles  Field  Office  website 

(http://www.blm.gov/ca/st/en/fo/needles.html).  Likewise,  the  news  release  advertising  meeting 
details  and  other  EIS/EIR  documents  were  electronically  posted  on  the  San  Bernardino  County 
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website 

(http://www.co.sanbernardino.ca.us/landuseservices/Public%20Notices/Projects/Projects.htm). 

The  public  comment  period  on  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  closed  on  February  21,  2013.  Three  public 
comment  meetings  were  held  to  provide  information  on  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  solicit  public 
comments.  These  meetings  were  held  at: 

• Primm  Valley  Golf  Club,  January  9,  2013,  at  2:00  pm. 

• Primm  Valiev  Golf  Club,  January  9,  2013,  at  6:00  pm 

• Holiday  Inn  Express , Barstow , California,  January  10,  2013 , at  6:00  pm. 

The  public  comments  received  were  compiled , and  are  included  as  Appendix  F.  The  comments 
were  considered , and  changes  were  made  in  the  Final  EIS  as  appropriate.  The  responses  to 
public  comments  are  provided  in  Appendix  G. 


5.6  List  of  Preparers 

Though  individuals  have  primary  responsibility  for  preparing  sections  of  the  Proposed 
Programmatic  Agreement  and  the  EIS/EIR,  the  document  is  an  interdisciplinary  team  effort.  In 
addition,  internal  review  of  the  document  occurs  throughout  preparation.  Specialists  at  the 
BLM’s  Field  Office,  State  Office,  and  Washington  Office  reviewed  the  analysis  and  supplied 
information,  as  well  as  provided  document  preparation  oversight.  Contributions  by  individual 
preparers  may  be  subject  to  revision  by  other  BLM  specialists  and  by  management  during 
internal  review. 


Table  5-1.  List  of  Preparers 


Name 

Primary  Responsibility 

BLM  - California  Desert  District  Office 

Jeff  Childers 

Project  Manager 

Larry  LePre 

Biological  Resources 

Tiffany  Thomas 

Cultural  Resources 

BLM  - Needles  Field  Office 

Raymond  Lee 

Field  Office  Manager 

George  Meckfessel 

Project  Management 

Ken  Downing 

Water  Resources 

Hanem  Abouelezz 

Biological  Resources 

Chris  Dalu 

Cultural  Resources 

San  Bernardino  County 

Matt  Slowik 

Project  Manager 

Chris  Conner 

Project  Manager 

Wes  Reeder 

Water  Resources 

AECOM  Environment 

Robert  Dover 

Project  Manager,  Water  Resources 

Erika  Grace 

Project  Coordinator,  Vegetation  Resources,  Public 
Participation 

Heidi  Tillguist 

Wildlife  Resources 

Patti  Lorenz 

Wildlife  Resources 

Bill  Gorham 

Wildlife  Resources 

Julie  Niceswanger 

Wildlife  Resources 

Sean  Wazlaw 

Air,  Traffic,  and  Noise  Resources 

Katie  Broom 

Public  Health  and  Safety 

Kevin  Taylor 

Project  Description 

Carol  Freeman 

Paleontology,  Geology,  and  Soils  Resources 

Susan  Provenzano 

Social  and  Economic  Conditions  and  Environmental 
Justice 

Peggy  Roberts 

Public  Participation,  Social  and  Economic  Conditions 

Arrie  Bachrach 

Senior  Technical  Review,  CEQA  Review 
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Table  5-1.  List  of  Preparers 


Name 

Primary  Responsibility 

Rebecca  Apple 

Cultural  Resources 

Matt  Tennyson 

Cultural  Resources 

Ted  St.  John 

Vegetation  Resources 

Nicole  Spangler 

Technical  Editing 

Bonnie  Freeman 

Formatting,  Production 
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6.0  Acronyms 


°c 

°F 

(jg/m3 

degrees  Celsius 
degrees  Fahrenheit 
micrograms  per  cubic  meter 

AADT 

AB 

ac 

AC 

ACEC 

ACHP 

ADT 

AIRFA 

AML 

amsl 

ANSI 

APE 

APM 

Applicant 

AQAP 

ARB 

ARPA 

asl 

AST 

ASTM 

AUM 

Annual  average  daily  traffic 

Assembly  Bill 

acre 

Alternating  current 

Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 

Average  Daily  Traffic 

American  Indian  Religious  Freedom  Act 

Appropriate  Management  Level 

above  mean  sea  level 

American  National  Standards  Institute 

area  of  potential  effects 

Applicant-Proposed  Measures 

Desert  Stateline,  LLC 

Air  Quality  Attainment  Plan 

Air  Resources  Board 

Archeological  Resources  Protection  Act 

above  sea  level 

aboveground  storage  tank 

American  Society  for  Testing  and  Materials 

Animal  Unit  Month 

BA 

BCC 

BGEPA 

bgs 

BLM 

BMP 

BO 

BVUSD 

Biological  Assessment 

Birds  of  Conservation  Concern 

Bald  and  Golden  Eagle  Protection  Agency 

below  ground  surface 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Best  Management  Practices 

Biological  Opinion 

Baker  Valley  Unified  School  District 

CAA 
CAAQS 
Cal/EPA 
Cal  ARP 
Cal-IPC 
CAL  Fire 
Cal  OSHA 
Caltrans 
CARB 

Clean  Air  Act 

California  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 
California  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
California  Accidental  Release  Program 
California  Invasive  Plant  Council 
California  Department  of  Forestry  and  Fire  Protection 
California  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration 
California  Department  of  Transportation 
California  Air  Resources  Board 
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CCR 

CCSD 

CDC 

CDCA 

CDD 

CDFG 

CDMG 

CDOC 

CDOF 

CdTe 

CEDD 

CERCLA 

CESA 

CEQ 

CEQA 

CFR 

ch4 

CHL 

CHP 

CHU 

CMP 

CNDDB 

CNEL 

CNPS 

CO 

C02 

C02e 

CPUC 

CRHR 

CRPR 

CSC 

CUPA 

CVC 

CWA 

California  Code  of  Regulations 
Clark  County  School  District 
Centers  for  Disease  Control 
California  Desert  Conservation  Area 
California  Desert  District 
California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
California  Division  of  Mining  and  Geology 
California  Department  of  Conservation 
California  Department  of  Finance 
cadmium  telluride 

California  Employment  Development  Department 

Comprehensive  Environmental  Response  and  Liability  Act 

California  Endangered  Species  Act 

Council  on  Environmental  Quality 

California  Environmental  Quality  Act 

Code  of  Federal  Regulations 

Methane 

California  Historical  Landmark 
California  Highway  Patrol 
Critical  Habitat  Unit 
Congestion  Mitigation  Plan 
California  Natural  Diversity  Database 
Community  Noise  Equivalent  Level 
California  Native  Plant  Society 
Carbon  Monoxide 
Carbon  Dioxide 
Carbon  Dioxide  equivalent 
California  Public  Utilities  Commission 
California  Register  of  Historic  Places 
California  Rare  Plant  Rank 
California  Species  of  Special  Concern 
Certified  Unified  Program  Agency 
California  Vehicle  Code 
Clean  Water  Act 

dB 

dBa 

DC 

DHS 

DOC 

DOE 

DOI 

DOT 

DPM 

DPR 

DRECP 
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decibel 

A-weighted  decibel  scale 
Direct  Current 

Department  of  Health  Services 

Department  of  Conservation 

Department  of  Energy 

Department  of  the  Interior 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 

diesel  particulate  matter 

Department  of  Pesticide  Regulation 

Desert  Renewable  Energy  Conservation  Plan 
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DTRO 

DTSC 

DWMA 

EA 

ECP 

EHS 

EIS 

EIR 

EITP 

EJ 

EMRU 

EO 

EPCRA 

EPA 

EPAct 

EPS 

ESA 

FAA 

FEMA 

FERC 

FHSZ 

FIRM 

FLPMA 

FMU 

FP 

FR 

FRA 

FSOC 

ft 

FTA 

GCRP 

gen-tie 

GHG 

GLO 

GO 

Gt 

gpd 

gpm 

GWP 

H2S 

HA 

HCM 
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Desert  Tortoise  Recovery  Office 
Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control 
Desert  Wildlife  Management  Area 

Environmental  Assessment 
Eagle  Conservation  Plan 
Extremely  Hazardous  Substance 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Environmental  Impact  Report 
Eldorado-lvanpah  Transmission  Project 
Environmental  Justice 
Eastern  Mojave  Recovery  Unit 
Executive  Order 

Emergency  Planning  and  Community  Right-to-Know  Act 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Energy  Policy  Act 

Emissions  Performance  Standard 

Endangered  Species  Act 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency 

Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 

Fire  Hazard  Severity  Zone 

Flood  Insurance  Rate  Map 

Federal  Land  Policy  & Management  Act 

Fire  Management  Unit 

fully  protected 

Federal  Register 

Federal  responsibility  area 

former  candidate  for  listing  under  the  ESA;  Species  of  Concern 
foot/feet 

Federal  Transit  Administration 

Global  Climate  Research  Program 

Generation  Interconnection 

Greenhouse  Gas 

General  Land  Office 

General  Order 

gigatonne 

gallons  per  day 

gallons  per  minute 

Global  Warming  Potential 

Hydrogen  Sulfide 
Herd  Area 

Highway  Capacity  Model 
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HFC 

HMA 

HMBP 

HPTP 

HR 

HSWA 

HWCA 

Hz 

Hydroflourocarbon 
Herd  Management  Area 
Hazardous  Materials  Business  Plan 
Historical  Properties  Treatment  Plan 
hydraulic  region 

Hazardous  and  Solid  Waste  Act 
Hazardous  Waste  Control  Act 
Hertz 

1-15 

IBC 

ICC 

IM 

in/sec 

IOU 

IPCC 

ITE 

IUCN 

IVGB 

IWMB 

Interstate  15 

International  Building  Code 
International  Code  Council 
Instruction  Memorandum 
inches  per  second 
investor-owned  utility 

Intergovernmental  Panel  on  Climate  Change 
Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers 
The  World  Conservation  Union 
Ivanpah  Valley  Groundwater  Basin 
Integrated  Waste  Management  Board 

JLA 

JPOE 

Joint  Lead  Agencies 
Joint  Port  of  Entry 

KOP 

kV 

Key  Observation  Point 
Kilovolt 

L 

l-dn 

l-eq 

l-max 

LADWP 

lb(s) 

LC 

LEPC 

LOS 

LRA 

LSTS 

LUP 

LVMPD 

Limited  Use 

day-night  average  noise 

equivalent  continuous  sound  level 

maximum  instantaneous  noise 

Los  Angeles  Department  of  Water  and  Power 

pound(s) 

least  concern 

Local  Emergency  Planning  Committee 
Level  of  Service 
local  responsibility  area 
Large-Scale  Translocation  Site 
Land  Use  Plan 

Los  Vegas  Metropolitan  Police  Department 

MBTA 

MDAB 

MDAQMD 

mg/L 

mg/m3 

Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act 

Mojave  DesertAir  Basin 

Mojave  Desert  Air  Quality  Management  District 

milligram  per  liter 

milligram  per  cubic  meter 
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mph 

MSDS 

MT 

MOA 

MOU 

MRZ 

MS4 

MUC 

MW 

MWh 

N20 

NAAQS 

NAGPRA 

NAHC 

NBMG 

NDETR 

NDOT 

NEPA 

NEMO 

NERC 

NFIP 

NHPA 

NIEP 

NIOSH 

NLCS 

NO 

N02 

no3 

NOI 

NOAA 

NOP 

NOx 

NPDES 

NPPA 

NPS 

NRHP 

NSPS 

NSR 

NT 

NWP 

03 

O&M 

OEHHA 

OES 


miles  per  hour 
material  safety  data  sheet 
metric  ton 

Memorandum  of  Agreement 

Memorandum  of  Understanding 

Mineral  Resource  Zone 

Municipal  Separate  Storm  Sewer  System 

Multiple  Use  Class 

megawatt 

megawatt  hour 

Nitrous  Oxide 

National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 
Native  American  Graves  Protection  and  Repatriation  Act 
Native  American  Heritage  Commission 
National  Bureau  of  Mines  and  Geology 

Nevada  Department  of  Employment,  Training,  and  Rehabilitation 

Nevada  Department  of  Transportation 

National  Environmental  Policy  Act 

Northern  and  Eastern  Mojave 

North  American  Electric  Reliability  Corporation 

National  Flood  Insurance  Program 

National  Historic  Preservation  Act,  as  Amended 

New  Ivanpah  Evaporation  Pond 

National  Institute  of  Safety  and  Health 

National  Landscape  Conservation  System 

Nitric  Oxide 

Nitrogen  Dioxide 

Nitrates 

Notice  of  Intent 

National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration 
Notice  of  Preparation 
Nitrogen  Oxides 

National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System 

Native  Plant  Protection  Act 

National  Park  Service 

National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

New  Source  Performance  Standards 

New  Source  Review 

not  threatened 

Nationwide  Permit 

Ozone 

Operations  and  Maintenance 

Office  of  Environmental  Health  Hazard  Assessment 

Office  of  Emergency  Services 
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OHV 

OSHA 

off  highway  vehicle 

Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration 

PA 

PAR 

pc/mi/ln 

PCE 

PCS 

PEIS 

PFC 

PFYC 

PM 

PM2.5 

PM-10 

PMMP 

POD 

POU 

PPE 

PPV 

PRC 

PRPA 

PSD 

PUP 

PV 

PVCS 

PVGC 

Plan  Amendment 

Pesticide  Application  Record 

passenger-cars-per-mile-per-lane 

passenger  car  equivalent 

Power  Conversion  System 

Programmatic  Environmental  Statement 

Perfluorocarbon 

potential  fossil  yield  classification 
Particulate  Matter 

Particulate  Matter  less  than  2.5  microns 

Particulate  Matter  less  than  10  microns 

Paleontological  Mitigation  and  Monitoring  Plan 

Plan  of  Development 

Publically  Owned  Utilities 

personal  protective  equipment 

peak  particle  velocity 

Public  Resource  Code 

Paleontological  Resources  Preservation  Act 

Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 

Pesticide  Use  Proposal 

Photovoltaic 

PV  combining  Switchgear 
Primm  Valley  Golf  Course 

RCRA 

RMP 

RMS 

ROC 

ROD 

ROI 

ROW 

RPLI 

RPS 

RQ 

RWQCB 

Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act 

Risk  Management  Plan 

root  mean  square 

reactive  organic  compound 

Record  of  Decision 

region  of  influence 

Right-of-Way 

Regional  Paleontological  Locality  Inventory 
Renewable  Portfolio  Standard 
reportable  quantity 

Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board 

SAA 

SANBAG 

SARA 

SB 

SBAIC 

SBCFD 

SBCM 
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Streambed  Alteration  Agreement 
San  Bernardino  Associated  Governments 
Superfund  Amendments  and  Reauthorization  Act 
Senate  Bill 

San  Bernardino  Archeological  Information  Center 
San  Bernardino  County  Fire  Department 
San  Bernardino  County  Museum 
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SCAQMD 

SCE 

SDWA 

SEGS 

SERC 

SEZ 

sf6 

SHPO 

SLRU 

SMA 

SMARA 

SMGB 

S02 

S04 

Solar  LTMP 

SOx 

SPCC 

SWPPP 

SQRU 

SRA 

SRMA 

SSA 

SSC 

SVP 

SWMP 

SWRCB 

T&E 

TDS 

TMDL 

TPQ 

tpy 

TQ 

UPA 

u.s.c. 

USACE 

USCB 

USDA 

USFWS 

USGS 

UST 

VdB 

VOC 

VRI 
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South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management  District 

Southern  California  Edison 

Safe  Drinking  Water  Act 

Solar  Electric  Generating  System 

State  Emergency  Response  Commission 

Solar  Energy  Zones 

Sulfur  Hexaflouride 

State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

Sensitivity  Level  Rating  Units 

Special  Management  Areas 

Surface  Mining  and  Reclamation  Act 

State  Mining  and  Geology  Board 

Sulfur  Dioxide 

Sulfates 

Solar  Long-Term  Monitoring  and  Adaptive  Management  Plan 
Sulfur  Oxides 

Spill  Prevention,  Control,  and  Countermeasures 

Stormwater  Pollution  Prevention  Plan 

Scenic  Quality  Rating  Units 

State  responsibility  area 

Special  Recreation  Management  Area 

Sole  Source  Aquifer 

California  Species  of  Special  Concern 

Society  of  Vertebrae  Paleontology 

Stormwater  Management  Plan 

State  Water  Resources  Control  Board 

Threatened  and  Endangered 
total  dissolved  solids 
Total  Maximum  Daily  Load 
threshold  planning  quantity 
tons  per  year 
threshold  quantity 

Unusual  Plant  Assemlages 
United  States  Code 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
U.S.  Census  Bureau 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
U.S.  Geological  Survey 
underground  storage  tank 

decibel  notation 
Volatile  Organic  Compound 
Visual  Resources  Inventory 
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VRM 

VRP 

VU 

WA 

WEAP 

WL 

WUS 

yr 


Visual  Resources  Management 
visibility  reducing  particle 
vulnerable 

Wilderness  Area 

Worker  Environmental  Awareness  Program 
watch  list 
waters  of  the  U.S. 

year 
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Adjacent:  Defined  by  ASTM  El  527-00  as  any  real  property  the  border  of  which  is  contiguous  or 
partially  contiguous  with  that  of  the  Site  or  would  be  contiguous  or  partially  contiguous 
with  that  of  the  Site  but  for  a street,  road,  or  other  public  thoroughfare  separating  them. 

Air  Basin:  A regional  area  defined  for  state  air  quality  management  purposes  based  on 
considerations  that  include  topographic  features  that  influence  meteorology  and  pollutant 
transport  patterns,  and  political  jurisdiction  boundaries  that  influence  the  design  and 
implementation  of  air  quality  management  programs. 

Air  Quality  Control  Region:  A regional  area  defined  for  federal  air  quality  management 
purposes  based  on  considerations  that  include  topographic  features  that  influence 
meteorology  and  pollutant  transport  patterns,  and  political  jurisdiction  boundaries  that 
influence  the  design  and  implementation  of  air  quality  management  programs. 

Alluvium:  a fine-grained  fertile  soil  consisting  of  mud,  silt,  and  sand  deposited  by  flowing  water 
on  flood  plains,  in  river  beds,  and  in  estuaries. 

Alluvial  Fan:  Fan  shaped  material  of  water  deposited  sediments. 

Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards:  A combination  of  air  pollutant  concentrations,  exposure 
durations,  and  exposure  frequencies  that  are  established  as  thresholds  above  which 
adverse  impacts  to  public  health  and  welfare  may  be  expected.  Ambient  air  quality 
standards  are  set  on  a national  level  by  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency. 
Ambient  air  quality  standards  are  set  on  a state  level  by  public  health  or  environmental 
protection  agencies  as  authorized  by  state  law. 

Ambient  Air:  Outdoor  air  in  locations  accessible  to  the  general  public. 

Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC):  A designated  area  on  public  lands  where 
special  management  attention  is  required:  (1)  to  protect  and  prevent  irreparable  damage 
to  fish  and  wildlife;  (2)  to  protect  important  historic,  cultural,  or  scenic  values,  or  other 
natural  systems  or  processes;  or  (3)  to  protect  life  and  safety  from  natural  hazards. 

Attainment  Area:  An  area  that  has  air  quality  as  good  as  or  better  than  a national  or  state 
ambient  air  quality  standard.  A single  geographic  area  may  be  an  attainment  area  for 
one  pollutant  and  a non-attainment  area  for  others. 


B 

Basic  Elements:  The  four  design  elements  (form,  line,  color,  and  texture),  which  determine 
how  the  character  of  a landscape  is  perceived. 


C 

Cadmium  Telluride  (CdTe):  A chemical  compound  composed  of  the  elements  cadmium  and 
tellurium,  which  has  photovoltaic  properties  (generates  electrical  current  when  exposed 
to  light). 

Carbon  Monoxide  (CO):  A colorless,  odorless  gas  that  is  toxic  because  it  reduces  the 
oxygen-carrying  capacity  of  the  blood. 

Characteristic:  A distinguishing  trait,  feature,  or  quality. 
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Characteristic  Landscape:  The  established  landscape  within  an  area  being  viewed.  This  does 
not  necessarily  mean  a naturalistic  character.  It  could  refer  to  an  agricultural  setting,  an 
urban  landscape,  a primarily  natural  environment,  or  a combination  of  these  types. 

Climate:  A statistical  description  of  daily,  seasonal,  or  annual  weather  conditions  based  on 
recent  or  long-term  weather  data.  Climate  descriptions  typically  emphasize  average, 
maximum,  and  minimum  conditions  for  temperature,  precipitation,  humidity,  wind,  cloud 
cover,  and  sunlight  intensity  patterns;  statistics  on  the  frequency  and  intensity  of 
tornado,  hurricane,  or  other  severe  storm  events  may  also  be  included. 

Community  Noise  Equivalent  Level  (CNEL):  A 24-hour  average  noise  level  rating  with  a 5 dB 
penalty  factor  applied  to  evening  noise  levels  and  a 10  dB  penalty  factor  applied  to 
nighttime  noise  levels.  The  CNEL  value  is  very  similar  to  the  Day-Night  Average  Sound 
Level  (Ldn)  value,  but  includes  an  additional  weighting  factor  for  noise  during  evening 
hours. 

Contrast:  Opposition  or  unlikeness  of  different  forms,  lines,  colors,  or  textures  in  a landscape. 

Contrast  Rating:  A method  of  analyzing  the  potential  visual  impacts  of  proposed  management 
activities. 

Criteria  Pollutant:  An  air  pollutant  for  which  there  is  a national  ambient  air  quality  standard 
(carbon  monoxide,  nitrogen  dioxide,  ozone,  sulfur  dioxide,  inhalable  particulate  matter, 
fine  particulate  matter,  or  airborne  lead  particles). 

Critical  Habitat:  Habitat  designated  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  under  Section  4 of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  and  under  the  following  criteria:  1)  specific  areas  within  the 
geographical  area  occupied  by  the  species  at  the  time  it  is  listed,  on  which  are  found 
those  physical  or  biological  features  essential  to  the  conservation  of  the  species  and  that 
may  require  special  management  of  protection;  or  2)  specific  areas  outside  the 
geographical  area  by  the  species  at  the  time  it  is  listed  but  that  are  considered  essential 
to  the  conservation  of  the  species. 

Cultural  Modification:  Any  man-caused  change  in  the  land  form,  water  form,  vegetation,  or  the 
addition  of  a structure  which  creates  a visual  contrast  in  the  basic  elements  (form,  line, 
color,  texture)  of  the  naturalistic  character  of  a landscape. 

Cultural  Resource:  A location  of  human  activity,  occupation,  or  use  identifiable  through  field 
inventory,  historical  documentation,  or  oral  evidence.  Cultural  resources  include 
archaeological  and  historical  sites,  structures,  buildings,  objects,  artifacts,  works  of  art, 
architecture,  and  natural  features  that  were  important  in  past  human  events.  They  may 
consist  of  physical  remains  or  areas  where  significant  human  events  occurred,  even 
though  evidence  of  the  events  no  longer  remains.  And  they  may  include  definite 
locations  of  traditional,  cultural,  or  religious  importance  to  specified  social  or  cultural 
groups. 

Cultural  Resource  Data:  Cultural  resource  information  embodied  in  material  remains  such  as 
artifacts,  features,  organic  materials,  and  other  remnants  of  past  activities.  An  important 
aspect  of  data  is  context,  a concept  that  refers  to  the  relationships  among  these  types  of 
materials  and  the  situations  in  which  they  are  found. 

Cultural  Resource  Data  Recovery:  The  professional  application  of  scientific  techniques  of 
controlled  observation,  collection,  excavation,  and/or  removal  of  physical  remains, 
including  analysis,  interpretation,  explanation,  and  preservation  of  recovered  remains 
and  associated  records  in  an  appropriate  curatorial  facility  used  as  a means  of 
protection.  Data  recovery  may  sometimes  employ  professional  collection  of  such  data  as 
oral  histories,  genealogies,  folklore,  and  related  information  to  portray  the  social 
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significance  of  the  affected  resources.  Such  data  recovery  is  sometimes  used  as  a 
measure  to  mitigate  the  adverse  impacts  of  a ground-disturbing  project  or  activity. 

Cultural  Resource  Integrity:  The  condition  of  a cultural  property,  its  capacity  to  yield  scientific 
data,  and  its  ability  to  convey  its  historical  significance.  Integrity  may  reflect  the 
authenticity  of  a property’s  historic  identity,  evidenced  by  the  survival  or  physical 
characteristics  that  existed  during  its  historic  or  prehistoric  period,  or  its  expression  of 
the  aesthetic  or  historic  sense  of  a particular  period  of  time. 

Cultural  Resource  Inventory  (Survey):  A descriptive  listing  and  documentation,  including 
photographs  and  maps  of  cultural  resources.  Included  in  an  inventory  are  the  processes 
of  locating,  identifying,  and  recording  sites,  structures,  buildings,  objects,  and  districts 
through  library  and  archival  research,  information  from  persons  knowledgeable  about 
cultural  resources,  and  on-the-ground  surveys  of  varying  intensity. 

Cultural  Resource  Values:  The  irreplaceable  qualities  that  are  embodied  in  cultural  resources, 
such  as  scientific  information  about  prehistory  and  history,  cultural  significance  to  Native 
Americans  and  other  groups,  and  the  potential  to  enhance  public  education  and 
enjoyment  of  the  Nation’s  rich  cultural  heritage. 

Cultural  Site:  A physical  location  of  past  human  activities  or  events,  more  commonly  referred  to 
as  an  archaeological  site  or  a historic  property.  Such  sites  vary  greatly  in  size  and  range 
from  the  location  of  a single  cultural  resource  object  to  a cluster  of  cultural  resource 
structures  with  associated  objects  and  features. 


D 

Day/Night  Average  Sound  Level  (Ldn):  A 24-hour  average  noise  level  rating  with  a 10  dB 
penalty  factor  applied  to  nighttime  noise  levels.  The  Ldn  value  is  very  similar  to  the 
CNEL  value,  but  does  not  include  any  weighting  factor  for  noise  during  evening  hours. 

Decibel  (dB):  A generic  term  for  measurement  units  based  on  the  logarithm  of  the  ratio 
between  a measured  value  and  a reference  value.  Decibel  scales  are  most  commonly 
associated  with  acoustics  (using  air  pressure  fluctuation  data);  but  decibel  scales 
sometimes  are  used  for  ground-borne  vibrations  or  various  electronic  signal 
measurements. 

De  Minimis  Level.  A threshold  for  determining  whether  various  regulatory  requirements  apply 
to  a particular  action  or  facility.  In  an  air  quality  context,  de  minimis  thresholds  typically 
are  based  on  emissions,  facility  size,  facility  activity  levels,  or  other  indicators. 

Desert  Wildlife  Management  Area  (DWMA):  areas  established  in  the  NEMO  Plan  to  address 
the  recovery  of  the  desert  tortoise.  They  are  intended  to  be  areas  where  viable  desert 
tortoise  populations  can  be  maintained  (Category  I habitat). 

Distance  Zones:  A subdivision  of  the  landscape  as  viewed  from  an  observer  position.  The 
subdivision  (zones)  includes  foreground-middleground,  background,  and  seldom  seen. 

Drought  condition:  A hydrologic  condition  during  a defined  period  when  rainfall  and  runoff  are 
much  less  than  average. 


E 

Enhancement:  A management  action  designed  to  improve  visual  quality. 

Equivalent  Average  Sound  Pressure  Level  (Leq):  The  decibel  level  of  a constant  noise 
source  that  would  have  the  same  total  acoustical  energy  over  the  same  time  interval  as 
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the  actual  time-varying  noise  condition  being  measured  or  estimated.  Leq  values  must 
be  associated  with  an  explicit  or  implicit  averaging  time  in  order  to  have  practical 
meaning. 

Excavation:  The  scientific  examination  of  an  archaeological  site  through  layer-by-layer  removal 
and  study  of  the  contents  within  prescribed  surface  units,  e.g.  square  meters. 


F 

Form:  The  mass  or  shape  of  an  object  or  objects  which  appear  unified,  such  as  a vegetative 
opening  in  a forest,  a cliff  formation,  or  a water  tank. 


G 

Geomorphic  Province:  Naturally  defined  geologic  regions  that  display  a distinct  landscape  or 
landform. 

Greenhouse  Gas:  A gaseous  compound  that  absorbs  infrared  radiation  and  re-radiates  a 
portion  of  that  back  toward  the  earth’s  surface,  thus  trapping  heat  and  warming  the 
earth’s  atmosphere. 

Groundwater  Overdraft:  The  condition  of  a groundwater  basin  in  which  the  amount  of  water 
withdrawn  by  pumping  exceeds  the  amount  of  water  that  recharges  the  basin  over  a 
period  of  years  during  which  water  supply  conditions  approximate  average  conditions. 


H 

Habitat:  A specific  set  of  physical  conditions  that  surround  a single  species,  a group  of  species, 
or  a large  community.  In  wildlife  management,  the  major  components  of  habitat  are 
considered  to  be  food,  water,  cover,  and  living  space. 

Hazardous  Air  Pollutant  (HAP):  Air  pollutants  which  have  been  specifically  designated  by 
relevant  federal  or  state  authorities  as  being  hazardous  to  human  health.  Most  HAP 
compounds  are  designated  due  to  concerns  related  to:  carcinogenic,  mutagenic,  or 
teratogenic  properties;  severe  acute  toxic  effects;  or  ionizing  radiation  released  during 
radioactive  decay  processes. 

Hertz  (Hz)  : A standard  unit  for  describing  acoustical  frequencies  measured  as  the  number  of  air 
pressure  fluctuation  cycles  per  second.  For  most  people,  the  audible  range  of  acoustical 
frequencies  is  from  20  Hz  to  20,000  Hz. 

Historical  Site:  A location  that  was  used  or  occupied  after  the  arrival  of  Europeans  in  North 
America  (ca.  A.D.  1492).  Such  sites  may  consist  of  physical  remains  at  archaeological 
sites  or  areas  where  significant  human  events  occurred,  even  though  evidence  of  the 
events  no  longer  remains.  They  may  have  been  used  by  people  of  either  European  or 
Native  American  descent. 

Historical  Resource:  A cultural  resource,  for  the  purpose  of  CEQA,  listed  in,  or  determined  to 
be  eligible  for  listing  in,  the  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources  (PRC  § 21084.1). 
Subsumed  in  present  analysis  under  “important  historic  and  cultural  aspects  of  our 
national  heritage.” 
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Historical  Property:  A cultural  resource,  for  the  purpose  of  Section  106,  included  in,  or  eligible 
for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (36  CFR  § 800. 1 6(l)(  1 ). 
Subsumed  in  present  analysis  under  “important  historic  and  cultural  aspects  of  our 
national  heritage.” 

Hydrocarbons:  Any  organic  compound  containing  primarily  carbon  and  hydrogen,  such  as  the 
alkanes,  alkenes,  alkynes,  terpenes,  and  arenes. 


I 

Indian  Tribe:  Any  American  Indian  group  in  the  United  States  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
recognizes  as  possessing  tribal  status  (listed  periodically  in  the  Federal  Register). 

Indigenous:  Being  of  native  origin  (such  as  indigenous  peoples  or  indigenous  cultural  features). 

Interdisciplinary  Team:  A group  of  individuals  with  different  training,  representing  the  physical 
sciences,  social  sciences,  and  environmental  design  arts,  assembled  to  solve  a problem 
or  perform  a task.  The  members  of  the  team  proceed  to  a solution  with  frequent 
interaction  so  that  each  discipline  may  provide  insights  to  any  stage  of  the  problem  and 
disciplines  may  combine  to  provide  new  solutions. 

Invasive  Species:  An  exotic  species  whose  introduction  does  or  is  likely  to  cause  economic  or 
environmental  harm  or  harm  to  human  health  (Executive  Order  13122,  2/3/99). 

Isolate:  Non-linear,  isolated  archaeological  features  without  associated  artifacts. 


K 

Key  Observation  Point  (KOP):  One  or  a series  of  points  on  a travel  route  or  at  a use  area  or  a 
potential  use  area,  where  the  view  of  a management  activity  would  be  most  revealing. 


L 

Landscape  Character:  The  arrangement  of  a particular  landscape  as  formed  by  the  variety  and 
intensity  of  the  landscape  features  and  the  four  basic  elements  of  form,  line,  color,  and 
texture.  These  factors  give  the  area  a distinctive  quality  which  distinguishes  it  from  its 
immediate  surroundings. 

Landscape  Features:  The  land  and  water  form,  vegetation,  and  structures  which  compose  the 
characteristic  landscape. 

Leasable  Minerals:  Minerals  whose  extraction  from  federally  managed  land  requires  a lease 
and  the  payment  of  royalties.  Leasable  minerals  include  coal,  oil  and  gas,  oil  shale  and 
tar  sands  potash,  phosphate,  sodium,  and  geothermal  steam. 

Line:  The  path,  real  or  imagined,  that  the  eye  follows  when  perceiving  abrupt  differences  in 
form,  color,  or  texture.  Within  landscapes,  lines  may  be  found  as  ridges,  skylines, 
structures,  changes  in  vegetative  types,  or  individual  trees  and  branches. 

Locatable  Minerals:  Minerals  subject  to  exploration,  development,  and  disposal  by  staking 
mining  claims  as  authorized  by  the  Mining  Law  of  1872,  as  amended.  This  includes 
deposits  of  gold,  silver,  and  other  uncommon  minerals  not  subject  to  lease  or  sale. 
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SVS 

Maintenance  Area:  An  area  that  currently  meets  federal  ambient  air  quality  standards  but 
which  was  previously  designated  as  a nonattainment  area.  Federal  agency  actions 
occurring  in  a maintenance  area  are  still  subject  to  Clean  Air  Act  conformity  review 
requirements. 

Management  Activity:  A surface  disturbing  activity  undertaken  on  the  landscape  for  the 
purpose  of  harvesting,  traversing,  transporting,  protecting,  changing,  replenishing,  or 
otherwise  using  resources. 

Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU):  A written  but  noncontractual  agreement  between  two 
or  more  agencies  or  other  parties  to  take  a certain  course  of  action. 

Meteorological  Tower  (MET).  Instrument  located  at  the  proposed  Project  site,  designed  to 
measure  temperature,  humidity,  relative  humidity,  solar  radiation,  and  wind  speed  and 
direction. 

Mineral  Material  Disposal:  The  sale  of  sand,  gravel,  decorative  rock,  or  other  materials  defined 
in  43  CFR  3600. 

Mining  Claim:  A mining  claim  is  a selected  parcel  of  Federal  Land,  valuable  for  a specific 
mineral  deposit  or  deposits,  for  which  a right  of  possession  has  been  asserted  under  the 
General  Mining  Law.  This  right  is  restricted  to  the  development  and  extraction  of  a 
mineral  deposit.  The  rights  granted  by  a mining  claim  protect  against  a challenge  by  the 
United  States  and  other  claimants  only  after  the  discovery  of  a valuable  mineral  deposit. 
The  two  types  of  mining  claims  are  lode  and  placer.  In  addition,  mill  sites  and  tunnel 
sites  may  be  located  to  provide  support  facilities  for  lode  and  placer  mining. 

Mitigation:  Mitigation  includes:  (a)  Avoiding  the  impacts  altogether  by  not  taking  an  action  or 
parts  of  an  action,  (b)  Minimizing  impacts  by  limiting  the  degree  or  magnitude  of  the 
action  and  its  implementation,  (c)  Rectifying  the  impact  by  repairing,  rehabilitating,  or 
restoring  the  affected  environment,  (d)  Reducing  or  eliminating  the  impact  over  time  by 
preservation  and  maintenance  operations  during  the  life  of  the  action,  (e)  Compensating 
for  the  impact  by  replacing  or  providing  substitute  resources  or  environments  (40  CFR 
1508.20). 


N 

National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES):  The  NPDES  permit  program  has 
been  delegated  in  California  to  the  State  Water  Resources  Control  Board.  These 
sections  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  require  that  an  applicant  for  a federal  license  or  permit 
that  allows  activities  resulting  in  a discharge  to  waters  of  the  United  States  must  obtain  a 
State  certification  that  the  discharge  complies  with  other  provisions  of  the  Clean  Water 
Act. 

National  Register  District:  A group  of  significant  archaeological,  historical,  or  architectural 
sites,  within  a defined  geographic  area,  that  is  listed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places.  See  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 

National  Register  of  Historic  Places:  The  official  list,  established  by  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act,  of  the  Nation’s  cultural  resources  worthy  of  preservation.  The  National 
Register  lists  archeological,  historic,  and  architectural  properties  (i.e.  districts,  sites, 
buildings,  structures,  and  objects)  nominated  for  their  local,  state,  or  national 
significance  by  state  and  federal  agencies  and  approved  by  the  National  Register  Staff. 
The  National  Park  Service  maintains  the  National  Register.  Also  see  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act. 
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National  Scenic  Trail:  One  of  the  three  categories  of  national  trails  defined  in  the  National 
Trails  System  Act  of  1968  that  can  only  be  established  by  act  of  Congress  and  are 
administered  by  federal  agencies,  although  part  or  all  of  their  land  base  may  be  owned 
and  managed  by  others.  National  Scenic  Trails  are  existing  regional  and  local  trails 
recognized  by  either  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  upon 
application. 

Native  American:  Indigenous  peoples  of  the  western  hemisphere. 

Nitric  Oxide  (NO):  A colorless  toxic  gas  formed  primarily  by  combustion  processes  that  oxidize 
atmospheric  nitrogen  gas  or  nitrogen  compounds  found  in  the  fuel.  NO  is  a precursor  of 
ozone,  nitrogen  dioxide,  numerous  types  of  photochemically-generated  nitrate  particles 
(including  PAN),  and  atmospheric  nitrous  and  nitric  acids.  Most  nitric  oxide  formed  by 
combustion  processes  is  converted  into  nitrogen  dioxide  by  subsequent  oxidation  in  the 
atmosphere  over  a period  that  may  range  from  several  hours  to  a few  days. 

Nitrogen  Dioxide  (N02):  A toxic  reddish  gas  formed  by  oxidation  of  nitric  oxide.  Nitrogen 
dioxide  is  a strong  respiratory  and  eye  irritant.  Most  nitric  oxide  formed  by  combustion 
processes  is  converted  into  nitrogen  dioxide  by  subsequent  oxidation  in  the  atmosphere. 
Nitrogen  dioxide  is  a criteria  pollutant  in  its  own  right,  and  is  a precursor  of  ozone, 
numerous  types  of  photochemically-generated  nitrate  particles  (including  PAN),  and 
atmospheric  nitrous  and  nitric  acids. 

Nitrogen  Oxides  (NOx):  A group  term  meaning  the  combination  of  nitric  oxide  and  nitrogen 
dioxide;  other  trace  oxides  of  nitrogen  may  also  be  included  in  instrument-based  NOx 
measurements.  NOx  is  a precursor  of  ozone,  photochemically-generated  nitrate  particles 
(including  PAN),  and  atmospheric  nitrous  and  nitric  acids. 

Non-native  Species:  See  Invasive  Species  and  Noxious  Weed. 

Noxious  Weed:  According  to  the  Federal  Noxious  Weed  Act  (PL  93-629),  a weed  that  causes 
disease  or  has  other  adverse  effects  on  man  or  his  environment  and  therefore  is 
detrimental  to  the  agricultural  and  commerce  of  the  United  States  and  to  the  public 
health. 

Nonattainment  Area:  An  area  that  does  not  meet  a federal  or  state  ambient  air  quality 
standard.  Federal  agency  actions  occurring  in  a federal  nonattainment  area  are  subject 
to  Clean  Air  Act  conformity  review  requirements. 


O 

Off-Highway  Vehicle  (OHV):  Any  vehicle  capable  of  or  designed  for  travel  on  or  immediately 
over  land,  water,  or  other  natural  terrain,  deriving  motive  power  from  any  source  other 
than  muscle.  OHVs  exclude:  1)  any  non-amphibious  registered  motorboat;  2),  any  fire, 
emergency,  or  law  enforcement  vehicle  while  being  used  for  official  or  emergency 
purposes;  3)  any  vehicle  whose  use  is  expressly  authorized  by  a permit,  lease,  license, 
agreement,  or  contract  issued  by  an  authorized  officer  or  otherwise  approved;  4) 
vehicles  in  official  use;  and  5)  any  combat  or  combat  support  vehicle  when  used  in  times 
of  national  defense  emergencies. 

Operation  and  Maintenance  (O&M)  Facility.  Building  and  yard  constructed  to  store  critical 
spare  parts  and  provide  a building  for  maintenance  services. 

Organic  Compounds:  Compounds  of  carbon  containing  hydrogen  and  possibly  other  elements 
(such  as  oxygen,  sulfur,  or  nitrogen).  Major  subgroups  of  organic  compounds  include 
hydrocarbons,  alcohols,  aldehydes,  carboxylic  acids,  esters,  ethers,  and  ketones. 
Organic  compounds  do  not  include  crystalline  or  amorphous  forms  of  elemental  carbon 
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(graphite,  diamond,  carbon  black,  etc.),  the  simple  oxides  of  carbon  (carbon  monoxide 
and  carbon  dioxide),  metallic  carbides,  or  metallic  carbonates. 

Overdraft  condition:  A condition  in  which  the  total  volume  of  water  being  extracted  from  the 
groundwater  basin  would  be  greater  than  the  total  recharge  provided  to  the  basin. 

Ozone  (03):  A compound  consisting  of  three  oxygen  atoms.  Ozone  is  a major  constituent  of 
photochemical  smog  that  is  formed  primarily  through  chemical  reactions  in  the 
atmosphere  involving  reactive  organic  compounds,  nitrogen  oxides,  and  ultraviolet  light. 
Ozone  is  a toxic  chemical  that  damages  various  types  of  plant  and  animal  tissues  and 
which  causes  chemical  oxidation  damage  to  various  materials.  Ozone  is  a respiratory 
irritant,  and  appears  to  increase  susceptibility  to  respiratory  infections.  A natural  layer  of 
ozone  in  the  upper  atmosphere  absorbs  high  energy  ultraviolet  radiation,  reducing  the 
intensity  and  spectrum  of  ultraviolet  light  that  reaches  the  earth’s  surface. 


P 

Paleontological  Resources  (Fossils):  The  physical  remains  of  plants  and  animals  preserved 
in  soils  and  sedimentary  rock  formations.  Paleontological  resources  are  for 
understanding  past  environments,  environmental  change,  and  the  evolution  of  life. 

Paleontology:  A science  dealing  with  the  life  forms  of  past  geological  periods  as  known  from 
fossil  remains. 

Paleozoic  Era:  An  era  of  geologic  time  (600  million  to  280  million  years  ago)  between  the  Late 
Precambrian  and  the  Mesozoic  eras  and  comprising  the  Cambrian,  Ordovician,  Silurian, 
Devonian,  Mississippian,  Pennsylvanian,  and  Permian  periods. 

Particulate  Matter:  Solid  or  liquid  material  having  size,  shape,  and  density  characteristics  that 
allow  the  material  to  remain  suspended  in  the  atmosphere  for  more  than  a few  minutes. 
Particulate  matter  can  be  characterized  by  chemical  characteristics,  physical  form,  or 
aerodynamic  properties.  Categories  based  on  aerodynamic  properties  are  commonly 
described  as  being  size  categories,  although  physical  size  is  not  used  to  define  the 
categories.  Many  components  of  suspended  particulate  matter  are  respiratory  irritants. 
Some  components  (such  as  crystalline  or  fibrous  minerals)  are  primarily  physical 
irritants.  Other  components  are  chemical  irritants  (such  as  sulfates,  nitrates,  and  various 
organic  chemicals).  Suspended  particulate  matter  also  can  contain  compounds  (such  as 
heavy  metals  and  various  organic  compounds)  that  are  systemic  toxins  or  necrotic 
agents.  Suspended  particulate  matter  or  compounds  adsorbed  on  the  surface  of 
particles  can  also  be  carcinogenic  or  mutagenic  chemicals. 

Peak  Particle  Velocity:  A measure  of  ground-borne  vibrations.  Physical  movement  distances 
are  typically  measured  in  thousandths  of  an  inch,  and  occur  over  a tiny  fraction  of  a 
second.  But  the  normal  convention  for  presenting  that  data  is  to  convert  it  into  units  of 
inches  per  second. 

Perennial  Yield:  The  maximum  quantity  of  water  that  can  be  annually  withdrawn  from  a 
groundwater  basin  over  a long  period  of  time  [during  which  water  supply  conditions 
approximate  average  conditions]  without  developing  an  overdraft  condition. 

pH  (parts  hydrogen):  The  logarithm  of  the  reciprocal  of  hydrogen-ion  concentration  in  gram 
atoms  per  liter. 

Physiographic  Province:  An  extensive  portion  of  the  landscape  normally  encompassing  many 
hundreds  of  square  miles,  which  portrays  similar  qualities  of  soil,  rock,  slope,  and 
vegetation  of  the  same  geomorphic  origin. 


November  2013 


7-8 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
7.0  Glossary 


Pleistocene  (Ice  Age):  An  epoch  in  the  Quaternary  period  of  geologic  history  lasting  from  1.8 
million  to  10,000  years  ago.  The  Pleistocene  was  an  epoch  of  multiple  glaciations, 
during  which  continental  glaciers  covered  nearly  one  fifth  of  the  earth’s  land. 

PM10  (inhalable  particulate  matter):  A fractional  sampling  of  suspended  particulate  matter 
that  approximates  the  extent  to  which  suspended  particles  with  aerodynamic  equivalent 
diameters  smaller  than  50  microns  penetrate  to  the  lower  respiratory  tract 
(tracheo-bronchial  airways  and  alveoli  in  the  lungs).  In  a regulatory  context,  PM10  is  any 
suspended  particulate  matter  collected  by  a certified  sampling  device  having  a 50 
percent  collection  efficiency  for  particles  with  aerodynamic  equivalent  diameters  of 
9.5-10.5  microns  and  an  maximum  aerodynamic  diameter  collection  limit  less  than  50 
microns.  Collection  efficiencies  are  greater  than  50  percent  for  particles  with 
aerodynamic  diameters  smaller  than  10  microns  and  less  than  50  percent  for  particles 
with  aerodynamic  diameters  larger  than  10  microns. 

PM2.5  (fine  particulate  matter):  A fractional  sampling  of  suspended  particulate  matter  that 
approximates  the  extent  to  which  suspended  particles  with  aerodynamic  equivalent 
diameters  smaller  than  6 microns  penetrate  into  the  alveoli  in  the  lungs.  In  a regulatory 
context,  PM2.5  is  any  suspended  particulate  matter  collected  by  a certified  sampling 
device  having  a 50  percent  collection  efficiency  for  particles  with  aerodynamic  equivalent 
diameters  of  2. 0-2. 5 microns  and  an  maximum  aerodynamic  diameter  collection  limit 
less  than  6 microns.  Collection  efficiencies  are  greater  than  50  percent  for  particles  with 
aerodynamic  diameters  smaller  than  2.5  microns  and  less  than  50  percent  for  particles 
with  aerodynamic  diameters  larger  than  2.5  microns. 

Precursor:  A compound  or  category  of  pollutant  that  undergoes  chemical  reactions  in  the 
atmosphere  to  produce  or  catalyze  the  production  of  another  type  of  air  pollutant. 

Prehistoric:  Refers  to  the  period  wherein  American  Indian  cultural  activities  took  place  before 
written  records  and  not  yet  influenced  by  contact  with  nonnative  culture(s). 

Programmatic  Agreement  (PA):  A document  that  details  the  terms  of  a formal,  legally  binding 
agreement  between  one  party  and  other  state  and/or  federal  agencies.  A PA  establishes 
a process  for  consultation,  review,  and  compliance  with  one  or  more  federal  laws,  most 
often  with  those  federal  laws  concerning  historic  preservation. 

Proposed  Action.  Desert  Sunlight  Solar  Farm  Project. 

Protocol  Agreement  (Protocol):  A modified  version  of  the  NPA,  adapted  to  the  unique 
requirements  of  managing  cultural  resources  on  public  lands  in  California,  and  is  used 
as  the  primary  management  guidance  for  BLM  offices  in  the  state. 


Q 

Quaternary  Age:  The  most  recent  of  the  three  periods  of  the  Cenozoic  Era  in  the  geologic  time 
scale  of  the  ICS.  It  follows  the  Tertiary  Period,  spanning  2.588  ± 0.005  million  years  ago 
to  the  present.  The  Quaternary  includes  two  geologic  epochs:  the  Pleistocene  and  the 
Holocene  Epochs. 


R 

Rehabilitation:  A management  alternative  and/or  practice  which  restores  landscapes  to  a 
desired  scenic  quality. 

Restoration  (Cultural  Resource):  The  process  of  accurately  reestablishing  the  form  and 
details  of  a property  or  portion  of  a property  together  with  its  setting,  as  it  appeared  in  a 
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particular  period  of  time.  Restoration  may  involve  removing  later  work  that  is  not  in  itself 
significant  and  replacing  missing  original  work.  Also  see  Stabilization  (Cultural 
Resource). 

Riparian:  Situated  on  or  pertaining  to  the  bank  of  a river,  stream,  or  other  body  of  water. 
Normally  describes  plants  of  all  types  that  grow  rooted  in  the  water  table  or  sub-irrigation 
zone  of  streams,  ponds,  and  springs. 

Road:  A linear  route  declared  a road  by  the  owner,  managed  for  use  by  low-clearance  vehicles 
having  four  or  more  wheels,  and  maintained  for  regular  and  continuous  use. 

Route:  “Routes”  represents  a group  or  set  of  roads,  trails,  and  primitive  roads  that  represents 
less  than  100  percent  of  the  BLM  transportation  system.  Generically,  components  of  the 
transportation  system  are  described  as  routes. 


S 

Saleable  Minerals:  Common  variety  minerals  on  the  public  lands,  such  as  sand  and  gravel, 
which  are  used  mainly  for  construction  and  are  disposed  by  sales  or  special  permits  to 
local  governments.  See  also  Mineral  Materials. 

Scale:  The  proportionate  size  relationship  between  an  object  and  the  surroundings  in  which  the 
object  is  placed. 

Scenery:  The  aggregate  of  features  that  give  character  to  a landscape. 

Scenic  Area:  An  area  whose  landscape  character  exhibits  a high  degree  of  variety  and 
harmony  among  the  basic  elements  which  results  in  a pleasant  landscape  to  view. 

Scenic  Quality:  The  relative  worth  of  a landscape  from  a visual  perception  point  of  view. 

Scenic  Quality  Evaluation  Key  Factors:  The  seven  factors  (land  form,  vegetation,  water, 
color,  adjacent  scenery,  scarcity,  and  cultural  modifications)  used  to  evaluate  the  scenic 
quality  of  a landscape. 

Scenic  Quality  Ratings:  The  relative  scenic  quality  (A,  B,  or  C)  assigned  a landscape  by 
applying  the  scenic  quality  evaluation  key  factors;  scenic  quality  A being  the  highest 
rating,  B a moderate  rating,  and  C the  lowest  rating. 

Scenic  Values:  See  Scenic  Quality  and  Scenic  Quality  Ratings. 

Secretary  of  the  Interior:  The  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior  is  in  charge  of  the  nation’s 
internal  affairs.  The  Secretary  serves  on  the  President’s  cabinet  and  appoints  citizens  to 
the  National  Park  Foundation  board. 

Sedimentary  Rocks:  Rocks,  such  as  sandstone,  limestone,  and  shale  that  are  formed  from 
sediments  or  transported  fragments. 

Sensitivity  Levels:  Measures  (e.g.,  high,  medium,  and  low)  of  public  concern  for  scenic  quality. 

Special  Status  Species:  Federal-  or  state-listed  species,  candidate  or  proposed  species  for 
listing,  or  species  otherwise  considered  sensitive  or  threatened  by  state  and  federal 
agencies. 

State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO):  The  official  within  and  authorized  by  each  state  at 
the  request  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  act  as  liaison  for  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act.  Also  see  National  Historic  Preservation  Act. 

State  Implementation  Plan  (SIP):  Legally  enforceable  plans  adopted  by  states  and  submitted 
to  EPA  for  approval,  which  identify  the  actions  and  programs  to  be  undertaken  by  the 
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State  and  its  subdivisions  to  achieve  and  maintain  national  ambient  air  quality  standards 
in  a time  frame  mandated  by  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

State  Water  Resources  Control  Board  (SWRCB):  Created  in  1967,  joint  authority  of  water 
allocation  and  water  quality  protection  enables  the  State  Water  Board  to  provide 
comprehensive  protection  for  California’s  waters.  The  mission  of  the  nine  Regional 
Boards  is  to  develop  and  enforce  water  quality  objectives  and  implementation  plans  that 
will  best  protect  the  State’s  waters,  recognizing  local  differences  in  climate,  topography, 
geology  and  hydrology. 

Subsurface:  Of  or  pertaining  to  rock  or  mineral  deposits  which  generally  are  found  below  the 
ground  surface. 

Sulfur  Dioxide  (S02):  A pungent,  colorless,  and  toxic  oxide  of  sulfur  formed  primarily  by  the 
combustion  of  fossil  fuels.  It  is  a respiratory  irritant,  especially  for  asthmatics.  A criteria 
pollutant  in  its  own  right,  and  a precursor  of  sulfate  particles  and  atmospheric  sulfuric 
acid. 


T 

Tertiary:  The  Tertiary  Period  marks  the  beginning  of  the  Cenozoic  Era.  It  began  65  million 
years  ago  and  lasted  more  than  63  million  years,  until  1.8  million  years  ago.  The  Tertiary 
is  made  up  of  5 epochs:  the  Paleocene  Epoch,  the  Eocene  Epoch,  the  Oligocene  Epoch, 
the  Miocene  Epoch,  and  the  Pliocene  Epoch. 

Texture:  The  visual  manifestations  of  the  interplay  of  light  and  shadow  created  by  the  variations 
in  the  surface  of  an  object  or  landscape. 

Toxic:  Poisonous.  Exerting  an  adverse  physiological  effect  on  the  normal  functioning  of  an 
organism’s  tissues  or  organs  through  chemical  or  biochemical  mechanisms  following 
physical  contact  or  absorption. 

Traditional  Cultural  Properties:  Areas  associated  with  the  cultural  practices  or  beliefs  of  a 
living  community.  These  sites  are  rooted  in  the  community’s  history  and  are  important  in 
maintaining  cultural  identity. 

Trail:  A linear  route  managed  for  human-powered,  stock,  or  off-highway  vehicle  forms  of 
transportation  or  for  historical  or  heritage  values.  Trails  are  not  generally  managed  for 
use  by  four-wheel  drive  or  high-clearance  vehicles. 


U 

Undertaking:  Equivalent  in  present  analysis  to  “proposed  action”  and  “proposed  project.”  An 
undertaking,  pursuant  to  36  CFR  § 800.1 6(y),  “means  a project,  activity,  or  program 
funded  in  whole  or  in  part  under  the  direct  or  indirect  jurisdiction  of  a Federal  agency, 
including  those  carried  out  by  or  on  behalf  of  a Federal  agency;  those  carried  out  with 
Federal  financial  assistance;  and  those  requiring  a Federal  permit,  license  or  approval.” 


V 

Vandalism  (Cultural  Resource):  Malicious  damage  or  the  unauthorized  collecting,  excavating, 
or  defacing  of  cultural  resources.  Section  6 of  the  Archaeological  Resources  Protection  Act 
states  that  "no  person  may  excavate,  remove,  damage,  or  otherwise  alter  or  deface  any 
archaeological  resource  located  on  public  lands  or  Indian  lands... unless  such  activity  is 
pursuant  to  a permit  issued  under  section  4 of  this  Act." 
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Variables:  Factors  influencing  visual  perception  including  distance,  angle  of  observation,  time, 
size  or  scale,  season  of  the  year,  light,  and  atmospheric  conditions. 

Variety:  The  state  or  quality  of  being  varied  and  having  the  absence  of  monotony  or  sameness. 

Vehicle  Miles  Traveled  (VMT):  The  cumulative  amount  of  vehicle  travel  within  a specified  or 
implied  geographical  area  over  a given  period  of  time. 

Viewshed:  The  landscape  that  can  be  directly  seen  under  favorable  atmospheric  conditions, 
from  a viewpoint  or  along  a transportation  corridor.  Protection,  rehabilitation,  or 
enhancement  is  desirable  and  possible. 

Visual  Contrast:  See  Contrast. 

Visual  Quality:  See  Scenic  Quality. 

Visual  Resources:  The  visible  physical  features  on  a landscape  (e.g.,  land,  water,  vegetation, 
animals,  structures,  and  other  features). 

Visual  Resource  Management  Classes:  Categories  assigned  to  public  lands  based  on  scenic 
quality,  sensitivity  level,  and  distance  zones.  There  are  four  classes.  Each  class  has  an 
objective  which  prescribes  the  amount  of  change  allowed  in  the  characteristic 
landscape. 

Visual  Resource  Management  (VRM):  The  inventory  and  planning  actions  taken  to  identify 
visual  values  and  to  establish  objectives  for  managing  those  values;  and  the 
management  actions  taken  to  achieve  the  visual  management  objectives. 

Visual  Values:  See  Scenic  Quality. 


W 

Wetlands:  Permanently  wet  or  intermittently  water-covered  areas,  such  as  swamps,  marshes, 
bogs,  potholes,  swales,  and  glades. 

Wilderness  Area:  An  area  formally  designated  by  Congress  as  part  of  the  National  Wilderness 
Preservation  System  as  defined  in  the  Wilderness  Act  of  1964  (78  Stat.891),  Section 
2(c). 

Wilderness  Study  Area:  A roadless  area  or  island  that  has  been  inventoried  and  found  to  have 
wilderness  characteristics  as  described  in  section  603  of  FLPMA  and  section  2(c)  of  the 
Wilderness  Act  of  1964  (78  Stat.  891).  Source  for  both  of  these  is  BLM’s  IMP  and 
Guidelines  for  Lands  Under  Wilderness  Review  (December  1979). 


November  201 3 


7-12 


Final  EIS/EIR 


SECTION  8.0 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
8.0  References 


8.0  References 

1.0  Introduction  and  Project  Overview 

BLM  (Bureau  of  Land  Management).  1980.  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan,  as  amended. 

. 2005.  Land  Use  Planning  Handbook  H-1 601-1.  March  2005. 

. 2008.  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  Handbook  H-1 790-1.  January  2008. 

First  Solar.  2010.  Plan  of  Development,  Stateline  Solar  Farm.  September  3,  2010. 

. 2011.  Plan  of  Development,  Stateline  Solar  Farm.  BLM  Project  Number:  CACA#  48669. 

August  17,  2011. 

.2012.  Response  to  Data  Request  Number  1.  February  2,  2012. 

OptiSolar.  2008.  Plan  of  Development,  Stateline  Solar  Farm.  September  29,  2008. 


2.0  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 

BLM  (Bureau  of  Land  Management).  1980.  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan.  1980,  as 
amended. 

. 1988.  Manual  1613  - Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern. 

. 2002.  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Final  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan 

Amendments  for  the  Northern  and  Eastern  Mojave  Planning  Area.  July,  2002. 

. 2007.  Final  Vegetation  Treatments  Using  Herbicides  Programmatic  Environmental  Impact 

Statement. 

. 2008.  Revised  NEPA  Handbook  H-1 790-1.  January  2008. 

BRW  (Basin  and  Range  Watch).  2011.  Outstanding  Environmental  Resources  and  Values  of  the 

Ivanpah  Valley  Public  Lands,  A Nomination  to  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (Needles 
Field  Office)  for  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC)  Status,  Ivanpah  Valley, 
California  and  Nevada.  October  23,  2011. 

First  Solar.  201 1 . Plan  of  Development,  Stateline  Solar  Farm.  BLM  Project  Number:  CACA  # 48669. 
August  17,  2011. 

. 2012a.  Noxious  Weed  Management  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  March,  2012. 

. 2012b.  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan,  Stateline  Solar 

Farm  Project.  May,  2012. 

. 2012c.  Air  Quality  Construction  Management  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  May,  2012. 

. 201 2d.  Closure,  Decommissioning,  and  Reclamation  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project. 

May,  2012. 

. 201 2e.  Traffic  Control  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  April,  2012. 

• 201 2f.  Vegetation  Resources  Management  Plan,  Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  August 

29,2012. 

. 201 2g.  Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy.  September,  2012. 

. 201 2h.  Raven  Management  Plan.  May,  2012. 

. 201 2i.  Desert  Tortoise  Translocation  Plan.  September,  2012. 


November  2013 


8-1 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
8.0  References 


. 201 2j.  Desert  Tortoise  Translocation:  Options  for  Ivanpah  Valley.  January  9,  2012. 

. 2012k.  Storm  Water  Management  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  January,  2012. 

. 20121.  Lighting  Management  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  March,  2012. 

. 2013a.  Plan  of  Development,  Stateline  Solar  Farm.  BLM  Project  Number:  CACA  # 48669. 

May  29,  2013. 

, 2013b.  Draft  Desert  Kit  Fox  and  American  Badger  Monitoring  and  Management  Plan.  July 

1,  2013. 

. 2013c.  Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  August  29,  2013. 

, 2013d.  Desert  Tortoise  Translocation  Plan , Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  June  27,  2013. 

USFWS  (U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service).  1994.  Desert  Tortoise  (Mojave  Population)  Recovery  Plan. 
June,  1994. 

. 2010.  Draft  Translocation  of  Mojave  Desert  Tortoises  From  Project  Sites:  Plan  Development 

Guidance.  August  2010. 

. 201 1 . Revised  Recovery  Plan  for  the  Mojave  Population  of  the  Desert  Tortoise.  May  6,  201 1 . 


3.0  Affected  Environment 

3.1  Introduction 


3.2  Air  Resources 

CARB  (California  Air  Resources  Board).  2007.  California  Code  of  Regulations  [CCR]  Title  13,  Article 
4.8,  Chapter  9,  Section  2449. 

. 201 1 . Area  Designations  for  State  and  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards.  Accessed  at 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/desig.htm  in  February  2011. 

EPA  (U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency).  2012.  General  Conformity  De  Minimis  Levels. 

Accessed  at  www.epa.gov/air/data/index.html  on  June  29,  2012. 

MDAQMD  (Mojave  Desert  Air  Quality  Management  District  CEQA).  201 1 . CEQA  and  Federal 
Conformity  Guidelines. 


3.3  Climate  Change 

EPA  (U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency).  2009.  Mandatory  Reporting  of  Greenhouse  Gases 
Rule,  Federal  Register  Vol.  74,  No.  209,  56260-56373.  Accessed  at:  http://www.epa.gov/ 
climatechange/emissions/ghgrulemaking.html. 

_.  2012a.  Climate  Change,  Basic  Information.  Accessed  at  http://www.epa.gov/ 

climatechange/basicinfo.html  on  June  28,  2012. 

. 2012b.  Final  GHG  Tailoring  Rule.  Accessed  at  http://www.epa.gOv/NSR/actions.html#2010. 

Accessed  January  201 1 . 

Robins,  C.R.;  Buck,  B.J.;  Williams,  A.J.;  Morton,  J.L.;  House,  P.K.;  Howell,  M.S.;  Yonovitz,  M.L.  2009. 
Comparison  of  flood  hazard  assessments  on  desert  piedmonts  and  playas:  a case  study  in 
Ivanpah  Valley,  Nevada.  Geomorphology  103:  520-532. 


November  2013 


8-2 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
8.0  References 


3.4  Cultural  Resources 

Basgall,  M.E.,  and  S.A.  Overly.  2004  Prehistoric  Archaeology  of  the  Rosamond  Lake  Basin,  Phase  II 
Cultural  Resources  Evaluations  at  41  Sites  in  Management  Region  2,  Edwards  Air  Force 
Base,  California.  Prepared  for  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Sacramento  District.  Prepared 
by  M.E.  Basgall  and  S.A.  Overly.  On  file  at  the  Base  Historic  Preservation  Office,  Edwards  Air 
Force  Base,  California. 

Bean,  Lowell  J.  1978  Cahuilla.  In  Handbook  of  North  American  Indians,  Volume  8,  California,  edited 
by  Robert  F.  Heizer,  pp.  575-587.  Smithsonian  Institution,  Washington,  D.C. 

Chandler,  Evelyn.  2009.  Class  I Inventory  Report.  November  4,  2009. 

Chandler,  Evelyn,  Roger  Mason,  Jennifer  Howard,  Wendy  Jones,  Melanie  Knypstra,  Elizabeth 

Denniston,  and  Robert  Cunningham.  2012.  Final  Class  III  Cultural  Resources  Inventory  of  the 
Stateline  Solar  Farm,  Primm,  Nevada  Vicinity,  San  Bernardino  County,  California.  Prepared  for 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Needles  Office.  Prepared  by  ECORP  Consulting,  Inc., 
Redlands,  California. 

Coues,  Elliot.  1900  On  the  Trail  of  a Spanish  Pioneer:  the  Diary  and  Itinerary  of  Francisco  Garces 
(Missionary  and  Priest).  Francis  P.  Harper,  New  York. 

Durham,  Michael  S.  1997  Desert  Between  the  Mountains:  Mormons,  Miners,  Padres,  Mountain  Men, 
and  the  Opening  of  the  Great  Basin,  1772-1869.  Henry  Holt  and  Company,  New  York. 

Earle,  David  D.  1997  Ethnohistoric  Overview  of  the  Edwards  Air  Force  Base  Region  and  the  Western 
Mojave  Desert.  Report  on  file  at  the  Environmental  Management  Office,  Edwards  Air  Force 
Base,  California. 

Geosphere  Consultants,  Inc.  2008.  Phase  1 Geotechnical  Reconnaissance  Report,  Proposed 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  Photovoltaic  Power  Plant  Project,  Stateline  Area,  San  Bernardino 
County,  California,  July  1,  2008. 

GLO  (Government  Land  Office).  1885  Township  No.  17  North,  Range  No.  14  East,  San  Bernardino 
Meridian  Plat  Map.  On  file  at  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Needles  Field  Office,  Needles, 
California  and  1933  Survey  and  Resurvey,  Township  No.  17  North,  Range  No.  14  East,  San 
Bernardino  Meridian  Plat  Map.  On  file  at  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Needles  Field 
Office,  Needles,  California. 

Kelley,  Isabel  T.  and  Catherine  S.  Fowler.  1986  Southern  Paiute.  In  Handbook  of  North  American 
Indians,  Volume  11,  Great  Basin,  edited  by  Warren  L.  d’  Azevedo,  pp.  368-397.  Smithsonian 
Institution,  Washington  DC. 

Laird,  Carobeth.  1976  The  Chemehuevis.  Malki  Museum  Press,  Banning,  California. 

Robertson,  Donald  B.  1998  Encyclopedia  of  Western  Railroad  History,  Volume  IV,  California.  The 
Caxton  Printers,  Caldwell,  Idaho. 

Sutton,  Mark  Q,,  Mark  E.  Basgall,  Jull  K.  Gardner,  and  Mark  W.  Allen.  2007  Advances  in 

Understanding  Mojave  Desert  Prehistory.  In  California  Prehistory:  Colonization,  Culture,  and 
Complexity,  edited  by  Terry  L.  Jones  and  Kathryn  A.  Klar,  pp.  229-245.  Altamira  Press,  a 
division  of  Rowman  & Littlefield  Publishers,  Inc.,  Lanham,  New  York,  Toronto,  Plymouth  (UK). 

von  Till  Warren,  Elizabeth.  1980  History  of  the  Amargosa-Mojave  Basin  Planning  Units.  In  A Cultural 
Resource  Overview  for  the  Amargosa-Mojave  Basin  Planning  Units,  edited  by  Claude  N. 
Warren,  Martha  Knack,  and  Elizabeth  von  Till  Warren.  Cultural  Resources  Publications, 
Anthropology-History,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  California. 


November  2013 


8-3 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
8.0  References 


von  Till  Warren,  Elizabeth  and  Ralph  J.  Roske.  1981  Cultural  Resources  of  the  California  Desert, 
1776-1980:  Historic  Trails  and  Wagon  Roads.  California  Desert  District,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management. 

Vrendenburgh,  Larry  M.,  Gary  L.  Schumway,  and  Russell  D.  Hartill.  1981  Desert  Fever:  An  Overview 
of  Mining  in  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area.  Living  West  Press,  Canoga  Park, 
California. 

Warren,  Claude  N.  1984  The  Desert  Region.  In  California  Archaeology,  by  M.J.  Moratto,  pp.  339-430. 
Academic  Press,  Orlando,  Florida. 


3.5  Environmental  Justice 

CCDCP  (Clark  County  Department  of  Comprehensive  Planning),  2011.  Clark  County,  Nevada  201 1 
Population  Estimates.  Accessed  at:  http://www.clarkcountynv.gov/Depts/comprehensive_ 
planning/demographics/Documents/PlacePopulation.pdf  on  July  1,  2011. 

CEQ  (Council  on  Environmental  Quality),  1997.  Environmental  Justice:  Guidance  Under  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act.  Executive  Office  of  the  President,  Washington,  DC. 

DOI  (U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior),  2012.  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior  Environmental  Justice 
Strategic  Plan  2012  - 2017.  Office  of  Environmental  Policy  and  Compliance,  Washington, 

D.C. 

EPA  (U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency).  2011.  Memorandum  of  Understanding  on 

Environmental  Justice  and  Executive  Order  12898.  Accessed  at:  http://www.epa.gov/ 
compliance/ej/resources/publications/interagency/ej-mou-201 1-08.pdf. 

USCB  (U.S.  Census  Bureau).  2012a.  2010  Census  Interactive  Population  Search.  Accessed  at: 
http://201 0. census. gov/201 0census/popmap/ipmtext.php?fl=06. 

. 2012b.  QT-P4.  Race,  Combination  of  Two  Races,  and  Not  Hispanic  or  Latino:  2010.  2010 

Census  Summary  File  1.  Accessed  at:  http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/ 
index.xhtml. 


3.6  Lands  and  Realty 

BLM  (Bureau  of  Land  Management).  1980.  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan,  as  amended. 

FLPMA  (Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act,  as  Amended).  2001.  Revised  October  2001. 
Accessed  at  http://www.blm.gov/flpma/index.html  on  September  21,  2012. 


3.7  Livestock  Grazing 

BLM  (Bureau  of  Land  Management).  1980.  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan,  as  amended. 


3.8  Mineral  Resources 

BLM  (Bureau  of  Land  Management).  2010.  Solid  Mineral  Programs  on  the  Nation’s  Federal  Land. 
Accessed  at:  http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/non-energy_minerals/solid_minerals 
_brochure.html  on  June  28,  2012. 

CDMG  (California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology).  1987.  Mineral  Land  Classification  of  the  Northern 
Part  of  the  Kingman  1°  x 2°  Quadrangle,  San  Bernardino  County,  California.  DMG  Open-File 
Report  85-15. 


November  2013 


8-4 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
8.0  References 


. 2005.  Gold  Districts  of  California.  California  Geological  Survey  125th  Anniversary  Edition 

1880-2005. 

CDOC  (California  Department  of  Conservation).  2000.  California  Surface  Mining  and  Reclamation 
Policies  and  Procedures,  Guidelines  for  Classification  and  Designation  of  Mineral  Lands. 
Accessed  at  http://www.conservation.ca.gov/smgb/Guidelines/Documents/ClassDesig.pdf  on 
June  28,  2012. 

. 2001.  Oil,  Gas,  and  Geothermal  Fields  in  California.  Accessed  at  ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/ 

pub/oil/maps/Map_S-1  .pdf  on  June  28,  2012. 

EPA  (U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency).  1993.  Mine  Site  Visit:  Colosseum  Mine.  Accessed  at 
http://www.google.com/#hl=en&sclient=psy-ab&q=mine+site+visit+colosseum+ine&oq= 
mine+site+visit+colosseum+ine&aq=f&aqi=&aql=&gs_l=serp.3...2507.10354.0.10515.31.27.Q. 
0.0.0.596.7142.1j0j8j8j3j1.21.Q...1.0.orsOxH0FyAY&pbx=1&bav=on.2,or.r_gc.r_pw.r_qf.,cf.osb 
&fp=dd482f42f1 0551 79&biw=1 280&bih=863. 

USGS  (United  States  Geological  Survey).  1985.  Ivanpah  Lake  Quadrangle,  California-Nevada,  7.5 
Minute  Series  Topographic  Map. 


3.9  Noise 

BLM  (Bureau  of  Land  Management).  2005.  Final  Programmatic  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on 
Wind  Energy  Development  on  BLM-Administered  Lands  in  the  Western  United  States.  FES 
05-11.  June.  Accessed  at  http://windeis.anl.gov/documents/  fpeis/index.cfm  on  June  28,  2012. 

. 2010.  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  System  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

November,  2010. 

Briiel  and  Kjaer.  2000.  Sound  and  Vibration  Measurement  A/S.  Environmental  Noise  Booklet. 
Document  published  by  The  Noise  Pollution  Clearinghouse  (NPC).  Accessed  at 
www.nonoise.org/library/envnoise/index.htm  on  June  28,  2012. 

California  Energy  Commission.  2008.  Application  for  Certification  for  the  Ivanpah  Solar  Generating 
System  Project.  Accessed  at  http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/ivanpah/documents/ 
applicant/AFC/Volume1/ISEGS_005. 7_Noise.pdf  on  June  28,  2012. 

City  of  Fontana.  2003.  City  of  Fontana  General  Plan.  October. 

City  of  Rialto.  1992.  City  of  Rialto  General  Plan.  March. 

County  of  San  Bernardino.  2007.  General  Plan. 

Department  of  State.  2007.  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Keystone  Oil  Pipeline 
Project.  Washington,  DC. 

EPA  (U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency),  Office  of  Noise  Abatement  and  Control.  1974. 

“Information  on  Levels  of  Environmental  Noise  Requisite  to  Protect  Public  Health  and  Welfare 
with  an  Adequate  Margin  of  Safety”.  Accessed  at  http://www.nonoise.org/library/levels74/ 
Ievels74.htm  on  June  28,  2012. 

First  Solar.  2011.  Plan  of  Development,  Stateline  Solar  Farm.  August  1 7,  201 1 . 

FTA  (Federal  Transit  Administration).  2006.  Transit  Noise  and  Vibration  Impact  Assessment.  Final 
Report,  May. 

NPS  (National  Park  Service).  2012.  Effects  of  Noise.  Accessed  at  www.nature.nps.gov/ 
naturalsounds/impacts  on  June  28,  2012. 

Southern  California  Association  of  Governments  (SCAG).  2003.  Draft  2004  Regional  Transportation 
Plan  Preliminary  Environmental  Impact  Report.  December  2003. 

November  2013  8-5 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
8.0  References 


State  of  California  Office  of  Noise  Control,  Department  of  Health  Services.  1976.  Community  Noise 
Exposure  Levels. 


3.10  Paleontology 

BLM  (Bureau  of  Land  Management).  2007.  Potential  Fossil  Yield  Classification  (PFYC)  System  for 
Paleontological  Resources  on  Public  Lands.  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior.  Accessed  at 
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/info/regulations/lnstruction_Memos_and_Bulletins/national_ 
instruction/20080/im_2008-009.html  on  February  16,  2012. 

. 2008.  Assessment  and  Mitigation  of  Potential  Impacts  to  Paleontological  Resources.  EMS 

Transmission  10/29/2008,  Instruction  Memorandum  No.  2009-011.  Accessed  at: 
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/info/regulations/lnstruction_Memos_and_Bulletins/national_ 
instruction/2009/IM_2009-01 1.html  on  February  16,  2012. 

First  Solar.  2011.  Plan  of  Development,  Stateline  Solar  Farm.  August  1 7,  201 1 . 

Geosphere  Consultants , Inc.  2008.  Phase  1 Geotechnical  Reconnaissance  Report , Proposed 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  Photovoltaic  Power  Plant  Project , Stateline  Area,  San  Bernardino 
County , California , July  1,  2008. 

NBMG  (Nevada  Bureau  of  Mines  and  Geology.  1979.  Pluvial  Lakes  and  Estimated  Pluvial  Climates  of 
Nevada.  Bulletin  94. 

Paleo  Solutions.  2012.  Geological  maps  with  PFYC  overlay  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Project,  Ivanpah, 
San  Bernardino  County,  California.  Letter  to  Evelyn  Chandler  (ECORP).  May  18. 

Scott,  E.  2009.  Paleontology  Literature  and  Records  Review,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Near  Ivanpah 

Lake,  San  Bernardino  County,  California  letter  from  E.  Scott  Curator  of  Paleontology  to  E.N. 
Chandler,  Cultural  Resources  Manager  for  ECORP  Consulting  Incorporated.  6 October.  In 
Appendix  I of  the  Plan  of  Development  Stateline  Solar  Farm.  Desert  Stateline,  LLC.  2011. 

Society  of  Vertebrate  Paleontologists.  1995.  Standard  Procedures  for  the  Assessment  and  Mitigation 
of  Adverse  Impacts  to  Paleontological  Resources. 

University  of  California  Museum  of  Paleontology.  2012.  University  of  California  Museum  of 

Paleontology  Specimens.  Accessed  at:  http://ucmpdb.berkeley.edu/  on  February  12,  2012. 

USGS  (U.S.  Geological  Survey).  2006.  Preliminary  Surficiai  Geologic  Map  of  the  Mesquite  Lake  30’  x 
60’  Quadrangle,  California  and  Nevada.  Open-File  Report  2006-1035.  Version  1.0.  By  K.M. 
Schmidt  and  M.  McMackin.  Accessed  at  http://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2006/1035/on  February  12, 
2012. 


3.11  Public  Health  and  Safety 

California  Geological  Survey.  2010a.  Geologic  Map  of  California.  California  Department  of 

Conservation.  Accessed  16  February  2012  at:  http://www.conservation.ca.gov/  cgs/cgs_ 
history/Pages/201  Ogeologicmap.aspx. 

. 2010b.  Alquist-Priolo  Earthquake  Fault  Zone  Maps.  California  Department  of  Conservation. 

Accessed  24  February  2012  at:  http://www.quake.ca.gov/gmaps/ap/ap_maps.htm. 

. 2010c.  Fault  Activity  Map  of  California.  California  Department  of  Conservation.  Accessed  24 

February  2012  at:  http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/cgs_history/Pages/2010_faultmap.aspx. 

CDC  (Centers  for  Disease  Control).  2012.  Accessed  at  http://www.cdc.gov/ncezid/dfwed/PDFs/fungal- 
factsheet-508c.pdf  on  September  21,  2012. 


November  2013 


8-6 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
8.0  References 


DTSC  (Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control).  2012.  DTSC’s  Hazardous  Waste  and  Substances 
Site  List:  Site  Cleanup  (Cortese  List).  Accessed  at  http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/ 
CorteseList.cfm  on  February  25,  2012. 

Earth  Systems  Southwest.  2012.  Report  of  Phase  I Environmental  Site  Assessment  Update,  Stateline 
Solar  Farm  Project.  April  19,  2012. 

Finkelman,  RB;  Gingerich,  H;  Centeno,  JA;  Krieger,  G.  2010.  Medical  geology:  issues  in  North 

America.  Chapter  1.  In:  Seliinus,  O;  Finkelman,  RB;  and  Centano,  JA.  Medical  geology:  a 
regional  synthesis.  Springer  Verlag.  pp  1-27. 

Geosphere  Consultants,  Inc.  2008.  Phase  1 Geotechnical  Reconnaissance  Report,  Proposed 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  Photovoltaic  Power  Plant  Project,  Stateline  Area,  San  Bernardino 
County,  California,  July  1,  2008. 

Peebles,  M.  2012.  Personal  communication  with  Battalion  Chief /Interim  Division  Chief  Mark  Peebles, 
Division  3,  San  Bernardino  County  Fire  Department,  February  16,  2012. 

USGS  (U.S.  Geological  Survey).  2006.  Preliminary  Surficial  Geologic  Map  of  the  Mesquite  Lake  30’  x 
60’  Quadrangle,  California  and  Nevada.  Open-File  Report  2006-1035.  Version  1.0.  By  K.M. 
Schmidt  and  M.  McMackin.  Accessed  at  http://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2006/1035/  on  February  12, 
2012. 


3.12  Recreation 

BLM  (Bureau  of  Land  Management).  1980.  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan,  as  amended. 
. 1998.  Las  Vegas  Resource  Management  Plan.  December. 

. 2002.  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Final  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan 

Amendments  for  the  Northern  and  Eastern  Mojave  Planning  Area.  July,  2002. 

County  of  San  Bernardino.  2007.  General  Plan. 


3.13  Social  and  Economic  Conditions 

CDOF  (California  Department  of  Finance).  2012.  Population  Projections  by  Race/Ethnicity  for 

California  and  Its  Counties  2000-2050.  Demographic  Research  Unit,  Department  of  Finance. 
Accessed  at:  http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/projections/p-1/  on  June  15, 
2012. 

CEDD  (California  Employment  Development  Department).  2012.  Monthly  Labor  Force  Data  for 

Counties,  December  201 1.  Accessed  at  http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov  on  June  15, 
2012. 

CHP  (California  Highway  Patrol).  2012.  The  California  Highway  Patrol’s  Mission.  Accessed  at: 
http://www.chp.ca.gov/html/mission.html  on  September  22,  2012. 

Clark  County.  2012a.  About  Clark  County.  Accessed  at  http://www.clarkcountynv.gov/ 
pages/about.aspx  on  June  28,  2012. 

. 2012b.  Clark  County  Nevada  Comprehensive  Annual  Financial  Report,  Year  Ended  June  30, 

2011.  Accessed  at:  http://www.clarkcountynv.gov/Depts/finance/comptroller/Documents/ 
CAFR%20201 1_Final%201  -1 0-1 2.pdf  on  June  28,  2012. 

ED-Data  (Education  Data  Partnership).  2012.  Fiscal,  Demographic,  and  Performance  Data  on 
California’s  K-12  Schools.  District  Profile  for  Baker  Valley  Unified  School  District  in  San 
Bernardino  County.  Accessed  at  http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/App_Resx/EdDataClassic/ 


November  2013 


8-7 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
8.0  References 


fsTwoPanel.aspx?#!bottom=/_layouts/EdDataClassic/profile.asp?reportNumber=16&level=06& 
fyr=1 01 1 &county=36&district=73858#enrollmentbygrade  on  June  28,  2012. 

EPRI  (Electric  Power  Research  Institute).  1982.  Socioeconomics  Impacts  of  Power  Plants,  1982. 

First  Solar.  2011.  Plan  of  Development,  Stateline  Solar  Farm.  BLM  Project  Number:  CACA  # 48669. 
August  17,  2011. 

LVMPD  (Las  Vegas  Metropolitan  Police  Department).  2011.  Annual  Report  2010.  Accessed  at 
http://www.lvmpd.eom/Portals/0/10annualreport.pdf  on  June  28,  2012. 

Nevada  Department  of  Education.  2010.  2010-2011  Public  Enrollment.  Accessed  at 

http://nde.doe.nv.gov/Resources/2010_2011_EnrollmentBySchool.pdf  on  June  28,  2012. 

NDETR  (Nevada  Department  of  Employment,  Training,  and  Rehabilitation).  2012.  Nevada  Workforce 
Informer,  Data  Analysis.  Labor  Force.  Accessed  at  http://www.nevadaworkforce.com/ 
cgi/dataanalysis/AreaSelection.asp?tableName=Labforce  on  June  28,  2012. 

San  Bernardino  County.  2011a.  County  of  San  Bernardino  2007  General  Plan.  Adopted  March  13, 
2007,  amended  December  6,  2011.  Accessed  at  http://www.sbcounty.gov/Uploads/lus/ 
GeneralPlan/FINALGeneralPlanTextlmages061 12012.pdf  on  June  28,  2012. 

. 2011b.  San  Bernardino  County,  California  Comprehensive  Annual  Financial  Report  for  the 

Year  Ended  June  30,  201 1 . 

San  Bernardino  County  Sheriff.  2012.  Department  Directory.  Accessed  at  http://www.sbcounty.gov/ 
sheriff/directory/Dir2.asp  on  June  28,  2012. 

SRDH  (Saint  Rose  Dominican  Hospital).  2012.  Siena  Campus  information.  Accessed  at 

http://www.strosehospitals.orgA/Vho_We_Are/Our_Hospitals/185793  on  June  28,  2012. 

USCB  (U.S.  Census  Bureau).  2012a.  DP-1.  Profile  of  General  Population  and  Housing 

Characteristics:  2010.  2010  Demographic  Profile  Data.  American  Fact  Finder.  Accessed  at: 
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml. 

. 2012b.  State  & County  QuickFacts.  Accessed  at:  http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/ 

index.html. 

. 2012c.  Industry  by  Occupation  for  the  Civilian  Employed  Population  16  Years  and  Over, 

2010  American  Community  Survey  1-Year  Estimates.  S2405.  Accessed  at:  http://factfinder2. 
census.  gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/searchresults.xhtml?refresh=t. 

. 201 2d.  Accessed  at  http://www.census.gov/prod/2012pubs/acsbr10-18.pdfon  September 

22,  2012. 


3.14  Soil  Resources 

Broadbent  & Associates,  Inc.  2009.  Ground-Water  Monitoring  Ten-Year  Report  July  10,  1998  to  July 
10,  2008.  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club  PRMA  Land  Development  Company,  Ivanpah  Valley, 
California.  Accessed  24  February  2012  at:  http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/ivanpah/ 
documents/others/2009-06-08_Groundwater_Monitoring_Report_of_the_lvanpah_Valley_TN- 
51869.pdf. 

California  Building  Code.  2007. 

CDMG  (California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology)  1961.  California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology, 
Geologic  Map  of  California,  Kingman  Sheet,  Scale  1:250,000. 

. 1967.  Geology  of  the  Eastern  Part  of  the  Clark  Mountain  Range,  San  Bernardino  County, 

California,  Map  Sheet  6. 


November  2013 


8-8 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
8.0  References 


California  Geological  Survey.  2002.  California  Geomorphic  Provinces.  Note  36.  California  Department 
of  Conservation.  Accessed  16  February  2012  at:  http://www.conservation.ca.gov/ 
cgs/information/publications/  cgs_notes/note_36/Documents/note_36.pdf. 

. 2006.  Simplified  Geologic  Map  of  California.  Map  Sheet  57.  California  Department  of 

Conservation.  Accessed  16  February  2012  at:  http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/information/ 
publications/ms/Documents/MS057.pdf. 

. 2010a.  Geologic  Map  of  California.  California  Department  of  Conservation.  Accessed  16 

February  2012  at:  http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/cgs_history/Pages/2010_geologic 
map.aspx. 

. 2010b.  Alquist-Priolo  Earthquake  Fault  Zone  Maps.  California  Department  of  Conservation. 

Accessed  24  February  2012  at:  http://www.quake.ca.gov/gmaps/ap/ap_maps.htm. 

. 2010c.  Fault  Activity  Map  of  California.  California  Department  of  Conservation.  Accessed  24 

February  2012  at:  http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/cgs_history/Pages/2010_faultmap.aspx. 

First  Solar.  2011.  Plan  of  Development,  Appendix  J Paleontology  Literature/Records  Review  in  the 
Plan  of  Development  Stateline  Solar  Farm. 

Fowler,  T.K.  and  J.P.  Calzia  1999,  Kingston  Range  Detachment  Fault,  Southeastern  Death  Valley 
Region,  California:  Relation  to  Tertiary  Deposits  and  Reconstruction  of  Initial  Dip.  Geological 
Society  of  America  Special  Paper  333,  p.  245-257. 

Geosphere  Consultants,  Inc.  2008.  Phase  1 Geotechnical  Reconnaissance  Report,  Proposed 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  Photovoltaic  Power  Plant  Project,  Stateline  Area,  San  Bernardino 
County , California,  July  1,  2008. 

McCleod,  S.A.  2007,  Unpublished  paleontology  resources  report.  Natural  History  Museum  of  Los 
Angeles  County,  Los  Angeles,  California,  2 p. 

Norris,  R.  M.  and  R.  W.  Webb  1990.  Geology  of  California.  Second  Edition.  John  Wiley  and  Sons. 

New  York. 

Prave,  A.R.,  and  M.R.  McMackin  1999,  Depositional  framework  of  mid-  to  late-Miocene  strata, 

Dumont  Hills  and  southern  margin  Kingston  Range:  Implications  for  the  tectonostratigraphic 
evolution  of  the  southern  Death  Valley  region,  Geological  Society  of  America  Special  Paper 
333,  p.  259-275. 

Sneed,  M and  Brandt,  JT.  2007.  Detection  and  measurement  of  land  subsidence  using  global 

positioning  system  surveying  and  interferometric  synthetic  aperture  radar,  Coachella  Valley, 
California,  1996-2005.  Scientific  Investigations  Report  2007-5251. 

USDA  (U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture).  2012.  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  Web  Soil 

Survey.  Soil  Survey  Area:  Mojave  Desert  Area,  Northeast  Part,  California.  Version  2,  Mar  19, 
2007.  Accessed  at  http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/WebSoilSurvey.aspx  on 
usgsFebruary  17,  2012. 

USGS  (U.S.  Geological  Survey).  2006.  Preliminary  Surficial  Geologic  Map  of  the  Mesquite  Lake  30’  x 
60’  Quadrangle,  California  and  Nevada.  Open-File  Report  2006-1035.  Version  1.0.  By  K.M. 
Schmidt  and  M.  McMackin.  Accessed  at  http://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2006/1035/  on  February  12, 
2012. 

Wright,  L.A.,  Greene,  R.C.,  Cemen,  I.,  Johnson,  F.C.,  and  Prave,  A.R.  1999.  Tectonostratigraphic 
Development  of  the  Miocene-Pliocene  Furnace  Creek  Basin  and  Related  Features,  Death 
Valley  Region,  California:  Relation  to  Tertiary  Deposits  and  Reconstruction  of  Initial  Dip, 
Geological  Society  of  America  Special  Paper  333,  p.  87-114. 


November  2013 


8-9 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
8.0  References 


3.15  Special  Designations 

BLM  (Bureau  of  Land  Management).  1998.  Proposed  Las  Vegas  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  May,  1998. 

. 2010.  Maintenance  of  Wilderness  Inventory  Pursuant  to  Sec  201  [a]  of  FLPMA.  June  10, 

2010. 

DOC  (California  Department  of  Conservation).  2008.  San  Bernardino  County  Important  Farmland 
Maps.  Accessed  at  http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp/Pages/lndex.aspx  on 
September  22,  2012. 

USFWS  (U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service).  1994.  Desert  Tortoise  (Mojave  Population)  Recovery  Plan. 
June,  1994. 


3.16  Transportation  and  Public  Access 

AirNav.com  2008.  Jean  Airport  Information.  Accessed  at  http://www.airnav.com/airport/0L7  on  June 
29,  2012. 

Caltrans.  2012.  http://traffic-counts.dot.ca.gov/2009all/Route12-15i.htm  (2009  Caltrans  Traffic  Count 
Data);  http://traffic-counts.dot.ca.gov/2009kndfactors.pdf  (2010  Caltrans  Peak  Hour  Traffic 
Volume  Data) 

County  of  San  Bernardino.  2007.  San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan.  March. 

FAA  (Federal  Aviation  Administration).  2012.  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport  ENS. 
Accessed  at  snvairporteis.com  on  June  29,  2012. 

First  Solar.  2011.  Plan  of  Development,  Stateline  Solar  Farm.  BLM  Project  Number:  CACA  # 48669. 
August  17,  2011. 

. 2012m.  Traffic  Study,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  February,  2012. 

ITE  (Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers).  2008.  Trip  Generation  Manual  (Eighth  Edition). 

NDOT  (Nevada  Department  of  Transportation).  2009.  Annual  Traffic  Report. 

TRB  (Transportation  Research  Board).  2000.  Highway  Capacity  Manual  2000.  Washington,  D.C. 


3.17  Vegetation 

Baldwin,  B.  G.,  Boyd,  S.,  Ertter,  B.  J.,  Patterson,  R.  W.,  Rosatti,  T.  J.,  and  Wilken,  D.  H.  (Eds.)  2002. 
The  Jepson  Desert  Manual:  Vascular  Plants  of  Southeastern  California.  XVI  + 624  pp. 
University  of  California  Press. 

BLM  (Bureau  of  Land  Management).  1980.  The  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan  1980  as 
amended.  Prepared  by  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 
Accessed  on  3/15/12  at:  http://www.blm.g0v/pgdata/etc/medialib//blm/ca/pdf/pdfs/ 
cdd_pdfs.Par.aa6ec747.File.pdf/CA_Desert_.pdf. 

. 2002.  Northern  and  Eastern  Mojave  Desert  Management  Plan.  Prepared  by  the  Bureau  of 

Land  Management  California  Desert  District  Office.  July  2002.  Available  at: 
http://www.blm.gov/ca/news/pdfs/nemo2002/TOC.pdf. 

. 2007.  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Highlights  [online].  Accessed  3/15/12  at: 

http : //www.  b I m . g ov/ca/st/en/fo/cdd/cd  ca_h  ig  h I ig  hts . htm  I . 

CDFG.  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game.  2010.  Hierarchical  List  of  Natural  Communities  with 
Holland  Types.  Accessed  6/6/12  at  https://nrmsecure.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx? 


November  2013 


8-10 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
8.0  References 


DocumentlD=24716&inline=1 . 

. 2012.  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Natural  Diversity  Database’s  Special 

Vascular  Plants,  Bryophytes,  and  Lichens  List.  January  2012.  Available  at: 
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/pdfs/SPPIants.pdf. 

California  Department  of  Food  and  Agriculture.  2011.  Federal  Weed  List.  Accessed  on  3/27/12  at: 
http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/phpps/ipc/weedinfo/winfo_list-fednoxweeds.htm. 

Cal-IPC  (California  Invasive  Plant  Council).  2006.  California  Invasive  Plan  Inventory  Database 
[online],  Cal-IPC  Publication  2006-02.  California  Invasive  Plant  Council;  Berkeley,  CA. 
Accessed  on  3/27/12  at:  http://www.cal-ipc.org/ip/inventory/weedlist.php?region=DSon. 

CNPS  (California  Native  Plant  Society).  2010.  Inventory  of  Rare  and  Endangered  Plants  (online 
inventory,  8th  edition.  California  Native  Plant  Society.  Sacramento,  California. 
http://www.rareplants.cnps.org/simple.html.  December. 

CNDDB  (California  Natural  Diversity  Database).  2012.  CNDDB  Quick  Viewer  Quadrangle  Report  for 
Ivanpah  Lake  and  Clark  Mountain  Quadrangles,  <http://imaps.dfg.ca.gov/viewers/ 
cnddb_quickviewer/app.asp>  Accessed  February  2012. 

First  Solar.  201 3e.  Biological  Resources  Technical  Report,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  April  22, 
2013. 

Holland,  R.F.  1986.  Preliminary  Descriptions  of  the  Terrestrial  Natural  Communities  of  California.  State  of 
California,  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  The  Resources  Agency.  October.  Available  at: 
http://www.cal-ipc.org/ip/inventory/pdf/HollandReport.pdf. 

LSA.  2011a.  Jurisdictional  Delineation  of  United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  California 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  Jurisdiction.  First  Solar  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project,  San 
Bernardino  County,  California.  October. 

. 201 1 b.  Personal  communication  with  Aaron  Allen,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 

Pietrasiak,  N.;  Johansen,  J.R.;  Drenovsky,  R.E.  2011.  Geologic  composition  influences  distribution  of 
microbiotic  crusts  in  the  Mojave  and  Colorado  Deserts  at  the  regional  scale.  Soil  Biology  and 
Biochemistry  43(5):  967-974. 

Sawyer,  J.O,  and  Keeler-Wolf,  T.  1995.  A Manual  of  California  Vegetation.  California  Native  Plant 
Society  - University  of  California  Press;  Sacramento,  CA. 

USDA  (U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture).  2012.  California  State-listed  Noxious  Weeds.  USDA  Natural 
Resources  Conservation  Service  Invasive  and  Noxious  Weeds.  Accessed  on  3/28/12  at: 
http://plants.usda.  gov/java/noxious?rptType=State&statefips=06. 

USFWS  (U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service).  1994.  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  Desert 

Tortoise  (Mojave  population)  Recovery  Plan.  Portland,  Oregon.  73  pages  plus  appendices, 
ace 


3.18  Visual  Resources 

BLM  (Bureau  of  Land  Management).  1980.  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan.  1980,  as 
amended. 

. 1 986.  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM).  1 986.  Visual 

Resource  Inventory  Manual  H-8410-1. 

. 2004.  Proposed  Route  Designation  in  the  Northern  and  Eastern  Mojave  Desert,  An 

Amendment  to  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Plan.  May,  2004. 


November  2013 


8-11 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
8.0  References 


. 2010.  Visual  Resource  Inventory,  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Needles  Field  Office. 

September  2010. 

Hunt,  Charles  B.  1974.  Natural  Regions  of  the  United  States  and  Canada.  W.H.  Freeman  and 
Company,  San  Francisco. 


3.19  Water  Resources 

Allen,  Aaron.  2011.  North  Coast  Branch  Chief,  United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Los  Angeles 
District.  Telephone  conversation  with  Jim  Harrison  of  LSA  Associates,  Inc.,  on  August  22, 
2011. 

BLM  (Bureau  of  Land  Management).  2010.  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Ivanpah  Solar 
Electric  Generating  System. 

Broadbent  & Associates.  2002.  Ground-Water  Issues  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  Nevada  and  California. 
Prepared  for  The  Primmadonna  Company.  August,  2002. 

. 2009.  Ground-Water  Monitoring  Ten-Year  Report  July  10,  1998  to  July  10,  2008.  Primm 

Valley  Golf  Club  PRMA  Land  Development  Company,  Ivanpah  Valley,  California.  Accessed 
24  February  2012  at:  http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/ivanpah/documents/others/2009- 
06-08_Groundwater_Monitoring_Report_of_theJvanpah_Valley_TN-51869.pdf. 

. 2012.  Groundwater  Monitoring  Annual  Report,  January  1,  2011  to  December  31,  2011, 

Primm  Valley  golf  Club,  PRMA  Development  Company,  Ivanpah  Valley,  California.  May,  2012. 

DWR  (California  Department  of  Water  Resources).  2004.  Ivanpah  Valley  Groundwater  Basin. 

Accessed  at:  http://www.water.ca.gov/pubs/groundwater/bulletin_1 18/basindescriptions/6- 
30.pdf 

FEMA  (Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency).  2008.  FEMA  Flood  Map,  included  as  Appendix  to 
First  Solar  Plan  of  Development,  201 1 . 

Glancy,  Patrick  A.  1968.  Water-Resources  Appraisal  of  Mesquite-lvanpah  Valley  Area,  Nevada  and 
California.  U.S.  Geological  Survey  Water  Resources  - Reconnaissance  Series  report  46. 

June,  1968. 

Lahontan  RWQCB  (Lahontan).  2005.  Water  Quality  Control  Plan  for  the  Lahontan  Region 

LSA.  2011a.  Jurisdictional  Delineation  of  United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  California 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  Jurisdiction.  October,  201 1 . 

. 201 1 b.  Draft  Water  Supply  Assessment,  Stateline  Solar  Farm.  October,  2011. 

MDAQMD  (Mojave  Desert  Air  Quality  Management  District  CEQA).  2011.  CEQA  and  Federal 
Conformity  Guidelines. 

San  Bernardino  County.  2010.Molycorp  Minerals,  LLC,  Revised  Mine  and  Reclamation  Plan  for  the 
Mountain  Pass  Mine,  Draft  Subsequent  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration.  September,  2010. 

Sneed,  M and  Brandt,  JT.  2007.  Detection  and  measurement  of  land  subsidence  using  global 

positioning  system  surveying  and  interferometric  synthetic  aperture  radar,  Coachella  Valley, 
California,  1996-2005.  Scientific  Investigations  Report  2007-5251. 

Swenson,  Daniel  P.  2012.  Determination  Regarding  requirement  for  Department  of  the  Army  Permit. 
December  4,  2012. 

Taney  Engineering.  2011a.  Hydrology  and  Hydraulics  Report  for  Stateline  Solar  Farm  (Alternative  B). 
September  29,  2011. 


November  201 3 


8-12 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
8.0  References 


. 2011b.  Hydrology  and  Hydraulics  Report  for  Stateline  Solar  Farm  (Alternative  D).  September 

28,2011. 

West  Yost  Associates.  2011a.  Stateline  Solar  Farm,  Ivanpah  Valley,  California,  Groundwater 
Availability.  September  201 1 . 


3.20  Wild  Horse  and  Burro 

BLM  (Bureau  of  Land  Management).  2002.  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Final  California 
Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan  Amendments  for  the  Northern  and  Eastern  Mojave  Planning 
Area.  July,  2002. 

3.21  Wildland  Fire 

BLM  (Bureau  of  Land  Management).  2004.  Bureau  of  Land  Management  California  Desert  District 
Field  Office  Fire  Management  Plan. 

CAL  FIRE.  2012.  Fire  Hazard  Severity  Map.  Accessed  at  http://www.fire.ca.gov/fire_prevention/ 
fhsz_maps/fhsz_maps_sanbernardinone.php  on  March  19,  2012. 

California  Board  of  Forestry.  2010.  2010  Strategic  Fire  Plan  for  California.  June,  2010. 

NERC  (North  American  Electric  Reliability  Corporation).  2006.  Transmission  Vegetation  Management 
Program.  Standard  FAC-003-1.  April  7. 

. 2012.  North  American  Electric  Reliability  Corporation  Website:  About  NERC.  Accessed  at 

http://www.nerc.com/page. php?cid=1  on  September  23,  2012. 

Resource  Concepts,  Inc.  2005.  Nevada  Community  Wildfire  Risk/Hazard  Assessment  Project  Clark 
County.  June  2005.  Prepared  for  the  Nevada  Fire  Safe  Council. 


3.22  Wildlife  Resources 

Bent,  A.C.  1948.  Life  histories  of  North  American  nuthatches,  wrens,  thrashers,  and  their  allies.  Bull. 
U.S.  Natl.  Mus.  195. 

BLM  (Bureau  of  Land  Management).  1980.  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan.  1980,  as 
amended. 

. 2002.  Northern  and  Eastern  Mojave  Desert  Management  Plan.  Prepared  by  the  Bureau  of 

Land  Management  California  Desert  District  Office.  July  2002.  Available  at: 
http://www.blm.gov/ca/news/pdfs/nemo2002/TOC.pdf. 

. 2010.  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  System  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

November,  2010. 

Bleich,  V.C.,  J.D.  Wehausen,  and  S.A.  Holl  1990.  Desert-dwelling  mountain  sheep:  conservation 
implications  of  a naturally  fragmented  distribution.  Conservation  Biology.  4:383-390. 

Brown,  Patricia.  2011.  Bat  Surveys  of  First  Solar  Facility  Ivanpah  Valley,  San  Bernardino  County, 
California.  Brown-Berry  Biological  Consulting,  Bishop,  California. 

CH2M  Hill  2008.  Supplemental  Data  Response  Set  2D.  (tn:  48033)  Attachment  DR1231A.  Revised 
Draft  Biological  Assessment,  September  2008,  submitted  to  California  Energy  Commission 
Docket  Unit  on  September  12,  2008. 

First  Solar.  201 2i.  Desert  Tortoise  Translocation  Plan.  September,  2012. 


November  2013 


8-13 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
8.0  References 


. 201 2n.  Biological  Resources  Technical  Report,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  January  15, 

2012. 

. 201 3e.  Biological  Resources  Technical  Report,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  April  22,  2013. 

Fitton,  S.  2008a.  LeConte’s  Thrasher  ( Toxostoma  lecontei).  In.  Shuford,  W.  D.,  and  Gardali,  T.,  eds. 
California  Bird  Species  of  Special  Concern:  A Ranked  Assessment  of  Species,  Subspecies, 
and  Distinct  Populations  of  Birds  of  Immediate  Conservation  Concern  in  California.  Studies  of 
Western  Birds  1.  Western  Field  Ornithologists,  Camarillo,  California,  and  California 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Sacramento. 

Fitton,  S.  2008b.  Crissal  Thrasher  ( Toxostoma  crissale).  In.  Shuford,  W.  D.,  and  Gardali,  T.,  eds. 

California  Bird  Species  of  Special  Concern:  A Ranked  Assessment  of  Species,  Subspecies, 
and  Distinct  Populations  of  Birds  of  Immediate  Conservation  Concern  in  California.  Studies  of 
Western  Birds  1.  Western  Field  Ornithologists,  Camarillo,  California,  and  California 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Sacramento. 

Garrett,  K.  and  J.  Dunn.  1981.  Birds  of  southern  California:  status  and  distribution.  Los  Angeles 
Audubon  Society,  Los  Angeles,  California. 

Gervais,  J.  A.,  D.  K.  Rosenberg,  and  L.A.  Comrack  2008.  Burrowing  Owl  ( Athene  cunicularia).  In. 
Shuford,  W.  D.,  and  Gardali,  T.,  eds.  California  Bird  Species  of  Special  Concern:  A Ranked 
Assessment  of  Species,  Subspecies,  and  Distinct  Populations  of  Birds  of  Immediate 
Conservation  Concern  in  California.  Studies  of  Western  Birds  1.  Western  Field  Ornithologists, 
Camarillo,  California,  and  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Sacramento. 

Grinnell,  J.  and  A.H.  Miller.  1944.  Distribution  of  the  birds  of  California.  Pacific  Coast  Avifauna,  No.  27. 

Hanly,  T.A.  1982.  The  nutritional  basis  for  food  selection  by  ungulates.  Journal  of  Range 
Management.  35:146-151. 

Harmata,  A.  R.,  J.  E.  Durr,  and  H.  Geduldig.  1978.  Home  range,  activity  patterns  and  habitat  use  of 
Prairie  Falcons  nesting  in  the  Mojave  Desert.  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  Denver  Federal  Center,  Denver,  Colorado. 

Haug,  E.A.,  B.A.  Millsap,  and  M.S.  Martell  1993.  Burrowing  Owl  ( Speotyto  cunicularia).  In:  The  Birds 
of  North  America,  No.  61  (A.  Poole  and  F.  Gill  [eds.]).  Philadelphia:  The  Academy  of  Natural 
Sciences;  Washington  D.C.:  The  American  Ornithologist’s  Union. 

Hereford,  R.,  R.H.  Web,  and  C.  I.  Longpre  2001.  Precipitation  History  of  the  Mojave  Desert  Region, 
1983-2001.  Available  at  http://pubs.usgs.gov/fs/fs1 17-03. 

Humple,  D.  2008.  Loggerhead  Shrike  ( Lanius  ludovicianus).  In.  Shuford,  W.  D.,  and  Gardali,  T.,  eds. 
California  Bird  Species  of  Special  Concern:  A Ranked  Assessment  of  Species,  Subspecies, 
and  Distinct  Populations  of  Birds  of  Immediate  Conservation  Concern  in  California.  Studies  of 
Western  Birds  1.  Western  Field  Ornithologists,  Camarillo,  California,  and  California 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Sacramento. 

Jaeger,  J.R.  1994.  Demography  and  movements  of  mountain  sheep  ( Ovis  canadensis  nelsoni)  in  the 
Kingston  and  Clark  Mountain  ranges,  California.  M.S.  Thesis,  Univ.  of  Nevada,  Las  Vegas. 
64pp. 

Kochert,  M.N.,  K.  Steenhof,  C.L.  Mcintyre,  and  E.H.  Craig  2002.  Golden  Eagle  ( Aquila  chrysaetos), 
The  Birds  of  North  America  Online  (A.  Poole,  Ed.).  Ithaca:  Cornell  Lab  of  Ornithology; 

Retrieved  from  the  Birds  of  North  America  Online:  http://bna.birds.cornell.edu/ 
bna/species/684doi:bna.684. 

Krausman,  P.R.,  S.  Torres,  L.L.  Ordway,  J.J.  Hervert,  and  M.  Brown  1985.  Diel  activity  of  ewes  in  the 
Little  Harquahala  Mountains,  Arizona.  Desert  Bighorn  Council.  Trans.  29:24-26. 


November  2013 


8-14 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
8.0  References 


Lovich,  J.  E.  and  K.  R.  Beaman  2007.  “A  history  of  the  Gila  monster  ( Heloderma  suspectum  cinctum) 
records  from  California  with  comments  on  factors  affecting  their  distribution.  Bull.  Southern 
California  Acad.  Sci.  106(2):  39-58. 

MacWhirter,  R.B.,  and  K.L.  Bildstein.  1996.  Northern  Harrier  ( Circus  cyaneus).  In:  A.  Poole  and  F.  Gill 
(eds.),  The  Birds  of  North  America.  The  Academy  of  Natural  Sciences,  Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania,  and  The  American  Ornithologists’  Union,  Washington,  D.C. 

Mohlmann,  J.  (Independent  Biological  Contractor)  2011.  Electronic  mail:  Avian  point  Count  and  Eagle 
Data  for  spring  201 1 . Dated  April  27,  201 1 . 

Monson,  G.,  and  L.  Sumner,  eds.  1980.  The  desert  bighorn:  its  life  history,  ecology,  and  management. 
Univ.  Arizona  Press,  Tucson.  370pp. 

NatureServe.  2012.  Regional  Assessment,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  July  27,  2012. 

Persons,  T.B.  and  Nowak,  E.  M.  2007.  Inventory  of  amphibians  and  reptiles  at  Mojave  National 
Preserve:  U.S.  Geological  Survey  Open-File  Report  2007-1109.  [http://pubs.usgs.gov/ 
of/2007/1 109], 

Remsen,  V.  1978.  The  species  of  special  concern  list:  an  annotated  list  of  declining  or  vulnerable  birds 
in  California.  Western  Field  Ornithologist,  Museum  of  Vertebrate  Zoology,  University  of 
California,  Berkeley. 

Rostral,  D.C.,  V.A.  Lance,  J.S.  Grimbles,  and  A.C.  Alberts.  1994.  Seasonal  reproductive  cycle  of  the 
desert  tortoise  ( Gopherus  agassizii)  in  eastern  Mojave  Desert.  Herpetology  Monographs. 
Volume  8.  72-102  pp. 

Schwartz,  O.A.,  V.C.  Bleich,  and  S.A.  Holl.  1986.  Genetics  and  the  conservation  of  mountain  sheep 
Ovis  canadensis  nelsoni.  Biol.  Conserv.  37:179-190. 

Sheppard,  JM.  1970  .A  Study  of  the  LeConte's  Thrasher.  California  Birds.  1:85-94. 

USFWS  (U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service).  1994.  Endangered  and  threatened  wildlife  and  plants; 
determination  of  critical  habitat  for  the  Mojave  population  of  the  desert  tortoise.  Federal 
Register  59:5820-5866. 

. 2002.  Biological  Opinion  for  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan.  June  17,  2002. 

. 2009.  Desert  Tortoise  Field  Manual.  December,  2009. 

. 2011a.  Revised  recovery  plan  for  the  Mojave  population  of  the  desert  tortoise  ( Gopherus 

agassizii).  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Pacific  Southwest  Region,  Sacramento,  California. 

222  pp. 

. 2011b.  Draft  Eagle  Conservation  Plan  Guidance.  January,  2011. 

. 2012.  Eagle  Permits;  Revisions  to  Regulations  Governing  Take  Necessary  to  Protect 

Interests  in  Particular  Localities.  Federal  Register  V.  77,  no.  72,  22278-22280.  April  13,  2012. 

Wehausen,  J.D.  1992.  Demographic  studies  of  mountain  sheep  in  the  Mojave  Desert:  report  IV. 
Unpubl.  report,  Calif.  Dept,  of  Fish  and  Game,  Sacramento.  54pp. 

WRI  (Wildlife  Research  Institute,  Inc.).  2010.  Golden  eagle  surveys  surrounding  First  Solar  Stateline 
Project  in  San  Bernardino  County,  California  and  Clark  County,  Nevada. 

Woodbury,  A.M.  and  R.  Hardy  1940.  The  dens  and  behavior  of  the  desert  tortoise.  Science. 

December  6.  529  pp. 

Yosef,  R.  1996.  Loggerhead  Shrike  ( Lanius  ludovicianus).  In:  The  Birds  of  North  America,  No.  231  (A. 
Poole  and  F.  Gill  [eds.]).  The  Academy  of  Natural  Sciences,  Philadelphia,  and  The  American 
Ornithologists’  Union,  Washington,  D.C. 


November  2013 


8-15 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
8.0  References 


4.0  Environmental  Consequences 

4.1  Introduction 

First  Solar.  2011.  Plan  of  Development,  Stateline  Solar  Farm.  BLM  Project  Number:  CACA  # 48669. 
August  17,  2011. 

4.2  Air  Resources 

EPA  (U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency).  2012.  General  Conformity  De  Minimis  Levels. 
Accessed  at  http://www.epa.gov/air/genconform/deminimis.html  on  June  29,  2012. 

FAA  (Federal  Aviation  Administration).  2012.  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport  ENS. 
Accessed  at  snvairporteis.com  on  June  29,  2012. 

First  Solar.  2012c.  Air  Quality  Construction  Management  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  May, 
2012. 

MDAQMD  (Mojave  Desert  Air  Quality  Management  District  CEQA).  201 1 . CEQA  and  Federal 
Conformity  Guidelines. 


4.3  Climate  Change 

CARB  (California  Air  Resources  Board).  2008.  Preliminary  Draft  Staff  Proposal  - Recommended 
Approaches  for  Setting  Interim  Significance  Thresholds  for  Greenhouse  Gases  under  the 
California  Environmental  Quality  Act.  Released  October  24,  2008.  Accessed  at 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/localgov/ceqa/meetings/102708/prelimdraftproposal102408.pdf 

EPA  (U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency).  2009.  Final  Rule,  Endangerment  and  Cause  of 
Contribute  Findings  for  Greenhouse  Gases  Under  Section  202(a)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 
Federal  Register  Vol.  74,  No.  239,  66496-66456.  December  15,  2009. 

. 2011.  Power  Profiler.  Accessed  at  http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/energy-and-you/how- 

clean.html.  Accessed  February  2012. 

. 2012.  Global  Greenhouse  Gas  Data.  Accessed  at  http://www.epa. gov\climatechange\ 

emissions\globalghg.html  on  September  24,  2012. 

GCRP  (Global  Climate  Research  Program).  2009.  Global  Climate  Change  Impacts  in  the  United 
States.  A State  of  Knowledge  Report  from  the  U.S.  Global  Change  Research  Program. 

IPCC  (Intergovernmental  Panel  on  Climate  Change).  2007.  Climate  Change  2007:  Synthesis  Report. 
Contribution  ofn  Working  Groups  I,  II,  and  III  to  the  Fourth  Assessment  Report  of  the 
Intergovernmental  Panel  on  Climate  Change  [Core  Writing  Team,  Pachauri,  R.K.  and 
Reaisinger,  A.  (eds.)].  IPCC,  Geneva,  Switzerland,  104  pp. 

Wohlfahrt,  G.,  Fenstermaker,  L.F.,  and  Arnone  III,  J.A.  2008.  Large  annual  net  ecosystem  C02 
uptake  of  a Mojave  Desert  ecosystem.  Global  Change  Biology,  2008  (14). 


4.4  Cultural  Resources 

Chandler,  Evelyn,  Roger  Mason,  Jennifer  Howard,  Wendy  Jones,  Melanie  Knypstra,  Elizabeth 

Denniston,  and  Robert  Cunningham.  2012.  Final  Class  III  Cultural  Resources  Inventory  of  the 
Stateline  Solar  Farm,  Primm,  Nevada  Vicinity,  San  Bernardino  County,  California.  Prepared  for 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Needles  Office.  Prepared  by  ECORP  Consulting,  Inc., 
Redlands,  California. 


November  2013 


8-16 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
8.0  References 


4.5  Environmental  Justice 

CEQ  (Council  on  Environmental  Quality),  1997.  Environmental  Justice:  Guidance  Under  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act.  Executive  Office  of  the  President,  Washington,  DC. 

4.6  Lands  and  Realty 

BLM  (Bureau  of  Land  Management).  2002.  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Final  California 
Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan  Amendments  for  the  Northern  and  Eastern  Mojave  Planning 
Area.  July,  2002. 

. 1980.  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan.  1980,  as  amended. 

. 2007a.  Record  of  Decision,  Final  Programmatic  EIS,  BLM  Vegetation  Treatments  Using 

Herbicides. 

. 2007b.  Final  Vegetation  Treatments  Using  Herbicides  Programmatic  Environmental  Impact 

Statement. 

First  Solar.  201 2d.  Closure,  Decommissioning,  and  Reclamation  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project. 
May,  2012. 

4.7  Livestock  Grazing 

BLM  (Bureau  of  Land  Management).  2002.  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Final  California 
Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan  Amendments  for  the  Northern  and  Eastern  Mojave  Planning 
Area.  July,  2002. 

4.8  Mineral  Resources 

First  Solar.  2011.  Plan  of  Development,  Stateline  Solar  Farm.  BLM  Project  Number:  CACA  # 48669. 
August  17,  2011. 

4.9  Noise 

Bolt,  Beranek  & Newman  1987.  Noise  Control  for  Buildings  and  Manufacturing  Plants. 

First  Solar.  2011.  Plan  of  Development,  Stateline  Solar  Farm.  BLM  Project  Number:  CACA  # 48669. 
August  17,  2011. 

LSA.  2011.  Noise  and  Vibration  Study,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  November  201 1. 


4.10  Paleontology 

BLM  (Bureau  of  Land  Management).  1998.  BLM  Manual  8270.  Paleontological  Resource 
Management. 

. 2007.  Potential  Fossil  Yield  Classification  (PFYC)  System  for  Paleontological  Resources  on 

Public  Lands.  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior.  Accessed  16  February  2012  at:  http://www.  blm 
gov/wo/st/en/info/regulations/lnstruction_Memos_and_Bulletins/nationalJnstruction/20080/im 
2008-009.html. 

. 2008.  Assessment  and  Mitigation  of  Potential  Impacts  to  Paleontological  Resources.  EMS 

Transmission  10/29/2008,  Instruction  Memorandum  No.  2009-011.  Accessed  16  February 


November  2013 


8-17 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
8.0  References 


2012  at:  http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/info/regulations/lnstruction_Memos  and_Bulletins/ 
nationalJnstruction/2QQ9/IM_2Q09-01 1 .html. 

Paleo  Solutions.  2012.  Geological  maps  with  PFYC  overlay  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Project,  Ivanpah, 
San  Bernardino  County,  California.  Letter  to  Evelyn  Chandler  (ECORP).  May  18. 

Scott,  E.  2009.  Paleontology  Literature  and  Records  Review,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Near  Ivanpah 

Lake,  San  Bernardino  County,  California  letter  from  E.  Scott  Curator  of  Paleontology  to  E.N. 
Chandler,  Cultural  Resources  Manager  for  ECORP  Consulting  Incorporated.  6 October.  In 
Appendix  1 of  the  Plan  of  Development  Stateline  Solar  Farm.  Desert  Stateline,  LLC.  2011. 


4.11  Public  Health  and  Safety 

BLM  (Bureau  of  Land  Management).  2007.  Final  Vegetation  Treatments  Using  Herbicides 
Programmatic  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

CDC  (Centers  for  Disease  Control).  2012.  Accessed  at  http://www.cdc.gov/ncezid/dfwed/PDFs/fungal- 
factsheet-508c.pdf  on  September  21,  2012. 

DTSC  (Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control).  2012.  DTSC’s  Hazardous  Waste  and  Substances 
Site  List:  Site  Cleanup  (Cortese  List).  Accessed  at  http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup 
/CorteseList.cfm  on  February  25,  2012. 

First  Solar.  2011.  Plan  of  Development,  Stateline  Solar  Farm.  BLM  Project  Number:  CACA  # 48669. 
August  17,  2011. 

. 2012a.  Noxious  Weed  Management  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  March,  2012. 

. 2012b.  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan,  Stateline  Solar 

Farm  Project.  May,  2012. 

. 2012c.  Air  Quality  Construction  Management  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  May,  2012. 

. 201 2e.  Traffic  Control  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  April,  2012. 

Geosphere  Consultants.  Inc.  2008.  Phase  1 Geotechnical  Reconnaissance  Report , Proposed 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  Photovoltaic  Power  Plant  Project,  Stateline  Area,  San  Bernardino 
County , California , July  7,  2008. 

Lincot,  D.,  2009.  Summary  Report:  Environmental,  Health,  and  Safety  (EHS)  Aspects  of  First  Solar 
Cadmium  Telluride  (CdTe)  Photovoltaic  (PV)  Systems.  Commissioned  report  by  the  French 
Ministry  of  Ecology,  Sustainable  Development,  and  Energy”  http://www.developpement- 
durable.gouv.fr/-Le-ministere-.html 

Jager-Waldau,  Arnulf.  2005.  Summary  Report,  Peer  Review  of  Major  Published  Studies  on  the 

Environmental  Profile  of  Cadmium  Telluride  (CdTe)  Photovoltaic  (PV)  Systems.  Accessed  at 
http://re.jrc.ec.europa.eu/refsys/pdf/Report%20Summary-peer%20review.pdf  on  March  22, 
2012. 

Norwegian  Geotechnical  Institute.  2010.  Environmental  Risks  Regarding  the  Use  and  End-ofjife 
Disposal  of  CdTe  PV  Modules.  Accessed  at  http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/LawsRegsPolicies/ 
upload/Norwegian-Geotechnical-lnstitute-Study.pdf  on  September  25,  2012. 

Sinha,  P.,  Balas,  R.,  Kreuger,  L.,  and  Wade,  A.  2012.  Fate  and  Transport  Evaluation  of  Potential 
Leaching  Risks  from  Cadmium  Telluride  Photovoltacis.  Environmental  Toxicology  and 
Chemistry,  31:  1670-1675.  Doi:  10. 1002/etc.  1865.  Accessed  at  http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com 
/doi/  10. 1002/etc.  1865/abstract.  On  September  25,  2012. 


November  2013 


8-18 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
8.0  References 


Zayed,  J.  and  Phillippe,  S.  2009.  Acute  Oral  and  Inhalation  Toxicities  in  Rats  with  Cadmium  Telluride. 
International  Journal  of  Toxicology  vol.  28,  no.  4,  259-265.  Accessed  at  http://ijt.sagepub.com/ 
content/28/4/259. abstract?rss=1  on  September  25,  2012. 


4.12  Recreation 

BLM  (Bureau  of  Land  Management).  2002.  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Final  California 
Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan  Amendments  for  the  Northern  and  Eastern  Mojave  Planning 
Area.  July,  2002. 

First  Solar.  2011.  Plan  of  Development,  Stateline  Solar  Farm.  BLM  Project  Number:  CACA  # 48669. 
August  17,  2011. 


4.13  Social  and  Economic  Issues 

EPRI  (Electric  Power  Research  Institute).  1982.  Socioeconomics  Impacts  of  Power  Plants,  1982. 


4.14  Soil  Resources 

Broadbent  & Associates,  Inc.  2009.  Ground-Water  Monitoring  Ten-Year  Report  July  10,  1998  to  July 
10,  2008.  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club  PRMA  Land  Development  Company,  Ivanpah  Valley, 
California.  Accessed  24  February  2012  at:  http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/ 
ivanpah/documents/others/2009-06-08_Groundwater_Monitoring_Report_of_theJvanpah_ 
Valley_TN-51869.pdf. 

First  Solar.  201 1 . Plan  of  Development,  Stateline  Solar  Farm.  BLM  Project  Number:  CACA  # 48669. 
August  17,  2011. 

. 2012c.  Air  Quality  Construction  Management  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  May,  2012. 

. 201 2d.  Closure,  Decommissioning,  and  Reclamation  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project. 

May,  2012. 

. 2012k.  Storm  Water  Management  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  January,  2012. 

Geosphere  Consultants.  Inc.  2008.  Phase  1 Geotechnical  Reconnaissance  Report,  Proposed 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  Photovoltaic  Power  Plant  Project,  Stateline  Area , San  Bernardino 
County,  California , July  1,  2008. 


4.15  Special  Designations 

DOC  (California  Department  of  Conservation).  2008.  San  Bernardino  County  Important  Farmland 
Maps.  Accessed  at  http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp/Pages/lndex.aspx  on 
September  22,  2012. 


4.16  Transportation  and  Public  Access 

California  Joint  Utility  Traffic  Control  Committee  1996.  (Work  Area  Protection  and  Traffic  Control 
Manual). 

First  Solar.  2011.  Plan  of  Development,  Stateline  Solar  Farm.  BLM  Project  Number:  CACA  # 48669. 
August  17,  2011. 

. 201 2e.  Traffic  Control  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  April,  2012. 


November  2013 


8-19 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
8.0  References 


. 20121.  Traffic  Study 

. 2012m.  Traffic  Study,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  February,  2012. 

Transportation  Research  Board  2000.  2000  Highway  Capacity  Manual  (HCM). 


4.17  Vegetation  Resources 

Baldwin,  B.  G.,  Boyd,  S.,  Ertter,  B.  J.,  Patterson,  R.  W.,  Rosatti,  T.  J.,  and  Wilken,  D.  H.  (Eds.)  2002. 
The  Jepson  Desert  Manual:  Vascular  Plants  of  Southeastern  California.  XVI  + 624  pp. 
University  of  California  Press. 

BLM  (Bureau  of  Land  Management).  2007.  Final  Vegetation  Treatments  Using  Herbicides 
Programmatic  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

First  Solar.  2012a.  Noxious  Weed  Management  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  March,  2012. 

. 201 2d.  Closure,  Decommissioning,  and  Reclamation  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project. 

May,  2012. 

. 201 2f.  Vegetation  Resources  Management  Plan,  Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  Auqust 

29,  2012,  2012. 

. 2012k.  Storm  Water  Management  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  January,  2012. 

. 201 2n.  Biological  Resources  Technical  Report,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  January  15, 

2012. 

. 2013c.  Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan , Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  August  29,  2013. 

LSA  2011.  Jurisdictional  Delineation  of  United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  California 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  Jurisdiction.  First  Solar  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project,  San 
Bernardino  County,  California.  October. 

Okin,  G.S.,  B.  Murray,  and  W.H.  Schlesinger,  Desertification  in  an  arid  shrubland  in  the  southwestern 
United  States:  Process  modeling  and  validation,  in  Land  Degradation:  Papers  Selected  from 
Contributions  to  the  Sixth  meeting  of  the  International  Geographical  Union's  Commission  on 
Land  Degradation  and  Desertification,  Perth,  Western  Australia,  20-28  September  1999,  pp. 
53-70,  edited  by  A.  Conacher,  Kluwer  Academic  Publishers,  Dordrecht,  2001.  Sawyer,  J.O. 
and  Keeler-Wolf,  T.  1995.  A Manual  of  California  Vegetation.  California  Native  Plant  Society  - 
University  of  California  Press;  Sacramento,  CA. 

Sawyer,  J.O,  and  Keeler-Wolf,  T.  1995.  A Manual  of  California  Vegetation.  California  Native  Plant 
Society  - University  of  California  Press;  Sacramento,  CA. 

Sharifi,  M.R.,  A.C.  Gibson,  and  P.W.  Rundel.  1997.  Surface  dust  impacts  on  gas  exchange  in  Mojave 
Desert.  Journal  of  Applied  Ecology.  Vol_  34,  No_  4. 


4.18  Visual  Resources 

BLM  (Bureau  of  Land  Management).  2002.  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Final  California 
Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan  Amendments  for  the  Northern  and  Eastern  Mojave  Planning 
Area.  July,  2002. 

. 2010.  Visual  Resource  Inventory,  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Needles  Field  Office. 

September  2010. 

First  Solar.  201 2d.  Closure,  Decommissioning,  and  Reclamation  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project. 
May,  2012. 


November  2013 


8-20 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
8.0  References 


. 20121.  Lighting  Management  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  March,  2012. 

FAA  (Federal  Aviation  Administration).  2012.  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport  ENS. 

Accessed  at  snvairporteis.com  on  June  29,  2012. 

Power  Engineers.  2010.  Solargen  Energy  Panoche  Valley  Solar  Farm  Project,  Appendix  10,  Glint  and 
Glare  Study.  Accessed  at  http://www.cosb.us/Solargen/deir/apps/app10.pdf  on  September  28, 
2012. 

SunPower.  2009.  SunPower  Solar  Module  Glare  and  Reflectance,  Technical  Report  - *T09014. 
SunPower  Corporation,  September  29,  2009. 


4.19  Water  Resources 

BLM  (U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management).  2010a.  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  System  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.  November,  2010. 

. 2010b.  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Silver  State  North  Solar  Energy  Project. 

September,  2010. 

Broadbent  & Associates,  Inc.  2002.  Ground-Water  Issues  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  Nevada  and 
California.  Prepared  for  The  Primmadonna  Company.  August,  2002. 

. 2009.  Ground-Water  Monitoring  Ten-Year  Report  July  10,  1998  to  July  10,  2008.  Primm 

Valley  Golf  Club  PRMA  Land  Development  Company,  Ivanpah  Valley,  California.  Accessed 
24  February  2012  at:  http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/ivanpah/documents/others/2009- 
06-08_Groundwater_Monitoring_Report_of_theJvanpah_Valley_TN-51869.pdf. 

. 201 2.  Groundwater  Monitoring  Annual  Report,  January  1 , 201 1 to  December  31 , 201 1 , 

Primm  Valley  golf  Club,  PRMA  Development  Company,  Ivanpah  Valley,  California.  May,  2012. 

Donovan,  David  J.  and  Terry  Katzer.  2000.  Hydrologic  implications  of  greater  ground-water  recharge 
to  Las  Vegas  Valley,  Nevada:  Journal  of  the  American  Water  Resources  Association,  Vol.  36, 
No.  5. 

ENSR  Corporation.  2007.  Molycorp  supplemental  environmental  project  numerical  groundwater  flow 
model  Ivanpah  Valley,  San  Bernardino  County,  California  and  Clark  County,  Nevada:  ENSR 
document  no.  12044-001-300. 

FEMA  (Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency).  2008.  FEMA  Flood  Map,  included  as  Appendix  to 
First  Solar  Plan  of  Development,  201 1 . 

First  Solar.  2011.  Plan  of  Development,  Stateline  Solar  Farm.  BLM  Project  Number:  CACA  # 48669. 
August  17,  2011. 

. 2012b.  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan,  Stateline  Solar 

Farm  Project.  May,  2012. 

. 2012k.  Storm  Water  Management  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  January,  2012. 

Geomega.  2000.  A groundwater  hydrology  and  modeling  investigation  of  Molycorp  Mountain  Pass 
Mine  and  mill  site,  Mountain  Pass,  California:  Prepared  for  Molycorp,  Mountain  Pass, 
California,  February,  2000. 

Glancy,  Patrick  A.  1968.  Water-resources  appraisal  of  Mesquite-lvanpah  Valley  area,  Nevada  and 
California:  U.  S.  Geological  Survey,  Water  Resources-Reconnaissance  Series  Report  46. 

LSA.  2012.  Draft  Water  Supply  Assessment,  Stateline  Solar  Farm.  November  2012. 

Reeder,  W.  2007.  Interoffice  Memo,  Groundwater  Extraction  Significance  Criteria,  Primm  Valley  Golf 
Club.  February  14,  21007. 


November  2013 


8-21 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
8.0  References 


San  Bernardino  County.  2010.  Molycorp  Minerals,  LLC,  Revised  Mine  and  Reclamation  Plan  for  the 
Mountain  Pass  Mine,  Draft  Subsequent  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration.  September,  2010. 

Taney  Engineering.  2011a.  Hydrology  and  Hydraulics  Report  for  Stateline  Solar  Farm  (Alternative  B). 
September  29,  2011. 

. 2011b.  Hydrology  and  Hydraulics  Report  for  Stateline  Solar  Farm  (Alternative  D).  September 

28,2011. 

West  Yost  Associates.  201 1 . Stateline  Solar  Farm,  Ivanpah  Valley,  California,  Draft  Groundwater 
Monitoring  Plan.  September  201 1 . 

. 2012a.  Stateline  Solar  Farm,  Ivanpah  Valley,  California,  Groundwater  Availability.  November 

2012. 

. 2012b.  Stateline  Solar  Farm,  Ivanpah  Valley,  California,  Revised  Groundwater  Monitoring 

Plan.  November  2012. 


4.20  Wild  Horse  and  Burro 

BLM  (Bureau  of  Land  Management).  2002.  Northern  and  Eastern  Mojave  Desert  Management  Plan. 
Prepared  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  California  Desert  District  Office.  July  2002. 
Available  at:  http://www.blm.gov/ca/news/pdfs/nemo2002/TOC.pdf. 

First  Solar.  201 2d.  Closure,  Decommissioning,  and  Reclamation  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project. 
May,  2012. 

4.21  Wildland  Fire 

CAL  FIRE.  2012.  Fire  Hazard  Severity  Map.  Accessed  at  http://www.fire.ca.gov/fire_prevention/ 
fhsz_maps/  fhsz_maps_sanbernardinone.php  on  March  19,  2012. 

First  Solar.  2012a.  Noxious  Weed  Management  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  March,  2012. 

. 2012b.  Emergency  Response  and  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan,  Stateline  Solar 

Farm  Project.  May,  2012. 

Lincot,  D.,  2009.  Summary  Report:  Environmental,  Health,  and  Safety  (EHS)  Aspects  of  First  Solar 
Cadmium  Telluride  (CdTe)  Photovoltaic  (PV)  Systems.  Commissioned  report  by  the  French 
Ministry  of  Ecology,  Sustainable  Development,  and  Energy”  http://www.developpement- 
durable.gouv.fr/-Le-ministere-.html 

Fthenakis,  V.M.,  Fuhrmann,  M.,  Heiser,  J.,  and  W.  Wang.  2004.  Experimental  Investigation  of 
Emissions  and  Redistribution  of  Elements  in  CdTe  PV  Modules  During  Fires.  19th 
European  PV  Solar  Energy  Conference,  Paris,  France,  June  7-11,  2004.  Paper  5BV.1.32. 

Fthenakis,  V.M.,  Fuhrmann,  M.,  Heiser,  J.,  Janzirotti,  A.,  Fitts,  J.,  and  W.  Wang.  2005. 

Emissions  and  Encapsulation  of  Cadmium  in  CdTe  PV  Modules  During  Fires.  Progress  in 
Photovoltaics:  Research  and  Applications.  Vol.  13,  pp.  1-11. 

Lipsett,  Michael.  2008.  Wildfire  Smoke:  A Guide  for  Public  Health  Officials.  July  2008.  Accessed  at 
http://oehha.ca.gov/air/risk_assess/wildfirev8.pdf. 

Resource  Concepts,  Inc.  2005.  Nevada  Community  Wildfire  Risk/Hazard  Assessment  Project  Clark 
County.  June  2005.  Prepared  for  the  Nevada  Fire  Safe  Council. 

USDA  (United  States  Department  of  Agriculture).  2005.  Wildland  Fire  in  Ecosystems:  Effect  of  Fire  on 
Soil  and  Water.  General  Technical  Report  RMRS-GTR-42-vol.  4.  Ogden,  Utah:  USDA,  Forest 
Service,  Rocky  Mountain  Research  Station.  September  2005. 

November  2013  8-22 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
8.0  References 


4.22  Wildlife  Resources 

Averill-Murray,  R.C.  2001 . Program  MARK  survival  analysis  of  tortoises  voiding  their  bladders  during 
handling,  Proceeding  of  the  2001  Desert  Tortoise  Council  Symposium,  p.  48. 

Boarman,  W.l.  2002.  Threats  to  desert  tortoise  populations:  a critical  review  of  the  literature.  U.S. 
Geological  Survey,  Western  Ecological  Research  Center,  Sacramento,  CA. 

BLM  (Bureau  of  Land  Management).  1990.  Draft  Raven  Management  Plan  for  the  California  Desert 
Conservation  Area.  Prepared  by  U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  California  Desert  District, 
Riverside,  California.  April  1990. 

. 2002.  Northern  and  Eastern  Mojave  Desert  Management  Plan.  Prepared  by  the  Bureau  of 

Land  Management  California  Desert  District  Office.  July  2002.  Available  at: 
http://www.blm.gov/ca/news/pdfs/nemo2002/TOC.pdf. 

Brown,  Patricia.  2011.  Bat  Surveys  of  First  Solar  Facility  Ivanpah  Valley,  San  Bernardino  County, 
California.  Brown-Berry  Biological  Consulting,  Bishop,  California. 

Evans,  R.  2001.  Free-roaming  dog  issues  at  the  United  States  Marine  Corps  Air  Ground  Combat 
Center,  Twentynine  Palms,  California.  Proceedings  of  the  2001  Desert  Tortoise  Council 
Symposium,  p.  61. 

First  Solar.  2011.  Plan  of  Development,  Stateline  Solar  Farm.  BLM  Project  Number:  CACA  # 48669. 
August  17,  2011. 

. 2012c.  Air  Quality  Construction  Management  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  May,  2012. 

. 201 2d.  Closure,  Decommissioning,  and  Reclamation  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project. 

May,  2012. 

. 201 2g.  Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy.  September,  2012. 

. 201 2h.  Raven  Management  Plan.  September,  2012. 

. 201 2i.  Desert  Tortoise  Translocation  Plan.  September,  2012. 

. 2012k.  Storm  Water  Management  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  January,  2012. 

. 201 2n.  Biological  Resources  Technical  Report,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  January  15, 

2012. 

. 2013b.  Draft  Desert  Kit  Fox  and  American  Badger  Monitoring  and  Management  Plan.  July 

1.  2013. 

. 2013c.  Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan , Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  August  29,  2013. 

. 2013d.  Desert  Tortoise  Translocation  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  June  27,  2013. 

. 201 3e.  Biological  Resources  Technical  Report,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  April  22,  2013. 

Floyd,  T.,  C.S.  Elphick,  C.  Graham,  K.  Mack,  R.G.  Elston,  E.M.  Ammon  and  J.D.  Boone.  2007.  Atlas 
of  the  Breeding  Birds  of  Nevada.  581  pp. 

Hagerty,  B.E.  and  Tracy,  C.R.  (2010).  Defining  population  structure  for  the  Mojave  desert  tortoise. 
Conservation  Genetics  11:1795-1807. 

Jaeger,  J.R.  1994.  Demography  and  movements  of  mountain  sheep  ( Ovis  canadensis  nelsoni)  in  the 
Kingston  and  Clark  Mountain  ranges,  California.  M.S.  Thesis,  Univ.  of  Nevada,  Las  Vegas. 
64pp. 

Manville,  A.M.,  II.  2001.  “The  ABCs  of  avoiding  bird  collisions  at  communication  towers:  Next  steps.” 
Pp.  85-103  in  Avian  Interactions  with  Utility  and  Communication  Structures,  Proceedings  of  a 


November  2013 


8-23 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
8.0  References 


workshop  held  in  Charleston,  South  Carolina,  December  2-3,  1999.  R.  L.  Carlton,  ed. 
Concord,  California:  Electric  Power  Research  Institute. 

NatureServe.  2012.  Regional  Assessment,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  July  27,  2012. 

Nussear,  K.E.,  Esque,  T.C.,  Inman,  R.D.,  Gass,  Leila,  Thomas,  K.A.,  Wallace,  C.S.A.,  Blainey,  J.B., 
Miller,  D.M.,  and  Webb,  R.H.  2009.  Modeling  habitat  of  the  desert  tortoise  ( Gopherus 
agassizii)  in  the  Mojave  and  parts  of  the  Sonoran  Deserts  of  California,  Nevada,  Utah,  and 
Arizona:  U.S.  Geological  Survey  Open-File  Report  2009-1102,  18  p. 

Saleh,  T.  2007.  Effects  of  Artificial  Lighting  on  Wildlife.  Retrieved  March  8,  2010,  from  the  Wildlands 
CPR,  reviving  wild  places  Web  site:  http://www.wildlandscpr.org/biblio-notes/effects-artificial- 
lighting-wildlife. 

USFWS  (U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service).  1994.  Endangered  and  threatened  wildlife  and  plants; 
determination  of  critical  habitat  for  the  Mojave  population  of  the  desert  tortoise.  Federal 
Register  59:5820-5866. 

. 2008.  Status  of  the  Desert  Tortoise-Rangewide  October  22,  2008 

. 2009.  Desert  Tortoise  Field  Manual.  December,  2009. 

. 2011a.  Biological  Opinion  on  BrightSource  Energy’s  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating 

System  Project,  San  Bernardino  County,  California  [CACA-48668,  49502,  49503,  49504](8-8- 
10-F-24).  June  2011. 

. 2011b.  Translocation  of  Mojave  Desert  Tortoises  from  Project  Sites:  Plan  Development 

Guidance.  November  201 1 . 

. 2011c.  Draft  Eagle  Conservation  Plan  Guidance.  January,  2011. 

. 2012.  Status  of  the  Species  [Desert  Tortoise]  and  its  Critical  Habitat  - Range-wide.  Desert 

Tortoise  Recovery  Office,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Reno,  Nevada. 
www.fws.gov/nevada/desert_tortoise/documents/misc/Status_of_the_Species- 
DT_February_9_201 2.pdf 

Wildlife  Research  Institute,  Inc.  2010.  Golden  eagle  surveys  surrounding  First  Solar  Stateline  Project 
in  San  Bernardino  County,  California  and  Clark  County,  Nevada. 


5.0  Consultation,  Coordination,  and  Public  Involvement 

CEQ  (Council  on  Environmental  Quality).  2011.  Appropriate  Use  of  Mitigation  and  Monitoring 
and  Clarifying  the  Appropriate  Use  of  Mitigated  Findings  of  No  Significant  Impact. 
Memorandum  for  Heads  of  Federal  Departments  and  Agencies.  January  14,  2011. 

DOI  (Unites  States  Department  of  the  Interior).  2003.  PEP-  Environmental  Statement 
Memorandum  NO.  ESM03-6,  from  Willie  R.  Taylor  to  Heads  of  Bureaus  and  Offices 
regarding  “Procedures  for  Implementing  Adaptive  Management  Practices”.  July,  2, 

2003. 

LSA.  2011a.  Jurisdictional  Delineation  of  United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  California 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  Jurisdiction.  October,  201 1 . 


November  2013 


8-24 


Final  EtS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 

9.0  Index 


9.0  Index 
— A— 

Area  of  Potential  Effect  (APE).... 4.4-4,  4.4-5,  5-3 

Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC) 2.24,  3.15-1,  3.15-2,  3.22-22 

Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (USACE) 1-19,  3.17-12,  5-1 

Average  Daily  Traffic  (ADT)  ...3.16-2,  4.16-2 

— B— 

Best  Management  Practice  (BMP) 2-19 

— C— 

Cadmium  Telluride  (CdTe) 4.1 1-6,  4.1 1-14,  4.21-4 

California  Desert  Conservation  Area  (CDCA)  ...1-4,  1-7,  1-9  to  12,  3.6-3,  3.8-3,  3.12-3,  3.14-6, 
3.17-10,  3.18-10,  3.20-2,  3.22-20,  4.6-2 

California  Endangered  Species  Act  (CESA)  ....1-17,  3.17-13,  3.22-23 

Clean  Water  Act  (CWA) 1-16,  3.1 1-6,  3.17-1 1,  3.19-6  to  7,  4.6-3,  4.17-7 

Criteria  Pollutant  Emissions 3.2-3,  3.2-7,  4.2-1,  4.2-2,  4.2-5,  4.2-6,  4.2-18  to  19,  4.2-27 

— E— 

Eagle  Conservation  Plan 3.22-21, 4.22-73 

Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA) 1-16,3.17-11,  3.22-4  to  7,  3.22-1 9,  3.22-23  4.6-6 

Environmentally  Superior  Alternative  ....2-46 
Erosion 3.19-3,  3.19-7,  3.19-11,  4.1-14 

— F — 

Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  ....3.16-6 

Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA) 1-9,  3.4-9,  3.6-3,  3.10-4,  3.12-1,  3.12-3, 

3.14-6,  3.18-9,  4.6-1,  , 4.22-71 , 4.22-76  to  77,  5-1 

Flooding 3.3-2,  4.14-2,  4.14-26,  4.14-32,  4.19-1 , 4.19-26,  4.19-45,  4.19-89,  4.19-95 

-G— 

Greenhouse  Gas  (GHG) 1-5,  3.2-1 , 3.3-1  to  4,  4.3-1  to  1 1 , 4.25-1 

Ground  Vibration 3.9-4,  4.9-6,  4.9-7,  4.9-16 

Groundwater 1-5,  1-8,  3.14-5,  3.17-14,  3.19-1,  3.19-4  to  6,  3.19-9  to  10,  4.14-4,  4.19-1  to 

7,  4.19-13  to  24,  4.19-28  to  29,  4.19-32  to  43,  4.19-46  to  47,  4.19-50  to  63,  4.19-65  to 
74,  4.19-78  to  88,  4.19-90  to  94,  4.22-4,  4.22-7 


November  2013 


9-1 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 

9.0  Index 


— H— 

Habitat  Conservation  Plan  (HCP) 4.6-1, 4.17-1, 4.22-1 

Hazardous  Air  Pollutant  Emissions 4.2-4,  4.2-6  to  7 

Hazardous  Materials  ....2-8  to  9,  3.11-2,  3.11-4  to  12,  4.11-1  to  36,  4.11-39  to  40.  4.21-12, 
4.22-2  to  3,  4.22-6,  4.22-66 


— K~ 

Key  Observation  Point  (KOP) 3.1 8-5  to  9,  4.1 8-1 , 4.1 8-3  to  22,  4. 1 8-30  to  33 

- — L- — 

Level  of  Service  (LOS) 3.16-3  to  5,  4.16-1  to  2,  4.16-5  to  1 1 , 4.16-14  to  17 

— M — 

Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  (MBTA) 3.22-2,  3.22-20  to  21,  3.22-23,  4.22-18,  4.22-73 

— N — 

National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA) 1 -1 7,  3.4-9,  3. 1 8-1 0,  4. 1 -4,  4.4-1 , 4.4-3  to  4, 

5-2  to  4 

National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES) 3.17-11  to  12,  3.19-7 

National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (NRHP)  ...3.4-4  to  5,  3.4-9,  4.4-1  to  3,  4.4-5  to  8,  5-3 

Native  American  Heritage  Commission  (NAHC) 3.4-5 

Notice  of  Intent  (NOI) 3.18-6  to  7,  5-6  to  7 

Notice  of  Preparation 5-6  to  7 

O— 

Off-Highway  Vehicle  (OHV)  ....3.12-1,  3.15-3,  3.16-6,  4.1-14,  4.6-5,  4.9-16 

Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  (OSHA) 3. 1 1 -5  to  6,  4. 1 1 - 3,  4. 1 1 -9,  4. 1 1 -1 7, 

4.11-40 


— P— 

Plan  of  Development  (POD) 1-3,  2-1  to  2,  3.10-1,  3.18-6,  4.1-3  to  4,  43.9-5,  4.16-3, 

Preferred  Alternative  ....2-46 

— R— 

Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  (RWQCB) 3.17-12,  3.17-14,  3.19-7,  3.19-10 


November  2013 


9-2 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 

9.0  Index 


Scoping 3.22-1,  3.22-3,  5-6  to  8 

Seismic  Hazards  3.11-1,  3.14-7,  4.11-1,  4.11-4,  4.11-11,  4.11-13  to  14,  4.11-20  to  27, 

4.11- 30  to  36,  4.14-1 

Spill  Prevention  Containment  and  Countermeasure  (SPCC)  Plan  2-9,  2-23,  3.11-6  to  7, 

4.11- 5,  4.11-11, 4.11-17,  4.11-31, 4.11-33,  4.11-35,  4.11-39,  4.19-17,  4.19-35,  4.19-52, 

4.19- 63,  4.19-77,4.19-81  to  82 

State  Water  Resources  Control  Board  (SWRCB) 3.17-14,  3.19-7,  3.19-9,  4.14-26,  4.19-95 

State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO) 4.4-20,  5-3  to  4 

Storm  Water  Pollution  Prevention  Plan  (SWPPP) 2-11,  2-23,  3.1 9-7,  4.1 4-3,  4. 1 4-26  to  27, 

4.19- 9,  4.19-12,  4.19-21,  4.19-32,  4.19-39,  4.19-49,  4.19-59,  4.19-95  to  97,  4.22-64  to 
66 


U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA) 3.3-2,  3.5-2,  3.19-6  to  8 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS) 1-8,  3.17-5  to  6,  3.17-10  to  11,  3.22-4  to  7,  3.22-10, 

3.22-21  to  22,  5-2 


Visual  Resource  Management  (VRM) 3.18-1  to  2,  3.18-9  to  11,  4.18-1,  4.18-15  to  20, 

4.18-25,  4.18-32 


— W— 

Water  Supply  Assessment  (WSA) 3.19-8 

Waters  of  the  U.S 3.17-12,  3.19-6  to  7,  4.17-4 

Weeds  3.17-1  to  3,  3.17-12,  3.22-2,  4.1-15,  4.11-10,  4.11-41,  4.17-2  to  3,  4.17-5  to  10, 

4.17-13,  4.17-15,  4.17-17  to  22,  4.17-26  to  27,  4.17-31,  4.21-3,  4.22-3,  4.22-6,  4.22-55, 
4.22-59 

Wetlands 3.17-9  to  10,  3.17-12,  3.19-3,  3.19-7,  4.17-1 , 4.17-7,  4.17-27 

Wilderness  Area  (WA) 3.12-2  to  3,  3.15-3  3.22-1 , 4.15-2  to  7 


November  2013 


9-3 


Final  EIS/EIR 


appendix  a 
figures 


AICOM 


Figure  1-2 

Preliminary  Site  Plan  - Alt  1 


Stateline  Solar  Project 


SECTION  M 


Primm 


ern  a.rdi 
d u n t y -v 


7,500  15,000 


30,000 

^SFeet 


Legend 

1 Proposed  Modification 


AICOM 


Figure  2-1 

Proposed  Boundary  of  the  Modified  DWMA 

Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 


\yvtv~  ga 

Primm,Valley| 


Ivanpah  Solar  Electric 
Generating  System 
(Ivanpah  1) 


Figure  2-2 
Location  Map 
Alternative  2 

Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 


2.500  5.000 


Legend 

Other  Large  Transmission  Lines 

ryyyyl  Alternative  2 Footprint 
j Project  Study  Area 


10,000 

!3Feet 


Gen-Tie  Corridor 


Ivanpah  Substation 


Ref:  Desert  Stateline  2011  Plan  of  Development 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  August  17 


AICOM 


Location  of  Existing 
Intermountain  Power 
Agency  1 ,000k  V,  t 
Transmission  LineV 


Location  of  Existing 
LADWP  500 kV 
Transmission  Line 


Location  of  Existing 
LADWP  287k V 
Transmission  Line 


Access  Road 
and  34.5k  v/ 

f'/sIlA/'fi  An  llir 


Collection  Line 


Location  of  Existing 
SCE  115kV 
Transmission  Line 


Location  of  Existing 
LADWP  500 kV 
Transmission  Line 


Ivanpah 
Dry  Lake 


Ivanpah 

Substation 


. ■ . 4 a#  fry 

Sacramento 


i Francisco-' 


Las  Vegas 


Los  Angeles,-, 
Son  PlfiflQ 


rPh 


AICOM 

Figure  2-3 

Preliminary  Site  Plan  - Alt  2 

Stateline  Solar  Project 

[Location  ofiExisting 
mountain  Power 
Agency  I^OOOkV  4 
Transmission  Line 


■Rrimm 


jiransmissionlbine 


Onsite 

Substation 


Location  of  Existing 
LADWP  287kV 
Transmission  Line 


Access  Road  and 
34.5kV  Collection  Line 


Location  of  Existing 
ITra  n s m is  s j on  iLSineM 


Location  of  Existing 
LADWP  500kV 
TransmissionLine 


Ivanpah 
Dry  Lake 


RrimmaValle^ 

;f(Golffelul3W 


Ivanpah 

[Substation 


J Myates^^GlI  Rodd 


Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  i 
^Generating  System  ' 

1 jj'(lyanpafi^l ) 1 1 ■ | |||8 


m&npims!} 


Sal 


Sacramento 


t Francisco-’ 


Las  Vegas 


Los  Angeles,  , 

San  Diecio 


Ph 


0 2,500  5,000 


Legend 


10,000 

Feet 


Other  Large  Transmission  Lines 
Revised  Alternative  3 Footprint 


Gen-Tie  Corridor 
Ivanpah  Substation 


j Project  Study  Area 


Date:  7/12/2013 


Path:  L:\Group\IT_GIS\GIS  Projects\Stateline\MXDs\Draft  Site_Preparation\Figure  2-4  Stateline  Location  Map  Alt  3.mxd 


AZCOM 

Figure  2-5 

Preliminary  Site  Plan 
Revised  Alternative  3 

Stateline  Solar  Project 

Path  L \Group\IT_GlS\GIS  Projects\Statelme\MXDs\Draft_Site_Preparation\Figure  2-5  Prelim  Site  Plan  Revised  Alternative  3 mxd 


- 


Legend 


Other  Large  Transmission  Lines 


Site  Preparation  Zones 
Revised  Alternative  3 Footprint 


AZCOM 


4,000 
3 Feet 


Figure  2-6 

Site  Preparation  Zones 
Revised  Alternative  3 

Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 


N 


Path.  L:\Group\IT_GIS\GIS  Projects\Stateline\MXDs\Draft_Site_Preparation\Figure  2-6  Revised  Alt  3 Site  Preparation  Zones. mxd 


Location  of  Existing! 
IntermountaimPower 
Agency  I.OOOkV 
TransmissionfUine 


■Rrimm 


Location  of  Existinq 
LADWP  500kV 


LAUWr  OUUKV 
Transmission  Line 


Location  of  Existin 
LADWP  287kV 
TransmissioniLine 


Access  Road 
and  34.5k \ljj 
Collectionylline 


Location  of  Existing 

scan 

Transmission  Line 


Location  of  Existing 
LADWP  500kV 
Transmission  Line.* 


Ivanpah 
Dry  Lake 


PrimmiVallew 


, > m 

■\w;' 

V ' ;i  ■ 


Ivanpah  | 
Substation 


^ates[Well[ R oa  c/  J| 


N EVADA 


Ivanpah  Solar  Electric 
Generating  System 
(lvanpahv1) 


Sacramento 


i Francisco^ 


Las  Vegas 


AUFORNIA 


San  B e r n a r 

lefotaM 


no 


Los  Angela 


S nn  Diecio 


Legend 


Other  Large  Transmission  Lines 


Alternative  4 Footprint 


Project  Study  Area 


2,500  5,000 


10,000 

Feet 


I Gen-Tie  Corridor 
Ivanpah  Substation 

Ref:  Desert  Stateline.  2011.  Plan  of  Development 
Stateline  Solar  Farm.  August  17. 


Figure  2-7 
Location  Map 
Alternative  4 


Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 


Date:  7/12/2013 

Path:  L:\Group\IT  GIS\GIS  Projects\Stateline\MXDs\Draft  Site  Preparation\Figure  2-7  Stateline  Location  Map  Alt  4.mxd 


State  Line  Project  N 

Project  Boundary 


CP  Pennsylvanian  manne 
iP  Is:  Paleozoic  manne  limestone 
Oai:  Quaternary  alluvium 
Qc  Pleistocene  nonmanne 
Ql.  Quaternary  lake  deposits 
epC  Early  Precambrian  metamorphic 
Paleosensitivity 

1 Very  low 

2 Low 

3a.  Moderate 
3b  Unknown 


Geologic  map  photorevised  from  Jennings,  C W . 1961. 
Geologic  map  of  California  : Kingm an  sheet. 

California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology, 
scale  1:250000 

.Aena I photo  base  map  from 

ESRI  AncGIS  Online  Resource  Center 

http://help  arcgis  com/en/arcgisonline/agolbasemaps  html 


AICOM 


Figure  3.10.1 

Geology  and  Paleontology  within  the 
Project  Study  Area 

Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 


| '0§St 


Wei  ser  Association 


PI  ay  as 


Q 2,5QQ  5,000 1Q.QQQ 


Umberci-RocK  outcrop  association. 
30  to  75  percent  slopes 


Weiser  association. 

2 to 8 percent  slopes" 


Birdspring  Playas 

association  , Welser-Oldspan- 
Wechech  association 


Colosseum  Association, 
2 to  4 percent  slopes 


Colosseum  Association, 
2 to  4 percent  slopes 


Popups  sandy  loam 
- 4 to  30  percent  slopes 


Popups  sandy  loam. 
4 to  30  percent  slopes 


Copperworld  association. 
30  to  60  percent  slopes  ~ 


Tipnat-Bluepoint- 
Hypoint  association ' 


m Tonopati-Ari2o 
Typic  Haplosalids,  association - 

i0to2  percent  slopes  " 


Arizo  loamy  sand, 

2 to  8 percent  slopes 


Obsolete  term  for  unmapped  areas 


Popups  sandy  loam. 
4 to  30  percent  slopes 


Copperworld  association. 
30  to  60  percent  slopes 


ft 

r 


I 


Figure  3.14-1 
Soils  Map 

Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 


Legend 

r- — t 


Project  Study  Area 


AICOM 


riat-o  (;/i  q/onn 


Ivanpah  Solar  Electric 
Generating  System 
(Ivanpah  1) 


1/3 


CM 


-I 


CM 

CO 


t 

cn 

^r 

s 

co 


1 Yates  Well  Road-Sweet  Bay  Drive/Silwerton  Road 


2 1-15  SB  Ramp/Yates  Well  Road 


3 1-15  NB  Ramp/Yates  Well  Road 


Source  First  Solar  2012L 


AZCOM 


Figure  3.16-1 
Existing  Traffic  Volumes 

Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 


Path.  L \Group\IT  GIS\GIS  Projects\Stateline\MXDs\Draft_Site_Preparation\Figure  3 17-1  Stateline  Vegetation  Communitiesnew.mxd 


Date:  9/26/2013 

Path:  L:\Group\IT_GIS\GIS  Projects\Stateline\MXDs\Draft_Site  Preparation\Figure  3_17-2  Stateline  Special  Status  Plant  Species. mxd 


tUmberc 


Primm 

(Stateline) 


Transmission 

Corridors 


Primm  Valley 
Golf  Club 


Yales  Weil 
Koed 


iBensoni 


{High  Sensitivity) 


(Mcderaie'Se 


Figure  3.18-1 
KOP  Locations 


Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 


Source:  First  Solar  2011 


701  -1,000  mg/ L 
1 001  - 1,500  rpg/L 
> 1 500  mg/L 
No  TPS  Data 


Interstate  15 


0 1.7S0  1500 

Scale  in  Fee! 


Groundwater  Availability  Report 

TDS  in  Wells 


f 


1 


AICOM 


Figure  3.19.1 

TDS  Concentrations  in  Groundwater  Wells 

Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 


■ v 


Primm 

/ i " 


Legend 

yf  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  Site 


9,000  18,000 


O 


Cumulative  Project  ID  Corresponding  to  Table  4.1-1 


Clark  Mountain  Allotment 

AICOM 


36,000 

Feet 


Figure  4.1-1 
Cumulative  Projects 

Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 


N 


I 


Date:  9/24/2013 

Path:  L:\Group\IT  GIS\GIS  Projects\Stateline\MXDs\Draft_Site_Preparation\Figure  4_1  - 1 Cumulative  Projects. mxd 


AICOM 


Figure  4 6 1 

Proposed  Re-Routing  of  Existing  Routes 
and  Facilities  - Alt  1 

Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 


SECTION  A 


OPEN  ROUTE 
699188 


OPEN  ROUTE 
69226 


KEY  MAP 

KMXrKMf 


OPEN 


OPEN 


SECTION  B 


AICOM 


Figure  4 6 2 

Proposed  Re-Routing  of  Existing  Routes 
and  Facilities  - Alt  2 


Statelme  Solar  Farm  Project 


tale'  WOTtf 


AZCOM 


Figure  4.6.3 

Proposed  Re-Routing  of  Existing  Routes 
and  Facilities  - Revised  Alt  3 

Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 


KEY  MAP 


LEGEND 

MBim  ABANDON  EXISTING  QPOJ  ROUTE 

■ l MJ  Tl  PRCP05ED  OP0<  ROUTE 

■ ■■■■■  E30STWC  OPEN  ROUTE 


OPEN 


OPEN  ROUTE 
699198 


I4S*  WIN 

““  1 

RQA0 

*1.. 

SECTION  C 


899241 


OPEN 


Path  L \Group\IT_GlS\GlS  Projects\Stateline\MXDs\Draft_Site_Preparation\Figure  463  Proposed  Re-Routing  of  Existing  Routes  and  Facilities  Rev  Alt  3 mxd 


Source:  First  Solar  201 2L 


ATCOM 

Figure  4.16-1 

Existing  Plus  Project  Construction  Traffic  Volumes 

Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 

First  Solar. 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 


Photo  Simulation  Created  Using 
trueView'*  Technology 
(Patent  No  US  8.184.906  82) 

Provided  by 

TRUESCAPE 


AICOM 


Easting  Position  223SS65.3 

Northing  Position  734289.6 

Elevation  of  Photopoint  Position  (ft)  2609  8 

Height  of  Camera  Above  Ground  (ft)  5.4 

Date  of  Photography  24  October  2010  at  12:23  pm 
Orientation  of  View  W 

Horizontal  Field  of  View  124* 

Vertical  Field  of  View  55* 


4 


Easting  Position  223SS6S.3 

Northing  Position  734289  6 

Elevation  of  Photopoint  Position  (ft)  2609  8 

Height  of  Camera  Above  Ground  (ft)  5.4 

Date  of  Photography  24  October  2010  at  12  23  pm 
Orientation  of  View  W 

Horizontal  Field  of  View  124* 

vertical  Field  of  View  SS‘ 


First  Solar. 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 


Photo  Simulation  Created  Using 
TtuoView”  technology 
(Patent  No  US  8. 1 84  906  B?) 


TRUESCAPE 

CONSUL  TINO  a VISUAL  FACILITATION 


ATCOM 


© Viewpoint  location  ■■■  Proponed  Solar  Farm 

Transmission  «.  Iv.np.T 

Project 

Easting  Position 

223S56S  3 

Northing  Position 

734289  6 

Elevation  of  Photopoint  Position  (ft) 

2609  8 

Height  of  Camera  Above  Ground  (ft) 

5.4 

Date  of  Photography  24  October  2010 

at  12:23  pm 

Orientation  of  View 

W 

Horizontal  Field  of  View 

124- 

Vertical  Field  of  View 

NOTES 

Viewpoint  locations  have  been  precisi 

Steve  Oumov ich.  PLS 

Taney  Engmeenng 

6030  South  Jones  Boulevard  *100 

Las  Vegas  Nevada  89110 


is  photosimulation  shall  be  altered  in  any 


First  Solar. 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 


Alternative  2 Simulated  view  trom 
Key  Observation  Point  03 


2 miles  from  Primm  on  interstate  15 


First  Solar. 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 


Alternative  3 Simulated  view  from 
Key  Observation  Point  03 

2 miles  from  Primm  on  Interstate  15 


Easting  Position 
Northing  Position 

Elevation  of  Photopoint  Position  (ft) 

Height  of  Camera  Above  Ground  (ft) 

Date  of  Photography  24  October  2010 
Orientation  of  View 
Horizontal  Field  of  View 
Vertical  Field  of  View 


TRUESCAPE 


AICOM 


Easting  Position 
Northing  Position 

Elevation  of  Photopoint  Position  (ft) 

Height  of  Camera  Above  Ground  (ft) 

Date  of  Photography  23  September  2010  , 
Orientation  of  View 
Horizontal  Field  of  View 
Vertical  Field  of  View 


2233929  4 
729395.0 
2658.8 


NOTES 

Viewpoint  locations  have  been  precision  surveyed  by 

• 

Steve  Dumovich.  PLS 

Taney  Engmeenng 

6030  South  Jones  Boulevard  0 100 

First  Solar. 

Las  Vegas,  Nevada  891 10 

Locations  surveyed  as  State  Plane  Coordinate  System. 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 

No  part  of  this  photosirrvilauon  shall  be  altered  in  any 

Visual  Assessments  sfxxild  be  made  from  the  full  size 
TrueView'“  only 

Figure  4 18-2A 

Existing  view  from 
Key  Observation  Point  05 

Yates  Well  Road  Overpass  at  interstate  15 

jJBM 


IBlir&R 


TO  ,•■  *.«;• i2v4 ,,  -<ft 


I# 


* 


O Viewpoint  Location  Propose. 

Project 

Easting  Position 

2233929  4 

Northing  Position 

729395  0 

Elevation  of  Photopoint  Position  (ft) 

2658  8 

Height  of  Camera  Above  Ground  (ft) 

5 4 

Date  of  Photography  23  September  2010 

at  12  17  pm 

Orientation  of  View 

WNW 

Horizontal  Field  of  View 

124* 

Vertical  Field  of  View 

55- 

NOTES 

Viewpoint  locations  have  been  precision  surveyed  by 

9-. 

Steve  Dumovich.  PLS 

Taney  Engineering 

6030  South  Jones  Boulevard  fflOO 

First  Solar. 

Las  Vegas,  Nevada  891 10 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 

Locations  surveyed  as  State  Plane  Coordinate  System, 

No  part  of  this  pholosimulation  shall  be  altered  in  arty 

Figure  4.18-2B 

way 

Alternative  1 Simulated  view  from 

i|(  «n.|rr|||nnTr  «h^.,|rt  rw,  finm  rhe  h .11 

Key  Observation  Point  05 

TrueView'M  only 

Yates  Well  Road  Overpass  at  Interstate  15 

First  Solar. 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 


TRUESCAPE 


AZCOM 


Easting  Position  2233929.4 

Northing  Position  7 29395  0 

Elevation  of  Photopomt  Position  (ft)  2658  8 

Height  of  Camera  Above  Ground  (ft)  5.4 

Date  of  Photography  23  September  2010  at  12  17  pm 
Orientation  of  View  WNW 

Horizontal  F teid  of  View  1 2 4 • 

Vertical  Field  of  View  55 * 


NOTES 

A 

Viewpoint  locations  have  been  precision  surveyed  by 

w 

Steve  Dumovich,  PLS 

Taney  Engineering 

6030  South  Jones  Boulevard  #100 

First  Solar. 

Las  Vegas.  Nevada  89110 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 

locations  surveyed  as  State  Plane  Coordinate  System, 

Calilornia  Zone  5 NAD  83 

Figure  4.18-2D 

No  part  of  this  phoiosimulation  shall  be  altered  in  any 

Alternative  3 Simulated  view  from 

Visual  Assessments  should  be  made  from  the  full  size 

TrueView™  only 

Yates  Well  Road  Overpass  at  interstate  IS 

Easting  Position  2233929.4 

Northing  Position  729395.0 

Elevation  of  Photopoint  Position  (ft)  2658.8 

Height  of  Camera  Above  Ground  (ft)  5 4 

Date  of  Photography  23  September  2010  at  1217  pm 
Orientation  of  View  WNW 

Horizontal  Field  or  View  124* 

Vertical  Field  of  View  55“ 


Photo  Simulation  Created  Using 
trueVlew'"  Technology 
(Patent  No  US  B.  184.906  B?) 

Provided  by 

TRUESCAPE 

CONSULTING  a VISUAL  FACILITATION 


AICOM 


@ Viewpoint  Location  Proposed  Solar  farm 

Easting  Position 

2233167  1 

Northing  Position 

731450  4 

Elevation  of  Photopoint  Position  (ft) 

2673  6 

Height  of  Camera  Above  Ground  (ft) 

5 4 

Date  of  Photography  24  October  2010 

at  11:45  am 

Orientation  of  View 

N 

Horizontal  Field  of  View 

124- 

_ 

55" 

NOTES 

A 

Viewpoint  locations  have  been  precision  surveyed  by 

9 

Steve  Dumovich.  PLS 

Taney  Engineering 

6030  South  Jones  Boulevard  • 100 

First  Solar. 

Las  Vegas  Nevada  891  TO 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 

Locations  surveyed  as  State  Plane  Coordinate  System. 

Figure  4 18-3A 

No  part  o(  this  photosimulation  shall  be  altered  in  arty 

Visual  Assessments  should  be  made  from  the  full  size 
TrueView'*'  only 

Existing  view  from 
Key  Observation  Point  06 

Primm  valley  Golf  Course 

O Viewpoint  locatio 

transmission  line 

■■■  Proposed  Solar  Farm 
ivanpah  Project 

Easting  Position 

2233167.1 

Northing  Position 

731450  4 

Elevation  of  Photopoint 

Position  (ft)  267  3 6 

Height  of  Camera  Above  Ground  (ft)  5 4 

Date  of  Photography 

24  October  2010  at  1 1 45  am 

Orientation  of  View 

N 

Horizontal  Field  of  View 

124' 

Vertical  Field  of  View 

55* 

NOTES 

Viewpoint  locations  have  been  precision  surveyed  by 

Steve  Dumovich,  PLS 

Taney  Engineering 

6030  South  Jones  Boulevard  » 100 

First  Solar. 

las  Vegas.  Nevada  891 10 

Statelme  Solar  Farm 

locations  surveyed  as  State  Plane  Coordinate  System 

No  part  of  this  photosimulation  shall  be  altered  in  any 

Figure  4.18-3A 

Visual  Assessments  should  be  made  from  the  full  size 
TrueView"*  only 

Existing  view  from 
Key  Observation  Point  06 

Primm  Valley  Golf  Course 

9 


First  Solar. 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 


Primm  Valley  Golf  Course 


Easting  Position 
Northing  Position 

Elevation  of  Photopomt  Position  (ft) 
Height  of  Camera  Above  Ground  (ft) 
Oate  of  Photography  24  October  2 
Orientation  of  View 
Horizontal  Field  of  View 
Vertical  Field  of  View 


9 


First  Solar. 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 


Primm  valley  Golf  Course 


9 


First  Solar. 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 


Provided  by 

TRUESCAPE 

CONSUL T l NO  k VISUAL  FAClL/T ATKM 


AICOM 


mg  Position 
hing  Position 

ation  of  Photopoint  Position  (ft) 
ht  of  Camera  Above  Ground  (ft) 

■ of  Photography  24  October  2010  , 
ntation  of  View 
zontal  Field  of  View 
ical  Field  of  View 


First  Solar. 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 


First  Solar. 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 


Easting  Position  2232834  7 

Northing  Position  73035.2 

Elevation  of  Photopoint  Position  (ft)  2696  i 

Height  of  Camera  Above  Ground  (ft)  5 4 

Date  of  Photography  24  September  2010  at  11  23  am 
Orientation  of  View  SW 

Horizontal  Field  of  View  124- 

Vertical  Field  of  View  55  • 


First  Solar. 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 


Figure  4.18-4C 

Alternative  2 Simulated  view  from 
Key  Observation  Point  07 

400ft  south  from  Primm  valley  Golf  Course 


Easting  Position 
Morthmg  Position 

Elevation  of  Photopoint  Position  (ft) 
Height  of  Camera  Above  Ground  (ft) 
Date  of  Photography  24  September 
Orientation  of  View 
Horizontal  Field  of  View 
i/ertical  Field  of  View 


2232834.7 
73035.2 
2696  1 
5.4 

2010  at  11  23  am 
SW 
124" 
55" 


Ivanpuh  Projec 


Easting  Position 
Northing  Position 

Elevation  of  Photopoint  Position  (ft) 

Height  of  Camera  Above  Ground  (ft) 

Date  of  Photography  24  September  2010  . 
Orientation  of  View 
Horizontal  Field  of  View 
Vertical  Field  of  View 


2232834  7 
730352 
2696  1 


NOTES 

Viewpoint  locations  have  been  precision  surveyed  by 

• 

Steve  Dumovich  PLS 

Taney  Engineering 

6030  South  tones  Boulevard  » 100 

First  Solar. 

Las  Vegas  Nevada  69110 

Locations  surveyed  as  State  Plane  Coordinate  System. 
California  Zone  S NAD  83 

No  pan  of  this  photosimulation  shall  be  altered  in  any 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 

Figure  4.18-4D 

way 

Alternative  3 Simulated  view  from 

Visual  Assessments  should  be  made  from  the  full  size 
TrueView~  only 

Key  Observation  Point  07 

400ft  south  from  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course 

Easting  Position 
Northing  Position 

Elevation  of  Photopoint  Position  (ft) 

Height  of  Camera  Above  Ground  (ft) 

Date  of  Photography  23  October  2010  . 
Orientation  of  View 
Horizontal  Field  of  View 
Vertical  Field  of  View 


First  Solar. 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 


Nipton  Rd  Overpass  at  interstate  15 


First  Solar. 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 


Alternative  1 Simulated  view  Irom 
Key  Observation  Point  09 


Nipton  Rd  Overpass  at  interstate  15 


Easting  Position  2231559.2 

Northing  Position  721809  1 

Elevation  of  Photopoint  Position  (ft)  3474  5 

Height  of  Camera  Above  Ground  (ft)  5.4 

Date  of  Photography  23  October  2010  at  12  58  pm 
Orientation  of  View  N 

Horizontal  Field  of  View  1 24 " 

Vertical  Field  of  View  55* 


Easting  Position 
Northing  Position 

Elevation  of  Photopomt  Position  (ft) 

Height  of  Camera  Above  Ground  (ft) 

Date  Of  Photography  23  October  2010  , 
Orientation  of  View 
Horizontal  Field  of  View 
Vertical  Field  of  View 


2231559  2 
721809  1 
3474.5 


NOTES 

Viewpoint  locations  have  been  precision  surveyed  by 

Steve  Dumovtch.  PIS 

Taney  Engmeenng 

6030  South  Jones  Boulevard  u 100 

Las  Vegas.  Nevada  891 10 

locations  surveyed  as  State  flane  Coordinate  System 

First  Solar. 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 

Figure  4.18-5C 

No  part  of  this  photosimulatiori  shall  be  altered  in  any 

way 

Alternative  2 Simulated  view  from 

Visual  Assessments  should  be  made  from  the  full  size 
TrueView"*  only 

Key  Observation  Point  09 

Nipton  Rd  Overpass  at  Interstate  15 

First  Solar. 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 


Nipton  Rd  Overpass  at  Interstate  15 


First  Solar. 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 


Coloseum  Road  in  Mojave  National  Preserve 


TRUESCAPE 


AICOM 


Easting  Position  2394693  3 

Northing  Position  729421  0 

Elevation  of  Photopoint  Position  (ft):  4344  7 

Height  of  Camera  Above  Ground  (ft)  5.4 

Date  of  Photography  24  October  at  03:04  pm 

Orientation  of  View  NE 

Horizontal  Field  of  View  124* 

Vertical  Field  of  View  55' 


IrueView1"  technology 
(Patent  No  US  8.18«  906  B2) 

Provided  by 

TRUESCAPE 

CONSULTING  4 VISUAL  FACILITATION 


AZCOM 


— M 

Proposed 
■■■  Ivan  pah 

Easting  Position 

2394693  3 

Northing  Position 

729421  0 

Elevation  of  Photopoint 

Position  (ft) 

4344.7 

Height  of  Camera  Above  Ground  (ft) 

5.4 

Oate  of  Photography 

24  October 

t 03:04  pm 

Orientation  of  View 

NE 

Horizontal  Field  of  View 

124' 

Vertical  Field  of  View 

55- 

NOTES 

Viewpoint  locations  have  been  precision  surveyed  by 

9^ 

Steve  Oumov ich  PLS 

Taney  Engineering 

6030  South  Jones  Boulevard  » 100 

First  Solar. 

Las  Vegas.  Nevada  891 10 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 

Locations  surveyed  as  State  Plane  Coordinate  System 

Figure  4.18-6B 

No  part  of  this  photosimulation  shall  be  altered  in  any 

way 

Alternative  1 Simulated  view  from 

Visual  Assessments  should  be  made  from  the  full  size 

Key  Observation  Point  10 

TrueView'“  only 

Coloseum  Road  in  Mojave  National  Preserve 

First  Solar. 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 


Coloseum  Road  in  Mojave  National  Preserve 


NOTES 


Proposed 


Viewpoint  lotabons  have  been  precision  surveyed  by 


Steve  Dumovidi.  PLS 

Taney  Engineering 
6030  South  tones  Boulevar 
Las  Vegas  Nevada  891 10 


Stateline  Solar  Farm 


Locations  surveyed  as  State  Plane  Coordinate  System, 
California  Zone  S NAD  83 


Figure  4.18-7A 

Existing  view  from 
Key  Observation  Point  1 2 

2 8 miles  west  from  Primm 


TRUESCAPE 


AICOM 


Easting  Position  2231940  5 

Northing  Position  736771.3 

Elevation  of  Photopoint  Position  (ft)  2775.1 

Height  of  Camera  Above  Ground  (ft)  5.4 

Date  of  Photography  23  October  at  02  44  pm 

Orientation  of  View  S 

Horizontal  Field  of  View  124* 

Vertical  Field  of  View  55* 


® Viewpoint  tocatior 

transmission  Lint 

Proposed 

>roject 

Easting  Position 

2231940.5 

Northing  Position 

736771.3 

Elevation  of  Photopomt  Position  (ft) 

2775.1 

Height  of  Camera  Above  Ground  (ft) 

5.4 

Date  of  Photography 

23  October  at  02  44  pm 

Orientation  of  View 

S 

Horizontal  Field  of  View 

124“ 

Vertical  Field  of  View 

55' 

NOTES 

Viewpoint  locations  have  been  precision  surveyed  by 

Steve  Dumovich.  PLS 

Taney  Engineering 

6030  South  Jones  Boulevard  * 100 

First  Solar. 

Las  Vegas.  Nevada  89110 

Locations  surveyed  as  State  Plane  Coordinate  System 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 

No  part  of  this  photosimulation  shall  be  altered  in  any 

Figure  4.18-7B 

way 

Alternative  1 Simulated  view  from 

Visual  Assessments  should  be  made  from  the  full  size 
TrueView'**  only 

Key  Observation  Point  1 2 

2 8 miles  west  from  Primm 

First  Solar. 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 


Easting  Position 
Northing  Position 

Elevation  of  Photopoint  Position  (ft) 

Height  of  Camera  Above  Ground  (ft) 

Date  of  Photography  23  October 

Orientation  of  View 
Horizontal  Field  of  View 
Vertical  Field  of  View 


Easting  Position  2231940.5 

Northing  Position  736771.3 

Elevation  of  Photopoint  Position  (ft)  2775.1 

Height  of  Camera  Above  Ground  (ft)  5.4 

Date  of  Photography  23  October  at  02  44  pm 

Orientation  of  View  S 

Horizontal  Field  of  View  124° 

Vertical  Field  of  View  55' 


First  Solar. 


Figure  4.18-7D 

Alternative  3 Simulated  view  from 
Key  Observation  Point  1 2 

2 8 miles  west  from  Primm 


> 


APPENDIX  B 


APPENDIX  B 


SCOPING  REPORT 


Stateline  Solar  Farm 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Final  Scoping  Report 


Prepared  for  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
and  San  Bernardino  County 


Environment 


AECOM 


Submitted  to: 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
California  Desert  District  Office 
Moreno  Valley,  CA 


Submitted  by: 
AECOM 

Fort  Collins,  Colorado 
Nov.  17,  2011 


Stateline  Solar  Energy  Project 
Scoping  Report 


AECOM 


Environment 


Contents 

1.0  Introduction 1 

1 .1  Project  Description 1 

1 .2  Joint  Lead  Agencies’  Purpose  and  Need 1 

1.2.1  Bureau  of  Land  Management 1 

1 .2.2  San  Bernardino  County 1 

1 .3  Purpose  of  Scoping 1 

2.0  Summary  of  Scoping  Process 2 

2.1  Notification 2 

2.1.1  Consultation  and  Coordination  with  Federal,  State,  and  Local  Governments 2 

2.1.2  T ribal  Government-to-Government  Consultation 2 

2.2  Scoping  Meetings 3 

3.0  Summary  of  Scoping  Comments 3 

4.0  Identification  of  Issues 4 

5.0  Activities  Following  Scoping 4 

List  of  Appendices 

Appendix  A - Notification 
Appendix  B - Scoping  Materials 
Appendix  C - Scoping  Comments 


Scoping  Report 


November  201 1 


AECOM 


Environment 


List  of  Figures 

Figure  1 Stateline  Solar  Energy  Project  EIS  Timeline 6 


Scoping  Report 


November  201 1 


AECOM 


Environment 


1 


1.0  Introduction 

Two  primary  principles  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  are  full  disclosure  of  potential  environmental  effects  and  open  public 
participation  throughout  the  decision-making  process.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  and  San 
Bernardino  County  (County)  are  preparing  a joint  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)/Environmental 
Impact  Report  (EIR)  for  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Energy  Project  (Project).  This  Scoping  Report 
provides  an  overview  of  the  public  scoping  process  and  a summary  of  the  scoping  comments,  issues, 
and  concerns  identified  during  the  public  scoping  period. 

1.1  Project  Description 

First  Solar  Development,  Inc.  (First  Solar)  proposes  to  construct,  operate,  maintain  a 300-megawatt, 
photovoltaic  solar  energy  project.  The  Stateline  Solar  Energy  Project  would  be  located  on  approximately 
2,000  acres  of  BLM-administered  in  Ivanpah  Valley,  California.  Project  components  include  access 
roads,  photovoltaic  arrays,  an  electric  substation,  meteorological  station,  monitoring  and  maintenance 
facility,  and  an  approximately  2-mile  generation  tie-in. 

1.2  Joint  Lead  Agencies’  Purpose  and  Need 

1.2.1  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

The  BLM  Needles  Field  Office  is  responding  to  a request  from  First  Solar  to  obtain  a right-of-way  (ROW) 
for  the  use  of  public  lands  to  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  a 300-megawatt,  photovoltaic  solar  energy 
project.  The  BLM  will  prepare  an  EIS  in  conformance  with  NEPA.  The  purpose  of  the  EIS  is  for  the  BLM 
to  evaluate  and  disclose  potential  impacts  of  the  proposed  Project  and  alternatives,  to  determine 
whether  to  issue  a ROW  Grant,  and  to  determine  whether  to  amend  the  California  Desert  Conservation 
Area  Plan,  as  amended  and  the  Las  Vegas  Resource  Management  Plan. 

The  BLM  is  required  to  evaluate  and  make  decisions  regarding  the  granting  of  ROWs  in  response  to 
proponent  applications.  Linder  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976,  Title  V is 
authorized  to  issue  ROW  grants.  It  is  the  policy  of  the  BLM  to  authorize  all  ROW  applications  that  are  in 
conformance  with  approved  land  use  plans  at  the  discretion  of  the  authorizing  officer. 

1.2.2  San  Bernardino  County 

The  County  of  San  Bernardino  has  received  an  application  for  a Well  Permit  associated  with  the 
proposed  Project.  The  applicant  proposes  to  extract  approximately  1 ,900  acre  feet  of  groundwater  per 
year  to  be  used  during  construction  and  operation  of  the  proposed  Project.  The  drilling  of  one  or  more 
groundwater  wells  is  subject  to  a discretionary  permit  from  the  County  under  the  County’s  Desert 
Groundwater  Management  Ordinance,  County  Code  § 33.06551  (“Groundwater  Ordinance”):  thus, 
subjecting  the  proposed  Project  to  CEQA  review.  Pursuant  to  an  agreement  between  the  County  and  the 
BLM,  approved  by  the  County  Board  of  Supervisors  on  December  2,  2003  (Item  8),  all  groundwater  wells 
proposed  to  be  drilled  on  BLM  lands  within  the  County  are  required  to  comply  with  the  Groundwater 
Ordinance.  Accordingly,  the  County  will  act  as  the  Lead  Agency  under  CEQA  (14  California  Code  of 
Regulations  (“CEQA  Guidelines”)  §§  15051,  15367,  and  16021). 

1 .3  Purpose  of  Scoping 

Scoping  is  the  process  of  actively  soliciting  input  from  the  public  and  other  interested  federal,  state,  tribal, 
and  local  agencies.  The  scoping  process  is  required  by  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  1979 
regulations  (40  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  [CFR]  1501 .7)  and  under  CEQA  for  projects  of  “statewide, 
regional  or  area-wide  significance”  per  §21083.  Information  from  scoping  assists  the  BLM  and  San 
Bernardino  County  in  identifying  potential  environmental  issues,  alternatives,  and  potential  mitigation 
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measures  associated  with  developing  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Energy  Project.  The  process 
provides  a mechanism  for  determining  the  scope  and  the  significant  issues  associated  with  developing 
the  proposed  Project  (40  CFR  1507.7  and  40  CFR  1508.25)  so  that  the  EIS/EIR  can  focus  the  analysis 
on  areas  of  interest  and  concern.  Therefore,  public  participation  during  the  scoping  period  is  a vital 
component  to  preparing  a comprehensive  and  sound  EIS/EIR.  Scoping  provides  the  public,  tribes,  and 
agencies  opportunities  for  meaningful  public  involvement  in  the  decision-making  process. 

BLM  and  San  Bernardino  County’s  overall  scoping  goal  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Energy  Project  is  to 
engage  a diverse  group  of  public  and  agency  participants  in  the  NEPA  process,  solicit  relevant  input, 
and  provide  timely  information  through  the  duration  of  the  project.  Strategies  for  achieving  this  overall 
goal  include: 

• Provide  accurate  and  timely  information  to  the  public; 

• Provide  ample  opportunities  for  the  public  be  involved  in  order  to  achieve  supportable  decisions; 

• Promote  multi-jurisdictional  participation;  and 

• Integrate  technical  information  and  science  into  the  public  participation  program  to  produce 
supportable  management  decisions  that  protect  resource  values. 


2.0  Summary  of  Scoping  Process 

2.1  Notification 

The  initial  step  in  the  NEPA/CEQA  process  is  to  notify  the  public,  other  government  agencies,  and  tribes 
of  the  lead  agencies’  intent  to  prepare  an  EIS/EIR  by  publishing  the  Notice  of  Intent  (NOI)  in  the  Federal 
Register  and  the  Notice  of  Preparation  (NOP)  at  the  California  State  Clearing  House.  The  NOI  for  the 
Stateline  Solar  Energy  Project  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  August  4,  2011,  and  the  NOP 
was  published  with  the  California  State  Clearing  House  on  August  20,201 1 (see  Appendix  A - 
Notification). 

2.1.1  Consultation  and  Coordination  with  Federal,  State,  and  Local  Governments 

The  BLM  and  San  Bernardino  County  are  engaged  in  coordination  and  consultation  with  federal,  state, 
and  local  agencies  about  the  potential  for  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Energy  Project  to  affect  sensitive 
resources  (40  CFR,  1508.5;  1508.6;  and  Forty  Questions  No.  14[a],  14[b],  14[c]).  The  coordination  and 
consultation  must  occur  in  a timely  manner  and  are  required  before  any  final  decisions  are  made.  Issues 
related  to  agency  consultation  include  biological  resources,  cultural  resources,  socioeconomics,  and  land 
and  water  management.  For  example,  biological  resource  consultations  would  apply  to  the  potential  for 
activities  to  disturb  sensitive  species  or  habitats;  cultural  resource  consultations  would  apply  to  the 
potential  for  impacts  to  important  cultural  archaeological  and  historic  sites.  To-date,  no  agencies  have 
committed  to  participate  as  a cooperating  agency  for  this  project. 

2.1.2  Tribal  Government-to-Government  Consultation 

Federal  agencies  are  responsible  for  compliance  with  a host  of  laws,  Executive  Orders  (EOs)  and 
Memoranda,  treaties,  departmental  policies  and  other  mandates  regarding  their  legal  relationships  with 
and  responsibilities  to  Native  Americans.  The  government-to-government  relationship  that  the  United 
States  (U.S.)  has  with  federally  recognized  Indian  Tribes  started  with  the  Commerce  Clause  of  the  U.S. 
Constitution  where  Tribes  were  recognized  as  sovereign  nations,  and  has  continued  in  federal  laws  and 
policies  including  but  not  limited  to  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act,  NEPA,  Archaeological 
Resources  Protect  Act,  American  Indian  Religious  Freedom  Act,  Native  American  Grave  Protection  and 
Repatriation  Act,  and  EOs  12875,  12898,  13077,  and  13175.  Compliance  with  this  body  of  law  requires 
consultation  with  Tribes  on  the  effects  of  proposed  actions. 
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An  initial  consultation  effort  with  the  Tribes  was  conducted  by  letter  to  six  Tribes  in  November  2007  and 
included  the  Las  Vegas  Bank  of  Paiute  Indians,  Pahrump  Paiute,  Moapa  Band  of  Paiute  Indians,  Fort 
Mojave  Indian  Tribe,  Colorado  Rivers  Indian  Tribe,  and  the  Chemehuevi  Tribe.  On  December  23,  2010, 
and  again  on  August  22,  201 1 , the  BLM  contacted  by  letter  the  following  Tribes  about  the  Stateline  Solar 
Energy  Project: 

• Fort  Mojave  Indian  Tribe 

• Colorado  Rivers  Indian  Tribe 

• Chemehuevi  Indian  Tribe 

• Twenty-Nine  Palms  Band  of  Mission  Indians 

• San  Manuel  Bank  of  Mission  Indians 

• Ramona  Band  of  Mission  Indians 

• Las  Vegas  Bank  of  Paiute  Indians 

• Moapa  Band  of  Paiute  Indians 

• San  Fernando  Band  of  Mission  Indians 

• Pahrump  Paiute 

• Serrano  Nation  of  Indians 

To-date,  the  Pahrump  Paiute  is  the  only  Tribe  that  has  responded  by  requesting  additional  information 
about  the  project  and  the  proposed  location.  This  response  was  submitted  after  a change  in  tribal 
leadership. 

Consultation  with  the  Tribes  will  continue  throughout  the  Stateline  Solar  Energy  Project  as  stipulated 
under  EO  13175,  November  6,  2000. 

2.2  Scoping  Meetings 

Public  scoping  meetings  offer  an  opportunity  for  the  public  to  participate  in  the  Stateline  Solar  Energy 
Project  during  the  scoping  period.  The  meetings  promote  information  exchange  about  the  proposed 
Project  and  to  gather  public  input.  BLM  and  San  Bernardino  County  hosted  one  public  scoping  on 
Wednesday,  August  31 , 201 1 , from  6:00  pm  to  8:00  pm  at  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Clubhouse  with  a total 
attendance  of  44  individuals. 

The  public  scoping  meeting  was  conducted  as  an  open  house  with  an  agency/applicant  presentation.  An 
open  house  format  was  held  prior  to  and  following  the  presentation  to  allow  for  an  open  exchange  of 
information  and  provide  an  opportunity  for  attendees  to  ask  agency  personnel,  the  Stateline  Solar 
Energy  Project  applicant,  and  EIS  contractor  questions  about  the  proposed  Project.  Attendees  were 
greeted  at  the  Welcome  Desk  and  asked  to  sign  and  record  their  attendance.  Display  boards  showing 
project  information  and  the  NEPA  process  were  available  to  assist  in  the  informal  discussions  during  the 
open  house.  Appendix  B - Scoping  materials  includes  materials  that  were  available  at  the  public 
scoping  meetings. 


3.0  Summary  of  Scoping  Comments 

The  BLM  and  San  Bernardino  County  received  a total  of  26  comment  submittals  (e.g.,  letter,  comment 
form,  email)  containing  360  individual  comments  during  the  public  scoping  period.  Most  comments  came 
from  federal  agencies  and  other  organizations  with  interest  in  the  proposed  project.  Following  the  close 
of  the  public  scoping  period,  comments  were  compiled  and  analyzed  to  identify  issues  and  concerns. 
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Within  each  comment  submittal,  individual  comments  were  identified,  reviewed,  and  entered  into  an 
electronic  database. 

Once  the  individual  comments  were  compiled  in  the  database,  reports  were  generated  categorizing 
issues  first  by  the  commenter  type  (e.g.  agency,  individual,  etc.)  and  then  by  resource  (e.g.,  biology, 
geology,  etc.)  or  topic  (e.g.,  alternatives,  purpose  and  need,  etc.).  The  summary  reports  were  reviewed 
to  identify  data  enter  errors.  A comprehensive  list  of  scoping  comments  is  provided  in  Appendix  C - 
Scoping  Comments  and  sorted  by  commenter  type  and  then  by  topic. 


4.0  Identification  of  Issues 

Information  acquired  during  the  scoping  period  assists  the  BLM  and  San  Bernardino  County  in 
identifying  the  potential  environmental  issues,  alternatives,  and  mitigation  measures  associated  with 
developing  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Energy  Project.  After  evaluating  the  comments  received  during 
the  scoping  period,  several  key  issues  emerged.  The  following  issues  represent  the  most  public  concern 
about  the  proposed  Project. 

• Impacts  to  air  quality  from  dust  and  particular  matter  during  project  construction. 

• Recommendations  for  the  alternatives  analysis  including: 

Reduced  acreage,  reduced  megawatts,  and/or  modified  footprint; 

- Evaluation  of  different  types  of  solar  technologies; 

- Alternative  sites  on  private  lands  and  previously  disturbed  lands; 

- Conservation  Alternative  to  preserve  desert  tortoise  populations  in  Ivanpah  Valley;  and 
Distributed  Generation  in  the  built  environment. 

• Cumulative  effects  from  other  proposed  projects  including  additional  solar  projects  to  all 
resources  in  Ivanpah  Valley. 

• Impacts  to  Desert  Tortoise  populations  including  connectivity,  habitat  fragmentation,  and 
effectiveness  of  relocation/translocation. 

• Impacts  to  migratory  birds  including  the  Golden  Eagle  and  desert  bighorn  sheep  migration. 

• Potential  impacts  to  rare  plant  species  and  loss  of  habitat. 

• Alteration  of  hydrologic  functions,  drainage  patterns,  and  natural  channels  of  ephemeral  washes. 

• Traffic  impacts  during  project  construction  compounded  by  other  proposed  projects  in  the 
Ivanpah  Valley. 

• Visual  impacts  to  drivers  along  Interstate-15  and  visitors  to  the  Mojave  National  Preserve. 

• Inconsistencies  with  land  use  plans  including  the  California  Conservation  Plan  and  the  Northern 
and  Eastern  Mojave  Plan. 

• Impacts  to  BLM  grazing  permittees,  their  ability  to  manage  range  conditions,  and  grazing 
pressure  on  permitted  lands  in  the  Mojave  National  Preserve. 

5.0  Activities  Following  Scoping 

The  NEPA/CEQA  process  provides  additional  opportunities  for  public  input.  Following  the  scoping 
period,  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  will  be  prepared,  incorporating  information  received  from  the  public  during  the 
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scoping  period.  Once  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  is  complete,  BLM  and  San  Bernardino  County  will  publish  the 
Notice  of  Availability  in  the  Federal  Reg/sfer/Notice  of  Completion  and  distribute  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  for 
public  review.  During  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  review,  the  public  can  comment  on  key  issues  and  the  adequacy 
of  the  purpose  and  need,  alternatives  analysis,  impacts  analysis,  and  proposed  mitigation  presented  in 
the  draft  document.  Public  hearings  will  take  place  to  allow  the  public  to  formally  present  their  comments. 
Public  comments  will  be  recorded  by  a court  reporter.  Figure  1 identifies  additional  opportunities  and  the 
anticipated  schedule  for  the  public  to  comment  and  participate  in  the  EIS/EIR  process.  Comments 
received  on  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  will  be  addressed  in  the  Final  EIS/EIR. 
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through  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM)  during  the 
development  of  a resource  management 
plan  (RMP)  for  the  D-E  NCA.  Since  this 
council  was  formed,  one  council 
member  representing  Delta  County  and 
one  council  member  representing 
natural  values  have  expressed  interest 
in  resigning  from  the  council  due  to 
time  conflicts.  As  a result,  the  Secretary 
is  soliciting  applications  to  replace  the 
current  occupants  of  these  two  seats. 
DATES:  Submit  nomination  packages  on 
or  before  September  6,  2011. 

ADDRESSES:  Send  completed  Council 
nominations  to  D-E  NCA  Interim 
Manager,  Grand  Junction  Field  Office, 
2815  H Road,  Grand  Junction,  Colorado 
81506.  Nomination  forms  may  be 
obtained  at  the  Grand  Junction  Field 
Office  at  the  above  address  or  at  the 
BLM  Uncompahgre  Field  Office,  2465  S. 
Townsend  Ave.,  Montrose,  Colorado 
81401. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Katie  A.  Stevens,  D-E  NCA  Interim 
Manager,  970-244-3049, 
kasteven@blm.gov.  Persons  who  use  a 
telecommunications  device  for  the  deaf 
(TDD)  may  call  the  Federal  Information 
Relay  Service  (FIRS)  at  1-800-877-8339 
to  contact  the  above  individual  during 
normal  business  hours.  The  FIRS  is 
available  24  hours  a day,  seven  days  a 
week,  to  leave  a message  or  question 
with  the  above  individual.  You  will 
receive  a reply  during  normal  business 
hours. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  The  D-E 

NCA  and  Dominguez  Canyon 
Wilderness  Area,  located  within  the  D- 
E NCA,  were  established  by  the 
Omnibus  Public  Land  Management  Act 
of  2009,  Public  Law  111-11  (ActJ.  The 
D-E  NCA  is  comprised  of  approximately 
209,610  acres  of  public  land,  including 
approximately  66,280  acres  designated 
as  Dominguez  Canyon  Wilderness  Area 
located  in  Delta,  Montrose,  and  Mesa 
counties,  Colorado.  The  purpose  of  the 
D-E  NCA  is  to  conserve  and  protect  the 
unique  and  important  resources  and 
values  of  the  land  for  the  benefit  and 
enjoyment  of  present  and  future 
generations.  These  resources  and  values 
include  the  geological,  cultural, 
archaeological,  paleontological,  natural, 
scientific,  recreational,  wilderness, 
wildlife,  riparian,  historical, 
educational,  and  scenic  resources  of  the 
public  lands,  and  the  water  resources  of 
area  streams  based  on  seasonally 
available  flows  that  are  necessary  to 
support  aquatic,  riparian,  and  terrestrial 
species  and  communities.  According  to 
the  Act,  the  10-member  council  is  to 
include,  to  the  extent  practicable: 


1.  One  member  appointed  after 
considering  the  recommendations  of  the 
Mesa  County  Commission; 

2.  One  member  appointed  after 
considering  the  recommendations  of  the 
Montrose  County  Commission; 

3.  One  member  appointed  after 
considering  the  recommendations  of  the 
Delta  County  Commission; 

4.  One  member  appointed  after 
considering  the  recommendations  of  the 
permi  ttees  holding  grazing  allotments 
within  the  D-E  NCA  or  the  wilderness; 
and 

5.  Five  members  who  reside  in,  or 
within  reasonable  proximity  to  Mesa, 
Delta,  or  Montrose  counties,  Colorado, 
with  backgrounds  that,  reflect; 

a.  The  purposes  for  which  the  D-E 
NCA  or  wilderness  was  established;  and 

b.  The  interests  of  the  stakeholders 
that  are  affected  by  the  planning  and 
management  of  the  D-E  NCA  and 
wilderness. 

Any  individual  or  organization  may 
nominate  one  or  more  persons  to  serve 
on  the  Council.  Individuals  may 
nominate  themselves  for  Council 
membership.  The  Obama 
Administration  prohibits  individuals 
who  are  currently  federally  registered 
lobbyists  to  serve  on  ail  Federal 
Advisory  Committee  Act  (FACA)  and 
non-FACA  boards,  committees,  or 
councils.  Nomination  forms  may  be 
obtained  from  the  BLM  Grand  Junction 
or  Uncompahgre  Field  Offices,  or  may 
be  downloaded  from  the  following  Web 
site;  http://www.blm.gov/co/st/en/nca/ 
denca/den  carm  p/ DENCAR  e source 
Advisory'  _Council.html. 

Nomination  packages  must  include  a 
completed  nomination  form,  letters  of 
reference  from  the  represented  interests 
or  organizations,  as  well  as  any  other 
information  relevant  to  the  nominee’s 
qualifications. 

The  Grand  Junction  and 
Uncompahgre  Field  Offices  will  review 
the  nomination  packages  in 
coordination  with  the  affected  counties 
and  the  Governor  of  Colorado  before 
forwarding  recommendations  to  the 
Secretary,  who  will  make  the 
appointments.  The  Council  shall  be 
subject  to  the  FACA,  5 U.S.C.  App.  2; 
and  the  Federal  Land  Management 
Policy  Act  of  1976,  43  U.S.C.  1701  et 
seq. 

Helen  M.  Hankins, 

State  Director. 

[FR  Doc.  2011-19778  Filed  8-3-11;  8:45  am] 
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Notice  of  Intent  To  Prepare  an 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for 
the  Proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm, 

San  Bernardino  County,  CA  and 
Possible  Land  Use  Plan  Amendments 
and  Notice  of  Segregation  of  Public 
Lands 

AGENCY:  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
Interior. 

ACTION:  Notice  of  Intent. 

SUMMARY:  In  compliance  with  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of 
1969  (NEPA),  as  amended,  and  the 
Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management 
Act  of  1976  (FLPMA),  as  amended,  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM) 
Needles  Field  Office,  Needles, 
California,  intends  to  prepare  an 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EISJ, 
which  may  include  potential  land  use 
plan  amendments  to  the  California 
Desert  Conservation  Area  (CDCA)  Plan, 
as  amended,  and  the  Las  Vegas  Resource 
Management  Plan  (RMP),  related  to  First 
Solar  Development,  Inc.’s  (First  Solar) 
right-of-way  (ROW)  application  for  the 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  (Stateline),  a 300- 
Megawatt  (MW)  photovoltaic  (PV)  Solar 
electricity  generation  project. 

By  this  notice,  the  BLM  is:  (1) 
Announcing  the  beginning  of  the 
scoping  process  to  solicit  public 
comments  and  identify  issues  related  to 
the  EIS;  and  (2)  Segregating  the  public 
lands  located  within  the  Stateline  ROW 
application  area  from  operation  of  the 
public  land  laws  including  the  Mining 
Law,  but  not  the  Mineral  Leasing  or 
Material  Sales  Acts,  for  a period  of  2 
years  from  the  date  of  publication  of  this 
notice. 

DATES:  This  notice  initiates:  (1)  The 
public  scoping  process  for  the  EIS;  and 
(2)  The  2-year  segregation  period  for  the 
public  lands  within  the  Stateline  ROW 
application  area,  effective  as  of  August 
4,  2011.  The  segregation  will  terminate 
as  described  below  (see  SUPPLEMENTARY 
INFORMATION  section). 

Comments  on  issues  related  to  the  EIS 
may  be  submitted  in  writing  until 
September  6,  2011.  The  date(s)  and 
location(s)  of  any  scoping  meetings  will 
be  announced  at  least  15  days  in 
advance  through  local  news  media, 
newspapers,  and  the  BLM  Web  site  at: 
http://  www. blm.gov/ ca/st/en/fo/ 
cdd.htrnl.  In  order  for  comments  to  be 
fully  considered  in  the  Draft  EIS,  all 
comments  must  be  received  prior  to  the 
close  of  the  scoping  period  or  15  days 
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after  the  last  public  meeting,  whichever 
is  later.  We  will  provide  additional 
opportunities  for  public  participation 
upon  publication  of  the  Draft  EIS. 
ADDRESSES:  You  may  submit  comments 
on  issues  and  planning  criteria  related 
to  the  Stateline  project  by  any  of  the 
following  methods: 

® Web  site:  http://www.blm.gov/ca/st/ 
en/fo/cdd.html. 

• E-mail:  statelinesolar@blm.gov. 

• Fax:  (951)  697-5299. 

• Mail : ATTN:  Jeffery  Childers, 

Project  Manager,  BLM  California  Desert 
District  Office,  22835  Calle  San  Juan  de 
Los  Lagos,  Moreno  Valley,  California 
92553-9046. 

Documents  pertinent  to  this  proposal 
may  be  examined  at  the  California 
Desert  District  office  (see  address 
above). 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

And/or  to  have  your  name  added  to  our 
mailing  list,  contact  Jeffery  Childers: 
telephone  951-697-5308;  address  BLM 
California  Desert  District  Office,  22835 
Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos,  Moreno 
Valley,  California  92553-9046;  e-mail  at 
jchilders@blm.gov.  Persons  who  use  a 
telecommunications  device  for  the  deaf 
(TDD)  may  call  the  Federal  Information 
Relay  Service  (FIRS)  at  1-800-877-8339 
to  contact  the  above  individual  during 
normal  business  hours.  The  FIRS  is 
available  24  hours  a day,  7 days  a week, 
to  leave  a message  or  question  with  the 
above  individual.  You  will  receive  a 
reply  during  normal  business  hours. 
SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  First  Solar 
has  requested  a ROW  authorization  to 
construct,  operate,  maintain,  and 
decommission  the  300-MW  PV 
Stateline  solar  energy  project.  The  BLM 
is  responding  to  First  Solar’s  ROW 
application  as  required  by  FLPMA.  The 
Stateline  project  would  be  located  on 
BLM-administered  lands  and  would 
include  access  roads,  PV  arrays,  an 
electrical  substation,  meteorological 
station,  monitoring  and  maintenance 
facility,  and  a 2.3  mile  generation  tie- 
line on  approximately  2,000  acres. 
Potential  alternatives  to  the  proposed 
action  may  include  reduced  acreage, 
reduced  MW,  and/or  modified  footprint 
alternatives.  The  project  location  is  in 
San  Bernardino  County  approximately  2 
miles  south  of  the  Nevada-California 
border  and  0.5  miles  west  of  Interstate 
15.  The  purpose  of  the  public  scoping 
process  is  to  determine  relevant  issues 
that  will  influence  the  scope  of  the 
environmental  analysis,  including 
alternatives,  and  guide  the  process  for 
developing  the  EIS.  At  present,  the  BLM 
has  identified  the  following  preliminary 
issues:  special  status  species,  cultural 
resources,  route  designation,  social  and 


economic  impacts,  traffic,  water,  and 
visual  resource  resources. 

Pursuant  to  the  BLM’s  CDCA  Plan, 
sites  associated  with  power  generation 
or  transmission  not  identified  in  the 
CDCA  Plan  will  be  considered  through 
the  plan  amendment  process  to 
determine  the  suitability  of  the  site  for 
solar  development.  The  BLM  may  also 
consider  additional  potential  plan 
amendments  to  the  CDCA  Plan  and  the 
Las  Vegas  RMP  that  might  arise  based 
on  its  assessment  of  the  potential 
cumulative  effects  of  other  projects  in 
the  larger  Ivanpah  Valley  watershed  in 
California  and  Nevada  to  a range  of 
resources,  including,  without  limitation, 
biological,  physical,  and  cultural 
resources.  By  this  notice,  the  BLM  is 
complying  with  requirements  in  43  CFR 
1610.2(c)  to  notify  the  public  of 
potential  amendments  to  the  CDCA  Plan 
and  Las  Vegas  RMP,  predicated  on  the 
findings  of  the  EIS.  If  land  use  plan 
amendments  are  necessary,  the  BLM 
will  integrate  the  land  use  planning 
process  with  the  NEPA  process  for  the 
Stateline  project. 

The  plan  amendments  will  be 
completed  in  compliance  with  FLPMA, 
NEPA,  and  all  other  relevant  Federal 
law,  executive  orders,  and  BLM 
policies.  Any  new  plan  decisions  will 
complement  existing  plan  decisions  and 
recognize  valid  existing  rights. 

The  BLM  will  use  and  coordinate  the 
NEPA  commenting  process  to  satisfy  the 
public  involvement  process  pursuant  to 
Section  106  of  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act  (NHPA)  (16  U.S.C. 

470f)  as  provided  for  in  36  CFR 
800.2(d)(3).  Native  American  tribal 
consultations  will  be  conducted  in 
accordance  with  policy,  and  tribal 
concerns  will  be  given  due 
consideration,  including  impacts  on 
Indian  trust  assets.  Federal,  State,  and 
local  agencies,  along  with  other 
stakeholders  that  may  be  interested  or 
affected  by  the  BLM’s  decision  on  this 
project,  are  invited  to  participate  in  the 
scoping  process  and,  if  eligible,  may 
request  or  be  requested  by  the  BLM  to 
participate  as  a cooperating  agency.  In 
connection  with  its  processing  of  First 
Solar’s  ROW  application,  the  BLM  is 
also  segregating,  under  the  authority 
contained  in  43  CFR  2091 .3—1  (e)  and  43 
CFR  2804.25(e),  subject  to  valid  existing 
rights,  the  public  lands  within  the 
Stateline  application  area  from  the 
operation  of  the  public  land  laws 
including  the  Mining  Law,  but  not  the 
Mineral  Leasing  or  the  Material  Sales 
Acts,  for  a period  of  2 years  from  the 
date  of  publication  of  this  notice.  The 
public  lands  contained  within  this 
segregation  total  approximately  2,000 
acres  and  are  described  as  follows: 


San  Bernardino  Meridian, 

Township  16  North,  Range  14  East, 

Sec.  1,  lots  1 and  2,  WV2  SWV4; 

Sec.  2,  lots  1 and  2,  SEVi; 

Sec.  3,  lot  1; 

Sec.  11,  NE'/r  NEV4  , NWV4  NEVi; 

Sec.  12,  NW1/.  NWV4. 

Township  17  North,  Range  14  East, 

Sec.  13,  WV2  , SE’A; 

Sec.  14,  All; 

Sec.  15,  All; 

Sec.  22,  All  excluding  the  solar  ROW 
GAGA  48668; 

Sec.  23,  All; 

Sec.  24,  NVz,  SWV4,  NWV4  NEV4  SEV4,  WV2 
SEW 

Sec.  25,  All; 

Sec.  26,  All: 

Sec.  34,  SEV4  SEV4; 

Sec.  35,  All. 

The  BLM  has  determined  that  this 
segregation  is  necessary  to  ensure  the 
orderly  administration  of  the  public 
lands  by  maintaining  the  status  quo 
while  it  processes  the  First  Solar’s  ROW 
authorization  request  for  the  above 
described  lands. 

The  segregation  period  will  terminate 
and  the  lands  will  automatically  reopen 
to  appropriation  under  the  public  land 
laws,  including  the  Mining  Law,  if  one 
of  the  following  events  occurs:  (1)  The 
BLM  issues  a decision  granting,  granting 
with  modifications,  or  denying  First 
Solar’s  ROW  authorization  request;  (2) 
Publication  of  a Federal  Register  notice 
of  termination  of  this  segregation;  or  (3) 
No  further  administrative  action  occurs 
at  the  end  of  this  segregation.  Any 
segregation  made  under  this  authority  is 
effective  only  for  a period  of  up  to  2 
years. 

Before  including  your  address,  phone 
number,  e-mail  address,  or  other 
personal  identifying  information  in  your 
comment,  you  should  be  aware  that 
your  entire  comment — including  your 
personal  identifying  information — may 
be  made  publicly  available  at  any  time. 
While  you  can  ask  us  in  your  comment 
to  withhold  your  personal  identifying 
information  from  public  review,  we 
cannot  guarantee  that  we  will  be  able  to 
do  so. 

Authority:  40  CFR  1501.7,  43  CFR  1610.2, 
2091.3— 1(e),  ana  2804.25(e) 

Thomas  Pogacnik, 

Deputy  State  Director.  Natural  Resources. 

[FR  Doc.  2011-19781  Filed  8-3-11;  8:45  am] 
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Release  Date:  08/04/11 
Contacts:  David  Briery  , (951)  697-5220  or 
Stephen  Razo,  (951)  697-5217 

BLM  Initiates  Environmental  Review  for  Proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  in  San  Bernardino 

County 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  is  seeking  public  comment  on  a proposed  300-megawatt  solar  energy  project  near  the  California-Nevada  border  in  San 
Bernardino  County. 

The  BLM  today  published  a notice  of  intent  (NOI)  to  review  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  in  San  Bernardino  County.  The  NOI 
also  includes  the  possibility  of  amending  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  (CDCA)  Plan  based  on  the  suitability  of  the  site  for  solar  development,  as  well  as 
possibly  amending  both  the  CDCA  Plan  and  the  Las  Vegas  Resource  Management  Plan  for  potential  cumulative  effects  from  this  project  and  other  projects  in  the 
larger  Ivanpah  Valley  watershed  in  California  and  Nevada. 

First  Solar  Development,  Inc.  applied  to  the  BLM  for  a right-of-way  on  public  lands  to  construct  the  photovoltaic  solar  energy  generation  power  plant  facility  about 
two  miles  south  of  the  Nevada-California  border  on  approximately  2,000  acres  of  public  lands. 

The  BLM  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  possible  Draft  Plan  Amendments  will  analyze  the  site-specific  impacts  of  the  proposed  project.  The  analysis  will 
include  impacts  on  special-status  species,  cultural  resources,  route  designation,  social  and  economic  impacts,  traffic,  water,  and  visual  resources. 

Publication  of  the  NOI  initiates  a public  scoping  period  of  30  days,  ending  Sept.  6,  2011.  During  the  scoping  period,  the  BLM  will  solicit  public  comment  on 
planning  issues,  concerns,  potential  impacts,  alternatives,  and  mitigation  measures  that  should  be  considered  in  the  analysis  of  the  proposed  action. 

A public  scoping  meeting  will  be  announced  at  least  15  days  prior  to  its  occurrence.  In  order  for  comments  to  be  fully  considered  in  the  Draft  EIS,  all  comments 
must  be  received  prior  to  the  close  of  the  scoping  period  or  15  days  after  the  last  public  meeting,  whichever  is  later.  The  BLM  will  use  the  public  scoping 
comments  to  prepare  the  draft  environmental  documents  and  plan  amendment.  There  will  be  additional  opportunities  for  public  participation  upon  publication  of 
the  Draft  EIS. 

Further  details  on  the  proposed  solar  energy  project  can  be  found  at  the  following  website:  http://blm.gov/lsjd.  For  information,  contact  Jeff  Childers  at  (951) 
697-5308,  ore-mail:  jchilders@blrn.gov. 
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Public  Meeting  Announced  for  Proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  in  San  Bernardino  County 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  announced  today  a public  scoping  meeting  as  part  of  the  environmental  review  process  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm 
energy  project  near  the  California-Nevada  border  in  San  Bernardino  County,  Calif.  The  meeting  will  be  held  from  6 - 9 p.m.,  Wednesday,  Aug.  31,  2011,  at  the 
Primm  Valley  Golf  Club,  1 Yates  Well  Road,  Nipton,  CA  92364. 


Last  week,  the  BLM  published  a notice  of  intent  (NOI)  to  review  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  300-megawatt  project.  The  NOI  also  includes  the 
possibility  of  amending  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  (CDCA)  Plan  based  on  the  suitability  of  the  site  for  solar  development,  as  well  as  possibly 
amending  both  the  CDCA  Plan  and  the  Las  Vegas  Resource  Management  Plan  for  potential  cumulative  effects  from  this  project  and  other  projects  in  the  larger 
Ivanpah  Valley  watershed  in  California  and  Nevada. 

First  Solar  Development,  Inc.  applied  to  the  BLM  for  a right-of-way  on  public  lands  to  construct  the  photovoltaic  solar  power  plant  facility  about  two  miles  south 
of  the  Nevada-California  border  on  approximately  2,000  acres  of  public  lands. 

The  BLM  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  possible  Draft  Plan  Amendments  will  analyze  the  site-specific  impacts  of  the  proposed  project.  The  analysis  will 
include  impacts  on  special-status  species,  cultural  resources,  route  designation,  social  and  economic  impacts,  traffic,  water,  and  visual  resources. 

Publication  of  the  NOI  initiated  a public  scoping  period  of  30  days,  ending  Sept.  15,  2011.  During  the  scoping  period,  the  BLM  is  soliciting  public  comment  on 
planning  issues,  concerns,  potential  impacts,  alternatives,  and  mitigation  measures  that  should  be  considered  in  the  analysis  of  the  proposed  action. 

In  order  for  comments  to  be  fully  considered  in  the  Draft  EIS,  all  comments  must  be  received  prior  to  the  close  of  the  scoping  period.  The  BLM  will  use  the  public 
scoping  comments  to  prepare  the  draft  environmental  documents  and  plan  amendment.  There  will  be  additional  opportunities  for  public  participation  upon 
publication  of  the  Draft  EIS. 

Further  details  on  the  proposed  solar  energy  project  can  be  found  at  the  following  website:  http://blm.gov/lsjd.  For  information,  contact  Jeff  Childers  at  (951) 
697-5308,  ore-mail:  jchilders@blm.gov. 
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County  of  San  Bernardino 

NOTICE  OF  PREPARATION 


Date  August  20,  2011 

From:  San  Bernardino  County  Land  Use  Services  Department,  Planning  Division, 

385  N.  Arrowhead  Avenue,  First  Floor,  San  Bernardino,  CA  92415-0182 

To:  Interested  Agencies,  Organizations  and  Individuals 

Subject:  Notice  of  Preparation  of  a Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  a Draft 

Environmental  Impact  Report 


Project  Title:  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 


An  environmental  review  of  the  proposed  project  must  be  conducted  under  both  the 
California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  and  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act  (NEPA).  Implementation  of  the  project  will  require  discretionary  approvals  from 
federal,  state,  and  local  agencies,  and  therefore,  this  project  is  subject  to  the 
environmental  review  requirements  of  both  NEPA  and  CEQA.  As  Lead  Agency  for 
CEQA,  the  County  of  San  Bernardino  (County)  issues  this  Notice  of  Preparation  for 
the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  (Project). 

To  ensure  coordination  between  the  NEPA  and  CEQA  processes,  and  to  avoid 
duplication  of  effort,  the  lead  agencies  will  prepare  a joint  EIR/EIS  as  recommended 
by  40  CFR  1506.2  and  CEQA  Guidelines  15222.  The  U.S.  Department  of  the 
Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  will  be  the  NEPA  Lead  Agency  and  the 
County  will  be  the  CEQA  Lead  Agency,  for  preparation  of  the  EIS/EIR.  As  the 
federal  lead  agency,  the  BLM  issued  a separate  Notice  of  Intent  (NOI)  for  the 
proposed  Project.  The  BLM  and  the  County  will  evaluate  whether  potentially 
significant  environmental  effects  will  result  from  the  Project.  The  EIS/EIR  will  assess 
the  effects  of  the  proposed  Project  on  the  environment,  identify  potentially  significant 
impacts,  identify  feasible  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  or  eliminate  potentially 
significant  environmental  impacts,  and  discuss  potentially  feasible  alternatives  to  the 
proposed  Project  that  may  accomplish  basic  project  objectives,  while  reducing  or 
eliminating  any  potential  significant  project  impacts. 

This  Notice  of  Preparation  provides  a description  of  the  proposed  Project  and  solicits 
comments  on  the  scope  and  content  of  the  environmental  document  to  be  prepared 
to  analyze  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  Project.  Comments  are 
solicited  from  responsible  agencies,  trustee  agencies,  federal,  state  and  local 
agencies  and  the  general  public.  Comments  received  in  response  to  this  Notice  of 
Preparation  will  be  reviewed  and  considered  by  the  lead  agencies  in  determining  the 
scope  of  the  EIS/EIR.  Due  to  time  limits,  as  defined  by  CEQA,  your  response 
should  be  sent  at  the  earliest  possible  date,  but  no  later  than  thirty  (30)  days  after 
publication  of  this  Notice  of  Preparation.  We  need  to  know  the  views  of  your  agency 
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as  to  the  scope  and  content  of  the  environmental  information  that  is  pertinent  to  your 
agency’s  statutory  responsibilities  in  connection  with  the  proposed  Project. 

Please  include  the  name,  phone  number,  and  address  of  the  contact  person  in  your 
comment  letter.  Comments  and  questions  may  be  directed  to; 

Doug  Feremenga,  Planner 

County  of  San  Bernardino  Land  Use  Services  Department 

Planning  Division 

385  North  Arrowhead  Avenue,  First  Floor 
San  Bernardino,  CA  92415-0182. 

Telephone  (909)  387-0240 
E-mail:  dferemenqa@lusd.sbcountv.gov 


Project  description 

Desert  Stateline,  LLC,  (Applicant)  a wholly  owned  subsidiary  of  First  Solar 
Development,  Inc.  (First  Solar)  proposes  to  construct  and  operate  a 300-megawatt 
alternating  current  (MWac)  solar  photovoltaic  (PV)  energy  generating  project  known 
as  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  (Project).  The  Project  will  include  PV  modules,  an  on- 
site substation,  a 2.3-mile  220  kV  gen-tie  line,  fencing,  lighting,  a maintenance 
facility,  guard  shack,  and  access  roads.  The  PV  modules  will  be  thin  film  CdTe 
arranged  in  rectangular  arrays  and  will  be  in  a fixed  position  with  a maximum  height 
of  approximately  6-feet.  The  Project  will  ultimately  connect  to  the  Southern 
California  Edison  regional  transmission  grid.  In  addition,  the  Project  will  require 
approximately  1,900  acre-feet  of  water  for  construction  over  a 2-to-4  year 
construction  period.  During  operation  of  the  proposed  Project  minimal  water  will  be 
required  to  wash  the  PV  modules. 


Environmental  Setting 

The  PV  generating  facility  (Solar  Farm),  the  corridor  for  the  Project’s  220-kilovolt 
(kV)  generation  interconnection  (gen-tie)  transmission  line,  and  the  access  road  will 
be  located  on  Federal  lands  managed  by  the  U S.  Department  of  Interior,  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  (BLM),  Needles  Field  Office.  The  Solar  Farm  site  is 
approximately  2 miles  south  of  the  California-Nevada  border  and  0.5  mile  west  of 
Interstate  15  (1-1 5)  in  eastern  San  Bernardino  County  (Refer  to  Figure  1 Regional 
Location  Map). 

The  Project  study  area  is  largely  vacant,  undeveloped,  and  relatively  flat  land  in  the 
Ivanpah  Valley,  along  the  western  flank  of  the  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  in  the  Mojave 
Desert  in  eastern  San  Bernardino  County,  California.  The  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club  is 
adjacent  to  the  southeast  corner  of  the  Project  study  area.  The  Golf  Club  is 
accessed  via  the  Yates  Well  Road  exit  from  Interstate-15,  which  is  also  the  southern 
access  for  the  Project  study  area.  There  are  no  known  residences  within  0.5  mi  of 
the  boundary  of  the  Project  study  area. 
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There  is  a major  natural  gas  power  plant  approximately  1.5  mi  east  of  Primm,  NV. 
The  Union  Pacific  railroad  tracks  are  approximately  1 .25  to  1 .5  mi  east  of  the  Project 
site.  The  Project  study  area  is  crossed  by  two  major  power  transmission  corridors, 
one  along  the  northern  border,  and  the  other  crossing  the  southeast  portion  of  the 
Project  study  area.  The  Project  study  area  is  also  crossed  by  a major  gas  pipeline 
parallel  to  and  just  south  of  the  northern  power  line  corridor.  Other  existing  uses 
crossing  or  within  the  Project  study  area  and/or  the  Project  site  include  transmission 
corridors,  improved  and  unimproved  roads,  wells,  and  locatable  mineral  sites. 


Project  Activity 

Two  Project  site  plans  - Proposed  Project  (Alternative  B)  and  Alternative  B1  are 
currently  being  considered  (Refer  to  Figures  2,  2B  and  2C).  Both  alternatives, 
where  electricity  will  be  generated,  encompass  between  1,900  (Alternative  B1)  and 
2,150  ac  (Alternative  B)  and  will  consist  of  the  following  components: 

. Main  generation  area,  which  includes  the  PV  arrays,  combining  switchgear, 
overhead  lines,  and  access  corridors; 

• Monitoring  and  maintenance  facility’ 

» On-site  substation  site  security  and  fencing;  and 

• Access  roads 

The  Project  will  use  First  Solar’s  thin  film  CdTe  PV  modules  arranged  in  rectangular 
arrays  and  in  a fixed  position,  with  a maximum  height  of  approximately  6-feet.  The 
voltage  of  the  electricity  generated  on  site  will  be  stepped  up  to  220  kilovolts  (kV), 
the  voltage  of  the  gen-tie  line,  at  the  on-site  substation.  The  220  kV  gen-tie  line  will 
transmit  the  electricity  generated  at  the  Project  to  the  regional  transmission  system. 
The  gen-tie  line  will  exit  the  southwestern  part  of  the  Project  site  and  follow  a 150- 
foot  wide  transmission  right-of-way  to  the  Ivanpah  Substation,  approximately  2.3 
miles  south  of  the  Project  site.  The  gen-tie  line  will  be  mounted  on  either  single  or 
double  circuit,  galvanized  or  painted,  lattice  steel  tower  (LST)  or  tubular  steel  pole 
(TSP)  structures.  The  transmission  of  the  stepped-up  220  kV  power  produced  by 
the  Project  will  use  overhead  construction.  Under  this  method  of  construction,  the 
transmission  conductor  will  be  strung  overhead  on  the  supporting  transmission 
structures.  The  heights  of  these  structures  will  vary  widely,  depending  on  the 
electrical  clearances  required  but  will  be  less  than  200  feet  tail  in  all  cases. 
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Project  Construction 

Construction  of  the  Project  will  not  begin  until  after  all  applicable  approvals  and 
permits  have  been  obtained.  The  Applicant  estimates  that  it  will  take  approximately 
2-4  years  from  initial  construction  mobilization  to  completion  of  construction. 
Construction  of  the  Project  will  occur  in  two  basic  phases:  (i)  construction 
mobilization  and  (ii)  construction  and  installation  of  the  solar  modules,  electrical 
components,  and  gen-tie  line.  Construction  mobilization  includes  preconstruction 
surveys;  mobilization  of  personnel  and  equipment  (including  construction  of  access 
roads,  and  installation  of  trailers,  laydown,  and  materials  storage  areas);  and  site 
preparation.  After  construction  mobilization,  construction  of  the  PV  arrays  and  gen- 
tie  line  will  begin.  Construction  of  the  PV  arrays  is  expected  to  take  place  at  a pace 
of  approximately  one  (1  )-MW  per  day  after  an  initial  ramp  up  period. 


Project  Operation  and  Maintenance 

The  Project  will  be  in  operation  for  approximately  30  years.  The  Project  is  designed 
to  have  essentially  no  moving  parts,  no  thermal  cycle,  and  no  water  use  for 
electricity  generation.  As  a result,  the  Project  will  require  only  limited  maintenance 
throughout  its  lifetime.  Project  maintenance  activities  will  generally  include  all- 
weather  road  maintenance;  vegetation  restoration  and  management;  scheduled 
maintenance  of  inverters,  transformers,  and  other  electrical  equipment;  and 
occasional  replacement  of  faulty  modules  or  other  site  electrical  equipment.  The  all- 
weather  access  roads  will  be  regularly  inspected,  and  any  degradation  due  to 
weather  or  wear  and  tear  will  be  repaired.  The  Applicant  will  apply  a dust  palliative 
on  dirt  access  roads,  as  needed,  approximately  once  every  2-5  years. 

The  workforce  for  operations  and  maintenance  and  security  purposes  is  estimated  to 
be  7 to  10  full-time  workers.  Typical  work  schedules  are  expected  to  be  during 
daylight  hours  only,  with  the  exception  of  some  limited  maintenance  work,  required 
after  dark  when  PV  modules  are  not  live,  and  24-hour  on-site  security.  Only  limited 
deliveries  will  be  necessary  for  replacement  PV  modules  and  equipment  during 
Project  operation.  Daily  traffic  at  the  Project  site  during  operations  is  expected  to  be 
approximately  20-30  daily  round  trips  (total  for  employees  and  deliveries). 


Government  Agency  Reviews  and  Permits 

The  BLM  will  be  the  lead  Federal  agency  for  approving  the  Project  and  will  issue  a 
Right  of  Way  (ROW)  grant  authorizing  the  Project's  construction,  operation,  and  use 
of  Federal  lands.  The  decision  regarding  the  issuance  of  the  ROW  grant  will  be 
based  in  part  on  an  evaluation  of  the  Project’s  potential  environmental  effects 
through  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  review  process  and  the 
requirements  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA)  and  the 
California  Desert  Conservation  Area  (CDCA)  Plan.  This  project  will  require  an 
amendment  to  the  CDCA  Plan.  As  noted  above,  the  NEPA  process  will  involve  the 
preparation  of  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  that  will  detail  the  Project’s 
expected  environmental  impacts  and  mitigation  measures  to  avoid  or  minimize 
identified  impacts.  BLM  will  prepare  an  EIS  to  comply  with  NEPA.  BLM  will  issue  the 
necessary  ROW  grant  through  its  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  following  completion  of 
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the  Final  EIS.  The  CDCA  Plan  Amendment  required  for  the  Project  will  also  be 
addressed  through  the  FLPMA  and  NEPA  process. 

The  Applicant  has  submitted  three  well  construction  permits  to  the  County.  The  well 
permit  is  a discretionary  action,  warranting  CEQA  review,  As  noted  above,  the 
CEQA  process  will  involve  the  preparation  of  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR) 
that  will  detail  the  proposed  Project’s  expected  environmental  impacts  and  mitigation 
measures  to  avoid  or  minimize  identified  impacts.  The  County  will  coordinate  with 
the  BLM  in  preparing  a joint  EIS/EIR,  in  order  to  comply  with  CEQA. 

The  Applicant  is  currently  in  the  process  of  working  with  other  applicable  Federal, 
State,  and  local  permitting  agencies.  These  include  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  (USFWS),  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (USAGE),  the  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer  (SHPO),  California  State  Water  Resources  Control  Board 
(SWRCB),  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  (RWQCB),  Mojave  Desert  Air 
Quality  Management  District,  and  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
(CDFG),  the  County  of  San  Bernardino  and  other  agencies  with  jurisdiction  over  the 
Project  in  conjunction  with  the  BLM's  ROW  grant  approval  process. 


Potential  Environmental  Impacts 

The  lead  agencies  have  determined  that  this  project  could  result  in  significant 
environmental  impacts  and/or  have  a significant  impact  on  the  quality  of  the  human 
environment.  As  such,  preparation  of  a joint  EIS/EIR  is  appropriate.  Accordingly, 
the  Lead  Agencies  did  not  prepare  an  Environmental  Assessment  or  Initial  Study  for 
the  project.  However,  the  lead  agencies  have  identified  the  following  environmental 
considerations  as  potential  significant  effects  of  the  project: 


Aesthetics/Visual 
Air  Quality 

Biological  Resources 

Cultural  Resources 

Geology  and  Soils 

Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions 

Grazing/Wild  Burros 

Hazards  and  Hazardous 
Materials 

Hydrology  and  Water  Quality 
Land  Use  and  Planning 


• Noise/Vibration 

• Population  and  Housing 

• Public  Health/Safety 

• Public  Services 

• Recreation 

• Social  Economics/Environmental  Justice 

• Special  Designations 

• T ransportation/T  raffic 

• Utilities  and  Service  Systems 
» Wilderness  and  Recreation 

• Mandatory  Findings  of  Significance 


Scoping  Meetings 

The  BLM  and  the  County  will  host  a scoping  meeting  to  provide  the  opportunity  for  the 
public  to  learn  about  the  project  and  to  share  any  concerns  or  comments  they  may  have 
about  the  project.  Additionally,  the  public  may  submit  information  and  identify  issues  to 
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be  addressed  during  the  EIS/EIR  process.  The  scoping  meeting  is  scheduled  for 
Wednesday,  August  31 , 201 1 from  6:00  p.m.  to  9:00  p.m.  at  the  following  location: 


The  meeting  is  an  open  house  format  to  allow  the  public  to  visit  with  County  and  BLM 
representatives. 

Comments  Due  Date 

Due  to  the  time  limit  of  30  days  mandated  by  State  law,  your  comments  must  be  sent  at 
the  earliest  possible  date  but  not  later  than  September  23,  2011. 


Primm  Valley  Golf  Club 
1 Yates  Well  Road, 
Nipton,  California,  92364 
(702)  679-5509 


Doug  Feremenga ."Planner 
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COUN  f "Y  OF  SAN  BERNARDINO 

LAND  USE  SERVICES  DEPARTMENT 

NOTICE  OF  PREPARATION 


FROM:  San  Bernardino  County/  Land  Use  Services  Department/  Planning  Division, 

385  N.  Arrowhead  Avenue,  First  Floor,  San  Bernardino,  CA  92415-0182 

TO:  Interested  Agencies,  Organizations  and  Individuals 

SUBJECT:  Notice  of  Preparation  of  a Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  a 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 

The  County  of  San  Bernardino  will  act  as  the  Lead  Agency  for  compliance  with  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  in  cooperation  with  the  federal  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  will  prepare  a joint  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  Environmental 
Impact  Report  (EiS/EIR)  for  the  project  identified  below.  We  need  to  know  the  views  of  your 
agency  as  to  the  scope  and  content  of  the  environmental  information  that  is  germane  to  your 
agency's  statutory  responsibilities  in  connection  with  the  proposed  project.  Your  agency  will 
need  to  use  the  EIS/EIR  prepared  by  our  agency  when  considering  your  permit  or  other 
approval  for  the  project. 

The  project  description,  location,  and  the  probable  environmental  effects  are  contained  in  the 
attached  materials.  An  Initial  Study  has  not  been  included  as  it  is  obvious  that  a project  of  this 
scope  and  magnitude  would  require  an  EIR.  The  attached  analysis  is  based  on  the  numerous 
preliminary  studies  that  have  been  prepared  for  the  project. 

Due  to  the  time  limits  mandated  by  State  law,  your  response  must  be  sent  at  the  earliest 
possible  date  but  not  later  than  September  23,  2011. 

Please  send  your  response  to  Mr.  Doug  Feremenga  at  the  address  shown  above.  We  will  need 
the  name  for  a contact  person  in  your  agency. 

Project  Title:  Stateline  Solar  Farm 

Project  Applicant:  Desert  Stateline,  LLC 

Project  Description:  The  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  (Project),  located  in  the 

unincorporated  Ivanpah  Valley  area  of  San  Bernardino  County,  is  a 300-megawatt  alternating 
current  (MWac)  solar  photovoltaic  (PV)  energy  generating  facility  that  includes  an  on-site 
substation,  a 220  kV  gen-tie  line,  and  an  access  road,  all  entirely  on  approximately  2,200  acres 
of  public  lands  managed  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM).  The  Project  would 
connect  to  the  Southern  California  Edison  (SCE)  regional  transmission  grid. 

County  Contact  Person:  Mr.  Doug  Feremenga,  Planner,  Planning  Division 
Telephone:  (909)  387-  0240 


Signature: 
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Date:  August  20,  201 1 
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Written  Comment  Sheet 

First  Solar  Proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm 

Joint  EIS/EIR 


We  want  your  comments!  If  you  have  any  issues,  concerns,  or  questions  that  you  would  like  addressed  in  the  First  Solar 
Stateline  Proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Joint  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)/Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR), 
please  complete  and  submit  this  comment  sheet  at  the  scoping  meeting  to  ensure  your  input  is  considered.  You  can  also 
drop  the  comment  sheet  in  the  mail  to  the  address  on  the  reverse  side  of  this  sheet.  Fold  the  comment  sheet  on  the  lines 
with  the  return  address  showing,  tape  it  closed,  affix  a stamp,  and  mail.  You  may  attach  additional  pages.  Please  submit 
your  comments  by  September  23,  2011.  You  may  also  submit  comments  by  e-mail  to  statelinesolar@blm.qov. 

For  your  comments  to  be  the  most  effective,  the  BLM  and  San  Bernardino  County  suggest  the  following  guidelines: 

• Keep  your  comments  focused  on  the  proposed  project; 

• Submit  your  comments  on  potential  impacts  and  ideas  for  project  alternatives;  and 

• Submit  your  comments  within  the  timeframes  announced.  This  helps  the  agencies  include  all  concerns  in  the 
Draft  EIS/EIR  document. 

If  you  have  no  comments  or  questions,  but  would  like  to  be  on  our  mailing  list  and  receive  a copy  of  the  Draft  EIS/EIR, 
please  complete  the  contact  information  below. 


Please  provide  your  contact  information.  If  you  would  like  to  receive  copies  of  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  please  fill  in  the 
box  on  the  reverse  side  and  submit  this  form. 

Before  including  your  address , phone  number,  e-mail  address  or  any  other  personally  identifying  information  in  your  comment, 
you  should  be  aware  that  your  entire  comment  - including  personal  identifying  information  - may  be  made  publicly  available  at 
any  time.  While  you  may  ask  us  in  your  comment  to  withhold  your  personal  identifying  information  from  public  review,  we  cannot 
guarantee  that  we  will  be  able  to  do  so. 

Name: Title: 

Organization: 

Mailing  address: 

City,  State,  Zipcode: 

E-mail: Phone: 


Thank  you  for  your  interest  and  participation! 


Fold  2 


Affix 

Stamp 


First  Solar  Proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553-9046 


Fold  1 

First  Solar  Proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  mailing  list 

To  have  your  name  added  or  removed  from  our  mailing  list  for  this  project,  please  check  the  appropriate 
box.  Be  sure  to  fill  out  the  contact  information  on  the  reverse  side.  If  you  do  not  ask  us  to  remove  your 
name  from  our  mailing  list,  we  will  send  you  future  EIS/EIR-related  announcements. 

□ Yes,  add  my  name  to  the  mailing  list  to  □ No,  please  remove  my  name  from  your 

receive  future  information  mailing  list 

Sign  up  to  receive  the  Draft  EIS/EIR 

To  receive  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  check  the  appropriate  box. 

□ Send  me  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  in  the  following  format: 

□ CD-rom  □ Executive  Summary  only  (about  50  pages) 

Printed  copies  of  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  (about  500  pages)  will  be  available  at  your  local  library  or  on  BLM’s 
Web  site  at  http://www.blm.gov/ca/st/en/fo/cdd.html. 


The  proposed  project  area  includes  the  following  features 

and  resources. 

(This  list  is  not  meant  to  be  all-inclusive,  but  rather  to  serve  as  a starting  point  for  public  input) 


■ ■ 


■ Project  site  currently  undeveloped,  but  in  close  proximity 
to: 

- Interstate  15 

- Development  in  Primm 

- Primm  Golf  Course 

- Other  solar  facilities 

- Ivanpah  playa 

-Clark  Mountain  and  Mojave  National  Preserve 

Project  site  includes  wildlife  (desert  tortoise)  and  desert 
vegetation 

Project  site  sits  on  alluvial  fan  draining  the  Clark  Mountain 
area  from  the  west  towards  Ivanpah  Playa  to  the  east. 
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concerns? 
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The  following  potential  issues  and  concerns  have  been 
identified  to-date. 


(This  list  is  not  meant  to  he  all-inclusive,  but  rather  to  serve  as  a 


starting  point  for  public  input) I 

I 

I 


rmmmrnsm 


Impacts  to  desert  tortoise  and  other  wildlife,  and  their  habitats 
n Effects  upon  native  vegetation 


■ Impacts  to  groundwater  resources 


a Visual  impacts  and  conformance  with  existing  Visual 
Resource  Management  classes 

a Potential  impacts  from  emissions  and  dust  resulting  from 
construction  activities 

1 Potential  conflicts  between  development  activities  and 
recreational  activities 

■ Social  and  economic  impacts  to  local  communities 

■ Reclamation  of  disturbed  land  and  control  of  non-native  plants 


a Impacts  of  increased  traffic  and  associated  effects  upon 
county,  state,  and  BLM  roads  and  highways 


1 Cumulative  effects  of  the  solar  development  activities  when 
combined  with  other  ongoing  and  proposed  developments  on 
lands  in  Ivanpah  Valley 
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concerns? 
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The  scoping  meeting  will  take  the  following  format 


i 6:00  to  6:30  PM  - Arrivals,  Introductions,  Refreshments 

) 6:30  to  7:00  PM  - Presentations 

- BLM,  County,  and  First  Solar  presentations  describing  the 
project,  and  the  NEPA  and  CEQA  processes 


7:00  to  9:00  PM  - Open  House 
Opportunity  to: 

- Meet  BLM,  County,  and  First  Solar  staff 

- Ask  general  questions  about  the  process  and  technical 
issues 

- Submit  written  comments,  and/or  obtain  information  on 
additional  ways  you  can  participate  in  the  process 

Closing  Date  for  Public 

First  solar  Scoping  Comments  is 

Proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  September  23,  2011 


August  2011 
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FEDERAL  AGENCIES 

Air  Quality 

Reference  made  to  the  CEQA  significance  thresholds  can  be  found  in  the  "MDAQMD  CEQA  and 
Federal  Conformity  Guidelines"  at 

http://www.mdaqmd.ca.gov/Modules/showdocument.aspx?documentit=1456. 

The  Mojave  Desert  Air  Quality  Management  District  recommends  the  County  require  that  fugitive 
dust  best  management  practices  (including  but  not  limited  to  applicable  provisions  of  District  Rule 
403.2)  be  implemented  in  the  grading  and  construction  phases  of  the  project. 

A Construction  Emissions  Mitigation  Plan  should  be  included  in  the  DEIS. 

A description  and  estimate  of  project  air  emissions  from  construction  and  maintenance  activities 
should  be  provided  in  the  DEIS. 

A detailed  discussion  of  ambient  air  conditions,  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards,  criteria 
pollutant  nonattainment  areas,  and  potential  air  quality  impacts  of  the  proposed  projects  (cumulative 
and  indirect  areas)  should  be  provided  in  the  DEIS. 

The  DEIS  should  consider  how  climate  change  could  potentially  influence  the  proposed  project, 
specifically  within  sensitive  areas,  and  assess  how  the  project  impacts  could  be  increased  by  climate 
change. 

The  DEIS  should  identify  the  need  for  a Fugitive  Dust  Control  Plan  to  reduce  PM10  and  PM2.5 
emissions  during  construction  (EPA  recommendations  included). 

The  DEIS  should  quantify  and  disclose  the  anticipated  climate  change  benefits  from  solar  energy. 

The  DEIS  should  specify  the  emission  sources  by  pollutant  from  mobile  sources,  stationary  sources, 
and  ground  disturbance. 

Alternatives 

Alternatives  should  include  reduced  acreage,  reduce  MW  and/or  modified  footprint  alternatives 
should  be  included  in  the  alternatives  analysis. 

The  alternatives  analysis  should  describe  the  approach  for  identifying  sensitive  areas  and  how 
sensitivity  was  designated  (low,  medium,  and  high). 

The  alternatives  analysis  should  discuss  different  types  of  solar  technologies  and  describe  the 
benefits  associated  with  the  proposed  technology. 

The  alternatives  analysis  should  include  options  for  avoiding  significant  impacts. 

The  DEIS  should  describe  the  reasons  for  eliminating  alternatives  not  evaluated  in  detail. 

The  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  recommends  the  County  and  the  BLM  fully  analyze  alternative  sites 
to  reduce  impacts  to  desert  tortoise  connectivity,  translocation  efforts  and  to  void  "take"  to  nesting 
and  foraging  of  golden  eagles. 

The  environmentally  preferred  alternative  should  be  identified  in  the  DEIS  and  should  consider 
downsizing  and/or  relocation  to  other  areas  including  private  lands. 

Aquatic 

The  DEIS  should  include  an  analysis  of  any  adverse  impacts  to  water  quality  and  aquatic  habitats. 

Cumulative 

The  EIS/EIR  should  include  a discussion  of  cumulative  effects  of  the  development  of  renewable 
energy  resources  on  the  desert  tortoise,  golden  eagle,  migratory  birds  in  terms  of  both  the  Ivanpah 
Valley  and  the  Mojave  Desert. 

The  Stateline  Solar  Farm  could  have  a cumulative  impact  to  desert  tortoise  connectivity,  which  could 
lead  to  population-level  effects  with  the  other  proposed  and  approved  developments 

All  reasonably  foreseeable  direct,  indirect , and  cumulative  impacts  to  water  resources  should  be 
described  in  the  EIS. 

A regional  cumulative  impacts  analysis  on  avian  and  bat  populations  should  be  included  in  the  DEIS. 

A thorough  cumulative  impact  assessment  to  aquatic  and  biological  resources,  including  the  desert 
tortoise  should  be  conducted  in  context  of  the  energy  developments  occurring  and  proposed  in  the 
Ivanpah  Valley. 

Cumulative  impacts  to  desert  washes  and  ecosystems  should  be  addressed  in  the  DEIS. 

EPA  recommends  preparing  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis  using  the  principles  and  8-step  process 
in  their  guidance  document. 

The  cumulative  effects  analysis  should  be  conducted  on  a regional  basis  in  the  larger  Ivanpah  Valley 
(California  and  Nevada). 
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Cumulative  (Continued) 

The  cumulative  impacts  analysis  should  discuss  the  adequacy  of  the  current  and  future  transmission 
line  capacity  for  all  the  regional  energy  projects  and  discuss  whether  the  capacity  can  accommodate 
the  proposed  projects  in  the  area. 

The  DEIS  should  consider  the  cumulative  impacts  to  water  supply,  endangered  species,  and  habitat 
associated  with  multiple  renewable  energy  and  other  development  projects  proposed  in  the  Ivanpah 
Valley. 

The  EIS/EIR  should  include  a discussion  of  cumulative  effects  of  the  development  of  renewable 
energy  resources  on  the  desert  tortoise,  golden  eagle,  migratory  birds  in  terms  of  both  the  Ivanpah 
Valley  and  the  Mojave  Desert. 

The  DEIS  should  describe  the  reasonably  foreseeable  future  land  use  and  associated  impacts  that 
will  result  from  the  additional  power  supply. 

All  reasonably  foreseeable  direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative  impacts  to  water  resources  should  be 
described  in  the  EIS. 

Opinion 

The  Mojave  Desert  Air  Quality  Management  District  supports  the  development  of  renewable  energy 
sources  because  this  project  is  expected  to  produce  cumulative  and  regional  environmental  benefits. 

Cultural  Resources 

Coordination  with  Tribes  and  the  SHPO/THPO,  identification  of  NRHP  eligible  sites,  and 
development  of  a Cultural  Resource  Management  Plan  should  be  included  in  the  DEIS. 

The  DEIS  should  address  the  existence  of  Indian  sacred  sites  in  the  project  area,  address  EO  13007, 
and  discuss  how  the  BLM  will  avoid  affecting  the  physical  integrity,  accessibility,  or  use  of  sacred 
sites  if  they  exist. 

The  DEIS  should  describe  the  process  and  outcome  of  government-to-government  consultation 
between  the  BLM  and  tribal  governments,  issued  raised,  and  how  issues  were  addressed. 

Environmental  Justice 

If  there  are  environmental  justice  populations,  the  DEIS  should  address  the  potential  for 
disproportionate  adverse  impacts  to  minority  and  low-income  populations,  and  the  approaches  used 
to  foster  public  participation  by  these  populations. 

The  DEIS  should  include  an  evaluation  of  environmental  justice  populations  within  the  geographic 
scope  of  the  projects. 

Wildlife 

The  EIS/EIR  should  discuss  the  potential  impact  of  common  ravens  to  the  desert  tortoise  and 
describe  measures  to  avoid,  reduce,  and  mitigate  those  impacts. 

If  project  construction  occurs  during  the  breeding  season,  the  EIS/EIR  should  describe  how  the  take 
of  migratory  birds  would  be  avoided. 

In  addition  to  the  USFWS'  desert-wide  plan  to  monitor  and  manage  common  raves,  the  USFWS 
recommends  the  adoption  of  site-specific  measures  and  a monetary  contribution  to  a fund  for 
managing  common  ravens  in  the  desert. 

Concern  about  impacts  to  common  ravens  use  of  solar  panels  for  shade  and  other  projects  facilities 
for  perching,  roosting,  or  nesting  and  the  effects  of  and  increased  number  of  ravens  on  young  desert 
tortoises. 

Impacts  associated  with  increase  shade  in  the  desert  environment  on  vegetation  and/or  species 
should  be  addressed  in  the  DEIS. 

Hazardous  Materials 

Appropriate  mitigation  should  be  evaluated,  including  measures  to  minimize  the  generation  of 
hazardous  waste. 

Applicability  of  state  and  federal  hazardous  waste  requirements  should  be  addressed  in  the  DEIS. 

EPA  recommends  that  the  proponent  strive  to  address  the  full  product  life  cycle  by  sourcing  PV 
components  from  a company  that  1)  minimizes  environmental  impacts  during  raw  material  extraction; 
2)  manufactures  PV  panels  in  a zero  waste  facility;  and  3)  provides  future  PV  disassembly  for 
material  recovery  for  reuse  and  recycling. 

The  DEIS  should  address  potential  direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative  impacts  of  hazardous  waste  from 
construction  and  operation. 

Mitigation 

The  EIS/EIR  should  discuss  the  potential  impact  of  common  ravens  to  the  desert  tortoise  and 
describe  measures  to  avoid,  reduce,  and  mitigate  those  impacts. 

If  project  construction  occurs  during  the  breeding  season,  the  EIS/EIR  should  describe  how  the  take 
of  migratory  birds  would  be  avoided. 
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Mitigation  (Continued) 

A comprehensive  Eagle  Conservation  Plan  should  be  prepared. 

Identify  and  quantify  available  compensatory  lands  in  the  DEIS. 

The  DEIS  should  include  mitigation,  monitoring,  and  reporting  measures  resulting  from  consultation 
with  the  USFWS  and  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game. 

The  DEIS  should  include  an  invasive  plant  management  plan  to  monitor  and  control  noxious  weeds. 

Provisions  to  ensure  habitat  selected  for  compensatory  mitigation  will  be  protected  in  perpetuity 
should  specified  in  the  DEIS. 

The  DEIS  should  describe  measures  to  protect  important  wildlife  habitat  areas  from  potential  adverse 
effects  from  shade  resulting  from  construction  of  the  PV  panels. 

The  DEIS  should  ensure  that  habitat  selected  for  compensatory  mitigation  will  be  protected  in 
perpetuity. 

The  DEIS  should  include  a requirement  for  decommissioning  and  site  restoration  plan  that  includes 
cost  estimates,  timeline,  descriptions  of  structures  to  be  removed,  and  a description  of  restoration 
measures. 

Incorporate  information  on  the  compensatory  mitigation  proposals  for  unavoidable  impacts  to  waters 
of  the  State  and  biological  resources  such  as  the  desert  tortoise  in  the  DEIS. 

The  DEIS  should  discuss  the  availability  of  compensation  land  within  the  watershed  to  replace  desert 
wash  functions  lost  on  the  project  site. 

Incorporate  information  on  the  compensatory  mitigation  proposals  for  unavoidable  impacts  to  waters 
of  the  State  and  biological  resources  such  as  the  desert  tortoise  in  the  DEIS. 

NEPA  Process 

The  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  and  alternatives  should  be  presented  in  comparative 
form. 

The  rationale  to  determine  whether  an  impact  is  significant  or  not  should  be  described. 

Permitting 

The  DEIS  alternatives  should  be  consistent  with  the  alternatives  analysis  required  for  a 404  permit,  if 
a permit  is  required. 

The  EPA  recommends  that  the  applicant  determine  the  need  for  a California  State  Water  Resources 
Control  Board  General  Permit  associated  with  construction  activity  Construction  General  Permit 
Order  2009-0009-DWQ  and  if  needed,  a description  of  the  proposed  stormwater  pollution  control  and 
mitigation  measures  should  be  discussed  in  the  DEIS. 

Recommends  the  BLM  amend  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan  to  prohibit  large-scale 
development  within  the  area  bounded  by  1-15,  the  State  line,  and  Clark  Mountains  to  protect  desert 
tortoise  populations. 

The  project  applicant  should  consult  with  the  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  determine  if  a Section 
404  permit  is  required.  The  DEIS  should  describe  all  Waters  of  the  US. 

Project  Description 

The  DEIS  should  discuss  how  the  proposed  action  would  support  or  conflict  with  the  objectives  of 
federal,  state,  tribal,  or  local  land  use  plans,  policies,  and  controls  in  the  project  area. 

The  EPA  strongly  encourages  siting  energy  projects  on  disturbed,  degraded,  and  contaminated  sites 
before  considered  undisturbed  lands. 

Purpose  and  Need 

The  purpose  and  need  should  discuss  the  proposed  project  in  the  context  of  the  larger  energy  market 
and  how  the  project  will  assist  the  state  (CA)  in  meeting  its  renewable  energy  portfolio  standards  and 
goals. 

Special  Status  Species 

The  EIS/EIR  should  discuss  the  potential  impact  of  common  ravens  to  the  desert  tortoise  and 
describe  measures  to  avoid,  reduce,  and  mitigate  those  impacts. 

Concern  about  impacts  to  common  ravens  use  of  solar  panels  for  shade  and  other  projects  facilities 
for  perching,  roosting,  or  nesting  and  the  effects  of  and  increased  number  of  ravens  on  young  desert 
tortoises. 

The  EIS/EIR  should  discuss  the  potential  impact  of  common  ravens  to  the  desert  tortoise  and 
describe  measures  to  avoid,  reduce,  and  mitigate  those  impacts. 

Long-term  monitoring  should  be  conducted  for  important  feeding,  roosting,  nesting,  or  wintering 
areas  near  the  project  site  for  golden  eagles. 

Measures  to  avoid  a "take"  of  golden  eagles  during  construction  and  operation  of  the  proposed 
project  should  be  described  in  the  EIS/EIR. 
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Special  Status  Species 
(Continued) 

To  fully  assess  potential  impacts  to  the  golden  eagle,  data  collection  on  the  project  site  location  and 
movement  patterns  should  be  conducted. 

Identify  and  quantify  available  compensatory  lands  in  the  DEIS. 

Impacts  to  covered  species  from  fence  construction  around  the  project  site  should  be  considered  in 
the  DEIS. 

The  DEIS  should  include  mitigation,  monitoring,  and  reporting  measures  resulting  from  consultation 
with  the  USFWS  and  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game. 

The  Stateline  Solar  Farm  could  have  a cumulative  impact  to  desert  tortoise  connectivity,  which  could 
lead  to  population-level  effects  with  the  other  proposed  and  approved  developments 

Concerns  about  the  connectivity  of  desert  tortoise  habitat  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  and  the  potential  for 
increased  fragmentation  of  the  population  resulting  from  development  of  the  Stateline  Project. 

The  desert  tortoise  population  west  of  Interstate  15  in  Ivanpah  Valley  is  vulnerable  to  demographic 
and  genetic  effects  associated  with  population  size;  additional  mortality  sources  may  reduce 
population  recruitment  or  create  demographic  imbalances. 

The  Project  would  likely  involve  desert  tortoise  translocation;  the  USFWS  has  concerns  about 
increased  mortality  during  translocation. 

The  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  recommends  that  the  applicant  work  closely  with  the  USFWS  and 
BLM  to  determine  if  an  incidental  take  permit  is  need  under  the  Bald  and  Golden  Eagle  Protection 
Act. 

The  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  recommends  that  the  EIS/EIR  evaluate  potential  impacts  to  golden 
eagles  documented  near  the  proposed  project  area;  concerns  include  species  loss,  degradation,  and 
fragmentation  of  its  habitat. 

With  limited  space  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  for  desert  tortoise  translocation,  there  is  concern  that 
remaining  portions  of  the  valley  during  translocation  would  result  in  population  densities  that  would 
increase  the  spread  of  upper  respiratory  tract  disease,  increase  aggressive  behavior,  and  increase 
predation. 

All  petitioned  and  listed  threatened  and  endangered  species  and  critical  habitat  should  be  identified 
and  quantified  in  the  DEIS. 

If  compensatory  lands  are  acquired,  the  location  and  management  plan  for  these  lands  should  be 
discussed  in  the  DEIS. 

It  is  recommended  that  the  BLM  consult  with  the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  prepare  a 
Biological  Opinion  under  Section  7 of  ESA  for  all  threatened  and  endangered  species,  particularly  the 
desert  tortoise. 

The  DEIS  should  describe  the  extent  of  impact  to  habitat  and  threatened  and  endangered  species 
from  construction,  installation,  and  maintenance  activities. 

The  DEIS  should  discuss  mitigation  ratios  for  tortoise  habitat,  how  they  relate  to  recommendations 
from  other  agencies,  and  how  they  relate  to  other  renewable  energy  projects  in  California  and 
Nevada. 

Vegetation 

Impacts  associated  with  increase  shade  in  the  desert  environment  on  vegetation  and/or  species 
should  be  addressed  in  the  DEIS. 

Complete  clearing  and  grading  should  be  avoided  and  PV  panels  installed  at  height  to  maintain 
natural  vegetation. 

Water  Resources 

Complete  clearing  and  grading  should  be  avoided  and  PV  panels  installed  at  height  to  maintain 
natural  vegetation  and  reduce  impacts  to  drainages. 

A description  of  all  water  conservation  measures  should  be  described  in  the  DEIS. 

A desert  or  ephemeral  wash  avoidance  alternative  should  be  created  because  of  potential  project 
impacts  to  hydrological  functions  and  natural  channels  in  arid  ecosystems. 

A discussion  on  the  feasibility  of  other  water  sources  should  be  included  in  the  DEIS. 

A qualitative  discussion  about  impacts  to  water  supply  and  the  adaptability  of  the  project  to  climate 
change  should  be  included  in  the  DEIS. 

An  analysis  of  different  technologies  that  could  be  used  to  minimize  or  recycle  water  should  be 
included  in  the  DEIS. 
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Water  Resources 
(Continued) 

Availability  of  groundwater  within  the  basin,  annual  recharge  rates,  water  right  permitting  process, 
and  whether  water  rights  have  been  over-allocated  should  be  described  in  the  EIS. 

Existing  natural  drainage  channels  and  natural  features  (earthen  berms)  should  be  utilized. 

If  groundwater  is  used,  the  DEIS  should  identify  the  potentially-affected  groundwater  basin  and  any 
potential  for  subsidence  and  impacts  to  springs  and  other  open  water  bodies. 

If  the  project  is  a zero  discharge  facility,  the  amount  of  process  water  disposed  onsite  should  be 
disclosed. 

Information  on  the  functions  and  locations  of  Waters  of  the  US  should  be  described  in  the  DEIS. 

Natural  washes  with  adequate  natural  buffers  should  be  used  for  flood  control. 

Project  support  structures  should  not  be  placed  in  washes. 

Road  crossings  over  washes  should  be  minimized. 

The  DEIS  should  address  potential  effects  of  project  discharges  to  surface  water  quality. 

A desert  or  ephemeral  wash  avoidance  alternative  should  be  evaluated  in  the  DEIS. 

The  DEIS  should  consider  the  up-and-downstream  reach  and  extent  of  water  and  their  importance  in 
the  area. 

The  DEIS  should  describe  the  original  drainage  patterns  as  well  as  drainage  patterns  during  project 
operations. 

The  estimated  quantity  of  water  the  project  will  require  and  a description  of  the  source  should  be 
included  in  the  DEIS. 

The  DEIS  should  provide  the  most  current  information  on  CWA  Section  303(d)  impaired  waters  in  the 
project  area.  If  there  are  impaired  waters  in  the  project  area,  the  DEIS  should  describe  how  the 
proposed  project  will  coordinate  with  on-going  protection  efforts. 

The  DEIS  should  include  an  analysis  of  any  adverse  impacts  to  water  quality  and  aquatic  habitats. 

The  DEIS  alternatives  should  be  consistent  with  the  alternatives  analysis  required  for  a 404  permit,  if 
a permit  is  required. 
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Air  Quality 

Mitigation  measures  should  be  addressed  to  minimize  fugitive  dust  emissions  and  fugitive 
dust  plumes  during  construction. 

Alternatives 

A range  of  project  alternatives  should  be  analyzed  to  ensure  that  the  full  spectrum  of 
alternatives  to  the  proposed  project  are  fully  considered  and  evaluated. 

Cumulative 

The  EIS/EIR  should  include  a thorough  discussion  of  direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative 
impacts  expected  to  adversely  affect  biological  resources  and  specific  measures  to  reduce 
those  impacts. 

A cumulative  impacts  analysis  should  address  impacts  to  plant  communities  and  wildlife 
habitat  associated  with  past,  present,  and  anticipated  future  projects. 

A new  commercial  vehicle  enforcement  facility  and  agricultural  inspection  facility  are  being 
constructed  at  the  Yates  Wells  Road  Interchange,  so  traffic  associated  with  this 
construction  should  be  considered. 

Cultural  Resources 

Confidentiality  of  historic  properties  of  religious  and  cultural  significance  should  be 
considered  in  the  DEIS. 

NAHC  recommends  an  ongoing  consultation  with  the  Native  American  tribes  with  regular 
meetings  and  informal  involvement. 

Provisions  should  be  made  for  accidentally  discovered  archeological  resources  during 
construction  and  mandate  the  processes  be  followed  in  the  event  of  an  accidental 
discovery  of  human  remains  in  the  project  location. 

Recommends  that  the  lead  agency  consider  the  historic  context  of  proposed  projects  and 
to  research  the  cultural  landscapes  that  might  include  the  "area  of  potential  effect." 

The  NAHC  recommends  avoidance  to  pursuing  a project  that  would  damage  or  destroy 
Native  American  cultural  resources. 

The  NAHC  recommends  early  consultation  with  Native  American  tribes  in  the  project  area 
to  avoid  unanticipated  discoveries  of  cultural  resources  or  burial  sites  once  a project  is 
underway  and  strongly  encourage  that  the  tribes  (list  of  tribes)  be  contacted. 

The  Native  American  Heritage  Commission  Sacred  Lands  File  Search  resulted  in  no 
Native  American  cultural  resources  identified  within  one-half  mile  of  the  "area  of  potential 
effect." 

Wildlife 

The  EIS/EIR  should  include  a thorough  discussion  of  direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative 
impacts  expected  to  adversely  affect  biological  resources  and  specific  measures  to  reduce 
those  impacts. 

The  EIS/EIR  should  discuss  impacts  to  wildlife  associated  with  increased  lighting,  noise, 
and  human  activity  resulting  from  project  development. 

Impacts  to  biological  resources  associated  with  initial  project  construction  as  well  as  long- 
term operation  and  maintenance  should  be  addressed. 

Potential  impacts  to  biological  resources  and  any  reasonably,  foreseeable  physical 
changes  in  the  environment  as  a result  of  the  project  should  be  quantified. 

Project  impacts  should  be  analyzed  relative  to  their  effects  on  off-site  habitats. 

The  EIS/EIR  should  include  biological  survey  methods,  dates,  and  results;  these  surveys 
should  be  conducted  in  advance  of  the  Draft  EIS/EIR. 

The  EIS/EIR  should  present  clear  thresholds  of  significance  for  biological  resources. 

Impacts  to  and  maintenance  of  wildlife  corridor/movement  areas  and  other  key  seasonal 
use  areas  should  be  fully  evaluated  in  the  EIS/EIR. 

Hazardous  Materials 

The  EIR  should  evaluate  whether  conditions  within  the  Project  area  may  pose  a threat  to 
human  health  using  the  following  databases  of  regulatory  agencies:  National  Priorities  List 
(USEPA),  Envirostor  (CA  Department  of  Toxic  Substances),  RCRIS  (USEPA),  CERCLIS 
database  (USEPA),  SWIS  database,  GeoTracker,  local  counties  and  cities'  material  lists 
for  hazardous  substances  cleanup  sites  and  LUSTs,  and  the  USCOE  list  of  Formerly  Used 
Defense  Sites. 

All  closure,  certification,  or  remediation  approval  reports  by  regulatory  agencies  should  be 
included  in  the  EIR. 
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Hazardous  Materials  (Continued) 

An  investigation  should  be  conducted  for  the  presence  of  hazardous  chemicals,  mercury, 
and  asbestos  for  any  demolished  buildings,  structures,  asphalt  or  concrete-paved  surface 
areas.  Lead-based  paints  or  products  should  be  identified  and  proper  precautions  taken 
during  demolition  and  remediated  in  compliance  with  California  environmental  regulations 
and  policies. 

During  project  construction,  if  soil  is  contaminated,  it  must  be  disposed  of  properly.  Soils 
imported  to  backfill  any  areas  excavated  should  be  sampled  to  ensure  the  imported  soil  is 
free  of  contamination. 

EIR  should  identify  how  to  initiate  any  required  investigation  and/or  remediation  for  any 
site  within  the  proposed  Project  area  that  may  be  contaminated  with  the  appropriate 
government  agency  providing  oversight. 

Environmental  investigations,  sampling  and/or  remediation  for  a site  should  be  conducted 
under  a Workplan  approved  and  overseen  by  the  regulatory  agency  with  jurisdiction. 

Findings  of  any  investigations,  including  Phase  1 or  II  ESAs,  should  be  summarized  in  the 
document. 

Human  health  and  the  environment  of  sensitive  receptors  should  be  protected  and  if 
necessary,  a health  risk  assessment  overseen  and  approved  by  the  appropriate  agency. 

If  hazardous  wastes  are  generated  by  the  proposed  project,  the  wastes  must  be  managed 
in  accordance  with  the  California  Hazardous  Waste  Control  Law  and  the  Hazardous 
Waste  Control  Regulations  and  the  facility  should  obtain  a Unites  States  EPA  Identification 
Number.  Certain  hazardous  waste  treatment  processes,  handling,  and  storage  may 
require  authorization  from  the  local  Certified  Unified  Program  Agency. 

If  the  proposed  site  was  previously  used  for  agricultural  and/or  livestock,  onsite  soils  and 
groundwater  should  be  investigated  for  contamination  of  pesticides,  organic  waste,  etc. 
under  the  oversight  and  approval  of  the  appropriate  government  agency. 

The  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control  can  provide  oversight  through  an 
environmental  Oversight  Agreement  (EOA)  for  government  agencies,  if  needed. 

The  EIR  should  evaluate  whether  conditions  within  the  Project  area  may  pose  a threat  to 
human  health  using  the  following  databases  of  regulatory  agencies:  National  Priorities  List 
(USEPA),  Envirostor  (CA  Department  of  Toxic  Substances),  RCRIS  (USEPA),  CERCLIS 
database  (USEPA),  SWIS  database,  GeoTracker,  local  counties  and  cities'  material  lists 
for  hazardous  substances  cleanup  sites  and  LUSTs,  and  the  USCOE  list  of  Formerly  Used 
Defense  Sites. 

Mitigation 

CESA  permitting  process  requirements:  impacts  of  authorized  take  are  minimized  and 
fully  mitigated;  measures  to  minimize  and  fully  mitigate  impacts  of  authorized  take  are 
proportional  to  the  impact  to  the  species;  meets  applicant's  objectives  and  are  capable  of 
successful  implementation;  adequate  funding;  and  issuance  of  permit  does  not  jeopardize 
the  continued  existence  of  a State-listed  species. 

The  CDFG  does  not  support  the  use  of  relocation,  salvage,  and/or  transplantation  as 
mitigation  for  impacts  to  rare,  threatened,  or  endangered  species. 

Caltrans  requests  that  a traffic  study  be  prepared  to  address  specific  project  impacts  to  1- 
15  and  to  identify  the  appropriate  mitigation  measures  consistent  with  the  Caltrans  Guide 
for  the  Preparation  of  Traffic  Impact  Studies. 

Work  schedules  during  construction  should  be  staggered,  truck  deliveries  should  be 
limited  to  off-peak  hours,  and  measures  to  ensure  1-15  operates  at  Level  of  Service  during 
peak  travel  time  should  be  considered. 

Plans  for  restoration  and  revegetation  should  be  prepared  by  experts  in  southern 
California  ecosystems  and  native  plant  revegetation  techniques. 

Revegetation  plans  should  include  a)  mitigation  site  location;  b)  plant  species  to  be  used; 
c)  schematic  showing  mitigation  area;  d)  planting  schedule;  e)  irrigation  methodology;  f) 
measures  to  control  exotic  vegetation;  g)  success  criteria;  h)  detailed  monitoring  program; 
i)  contingency  measures;  and  j)  responsible  party. 
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Mitigation  (Continued) 

Mitigation  measures  to  reduce  or  eliminate  impacts  to  surface  waters  should  be  described 
in  the  EIS/EIR. 

A mitigation  agreement  between  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  and  the  ISEGS  project  should 
be  made  for  repair  the  mainline  road  and  exits  to  pre-construction  condition. 

Areas  reserved  as  mitigation  for  project  impacts  should  be  legally  protected  from  future 
direct  and  indirect  impacts  (e.g.  conservation  easement,  monitoring  and  management 
programs,  etc.). 

Mitigation  measures  for  adverse  project-related  impacts  to  sensitive  plants,  animals,  and 
habitats  should  be  thoroughly  discussed  in  the  EIS/EIR. 

Permitting 

The  EIS/EIR  must  state  whether  the  project  would  result  in  any  amount  of  incidental  take 
of  any  CESA-listed  species  - early  consultation  is  encouraged  and  a CESA  Permit  may  be 
required. 

CESA  permitting  process  requirements:  impacts  of  authorized  take  are  minimized  and 
fully  mitigated;  measures  to  minimize  and  fully  mitigate  impacts  of  authorized  take  are 
proportional  to  the  impact  to  the  species;  meets  applicants  objectives  and  are  capable  of 
successful  implementation;  adequate  funding;  and  issuance  of  permit  does  not  jeopardize 
the  continued  existence  of  a State-listed  species. 

If  more  than  1 acre  of  land  is  disturbed,  the  proposed  project  may  require  a Clean  Water 
Act,  section  402(p)  NPDES  permit  or  an  individual  storm  water  permit. 

The  EIS/EIR  should  include  a list  of  permits  required  for  protection  of  water  resources  that 
may  be  required  for  the  project. 

The  Project  proponent  should  consult  with  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the 
California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  conduct  jurisdictional  determinations  for 
surface  water  within  the  project  area. 

The  proposed  project  may  require  a Clean  Water  Act,  section  401  water  quality 
certification  for  impacts  to  federal  waters  or  waste  discharge  requirements  for  dredge  and 
fill  impacts  to  non-federal  waters  of  the  state. 

The  proposed  project  may  require  a NPDES  permit  for  Limited  Threat  Discharges  to 
Surface  Waters. 

The  proposed  project  may  require  General  Waste  Discharge  Requirements  for  Discharges 
to  Land  with  a Low  Threat  to  Water  Quality. 

The  proposed  project  may  require  a Lake  or  Streambed  Alteration  Agreement  with  the 
CDFG. 

A Transportation  Permit  from  Caltrans  may  be  need  for  movement  of  vehicles/loads 
exceeding  statutory  limitations  on  size,  weight,  and  load. 

Special  Status  Species 

The  EIS/EIR  should  include  a thorough  discussion  of  direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative 
impacts  expected  to  adversely  affect  biological  resources  and  specific  measures  to  reduce 
those  impacts. 

Impacts  to  biological  resources  associated  with  initial  project  construction  as  well  as  long- 
term operation  and  maintenance  should  be  addressed. 

Potential  impacts  to  biological  resources  and  any  reasonably,  foreseeable  physical 
changes  in  the  environment  as  a result  of  the  project  should  be  quantified. 

Project  impacts  should  be  analyzed  relative  to  their  effects  on  off-site  habitats. 

The  EIS/EIR  should  include  biological  survey  methods,  dates,  and  results;  these  surveys 
should  be  conducted  in  advance  of  the  Draft  EIS/EIR. 

Impacts  to  biological  resources  associated  with  initial  project  construction  as  well  as  long- 
term operation  and  maintenance  should  be  addressed. 

Potential  impacts  to  biological  resources  and  any  reasonably,  foreseeable  physical 
changes  in  the  environment  as  a result  of  the  project  should  be  quantified. 

Project  impacts  should  be  analyzed  relative  to  their  effects  on  off-site  habitats. 

The  EIS/EIR  should  present  clear  thresholds  of  significance  for  biological  resources. 
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Special  Status  Species 
(Continued) 

A complete  assessment  of  rare,  threatened,  and  endangered  invertebrate,  fish,  wildlife, 
reptile,  and  amphibian  species  should  be  included  in  the  EIS/EIR  and  include  seasonal 
variations  in  area  use. 

A thorough  assessment  of  rare  plants  and  rare  natural  communities  following  the  CDFG's 
"Protocols  for  Surveying  and  Evaluating  Impacts  to  Special  Status  Native  Plant 
Populations  and  Natural  Communities  should  be  included  in  the  EIS/EIR  (protocols 
attached). 

Rare,  threatened,  and  endangered  species  to  be  addressed  should  include  all  those  that 
meet  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  definition. 

Species  of  Special  Concern  should  be  considered  in  the  EIS/EIR. 

The  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  requests  a complete  assessment  of  the  flora 
and  fauna  within  and  adjacent  to  the  project  area  with  particular  emphasis  on  special 
status  species  as  well  as  local  unique  species. 

The  CDFG's  California  Natural  Diversity  Data  Base  should  be  searched  to  obtain  current 
information  on  previously  reported  sensitive  species  and  habitat,  including  Significant 
Natural  Areas. 

The  EIS/EIR  should  include  knowledge  of  the  regional  setting  to  assess  impacts  to 
biological  resources  that  are  rare  or  unique  to  the  region. 

T ransportation/Access 

Caltrans  requests  that  a traffic  study  be  prepared  to  address  specific  project  impacts  to 
1-15  and  to  identify  the  appropriate  mitigation  measures  consistent  with  the  Caltrans  Guide 
for  the  Preparation  of  Traffic  Impact  Studies. 

Work  schedules  during  construction  should  be  staggered,  truck  deliveries  should  be 
limited  to  off-peak  hours,  and  measures  to  ensure  1-15  operates  at  Level  of  Service  during 
peak  travel  time  should  be  considered. 

Concerned  about  glare  impacts  to  drivers  along  1-15  from  the  solar  panels. 

Lighting/solar  panels  shall  not  cause  excessive  reflected  glare  to  south  and  northbound 
travelers  on  1-15. 

Concern  about  impacts  to  traffic  from  delivery  trucks  and  vehicles  accessing  the  facility 
from  1-15;  the  number  of  truck  trips  per  day  during  construction  should  be  identified  and 
the  impacts  should  be  disclosed. 

Should  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  and  ISEGS  projects'  have  overlapping  construction 
schedules,  a Transportation  Control  Plan  should  be  develop  to  reduce  traffic  congestion. 

The  appropriate  traffic  signage  should  be  posted  for  construction  traffic  throughout  the 
construction  period. 

The  Stateline  Solar  Farm  and  the  ISEGS  project  should  coordinate  construction  phases 
since  the  projects  will  be  using  the  same  roads. 

Vegetation 

Ground  disturbance  that  would  facilitate  infestations  by  exotic  and  invasive  species  should 
be  addressed. 

The  EIS/EIR  should  include  a detailed  vegetation  map  overlaid  on  an  aerial  photograph  so 
that  vegetation  communities  in  the  project  area  can  be  identified. 

The  EIS/EIR  should  include  a thorough  discussion  of  direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative 
impacts  expected  to  adversely  affect  biological  resources  and  specific  measures  to  reduce 
those  impacts. 

The  EIS/EIR  should  include  a thorough  discussion  of  direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative 
impacts  expected  to  adversely  affect  biological  resources  and  specific  measures  to  reduce 
those  impacts. 

Impacts  to  biological  resources  associated  with  initial  project  construction  as  well  as  long- 
term operation  and  maintenance  should  be  addressed. 

Potential  impacts  to  biological  resources  and  any  reasonably,  foreseeable  physical 
changes  in  the  environment  as  a result  of  the  project  should  be  quantified. 

Visual  Resources 

All  temporary  construction  lighting  should  not  be  visible  from  beyond  the  solar  site. 

Concerned  about  glare  impacts  to  drivers  along  1-15  from  the  solar  panels. 
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Visual  Resources  (Continued) 

Lighting/solar  panels  shall  not  cause  excessive  reflected  glare  to  south  and  northbound 
travelers  on  1-15. 

All  temporary  construction  lighting  should  not  be  visible  from  beyond  the  solar  site. 

Water  Resources 

Beneficial  surface  water  uses  should  be  identified  in  the  EIS/EIR,  the  potential  impacts  to 
beneficial  water  uses  should  be  disclosed,  and  mitigation  measures  to  minimize  impacts 
should  be  described  in  the  EIS/EIR. 

Concerned  about  the  collection  of  storm  water  runoff  into  channels  and  discharge  of  storm 
water  to  natural  drainage  systems. 

Design  alternatives  to  maintain  the  existing  hydrology  of  the  site  and/or  redirect  excess 
flow  to  reduce  permeability  should  be  considered. 

Potential  impacts  that  hydrologically  modify  natural  drainage  systems  from  project 
construction  should  be  identified  in  the  EIS/EIR. 

Temporary  and  permanent  impacts  to  surface  waters  should  be  described  and  quantified 
in  the  EIS/EIR. 

The  California  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  requests  that  the  project  comply  with 
the  policies  in  the  Basin  Plan  in  the  hydrology  and  water  quality  analyses  and  require  that 
the  Project  proponent  comply  with  all  applicable  water  quality  standards. 

The  EIS/EIR  should  evaluate  all  potential  storm  water  impacts,  describe  control  needed 
during  construction,  mitigation  for  post-construction  hydrologic  impacts,  and  description  of 
BMPs. 

The  EIS/EIR  should  include  a map  identifying  all  surface  water  resources  within  the  vicinity 
of  the  Project  area  and  a narrative  discussion  of  the  delineation  methods  used  to  discern 
those  features  in  the  field. 

The  EIS/EIR  should  address  impacts  associated  with  truncation,  realignment, 
channelization,  lining,  and/or  filling  of  surface  water  resource  that  could  impair  riparian 
habitat  or  changes  to  the  hydrology  that  would  exacerbate  flooding,  erosion,  and  scouring. 

Unavoidable  impacts  to  waters  of  the  State  (CA)  must  be  mitigated  to  ensure  that  no  net 
loss  of  function  and  value  will  occur  from  Project  development. 

If  the  project  site  has  the  potential  to  support  aquatic,  riparian,  or  wetland  habitat,  a 
jurisdictional  delineation  of  lakes,  streams,  and  associated  riparian  habitats  potentially 
affect  should  be  provided  for  agency  and  public  review. 

The  EIS/EIR  should  demonstrate  that  the  project  will  not  result  in  a net  loss  of  wetland 
habitat  values  or  acreage. 
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Air  Quality 

Concerned  about  long-term  air  quality  degradation  to  Primm. 

The  DEIS  needs  to  analyze  the  health  impacts  from  airborne  particulates  from  construction  dust. 

The  DEIS  should  analyze  the  potential  impacts  from  removal  of  plants,  caliche  layers  and  biological 
soil  crust  and  whether  the  new  solar  plant  would  actually  offset  greenhouse  gases. 

The  DEIS  should  provide  detail  analysis  on  the  amount  of  SF6  gases  from  transmission  lines  that  the 
proposed  project  would  release. 

The  DEIS  should  quantify  the  amount  of  greenhouse  gas  used  for  construction;  the  amount  of  fossil 
fuels  for  worker  vehicles  and  multiply  by  a 30-year  lifespan. 

The  EIS  should  address  the  carbon  footprint  of  the  project  and  any  losses  to  carbon  storage  and 
sequestration  it  will  engender. 

Alternatives 

The  alternatives  analysis  should  included  distributed  generation  of  renewable  energy  in  the  built 
environment  and/or  an  alternative  on  already  degraded  land. 

The  Desert  Tortoise  Council  comments  that  the  EIS/EIR  should  include  an  alternative  designed  to 
conserve  wild  desert  tortoise  populations  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  and  that  this  Conservation  Alternative 
be  designate  the  "preferred  alternative." 

Alternatives  for  the  Stateline  project  should  include  the  No  Action  Alternative  that  designates  the 
proposed  site  inappropriate  for  solar  energy  development. 

Alternatives  should  be  considered  at  the  load  centers,  but  the  entire  state  for  efficiency. 

BLM  should  adopt  "Invalid  Public  Land  Energy  Applications  Alternative"  and  should  consider  canceled 
applications  as  alternatives. 

Distributed  generation  in  the  built  environment  should  be  given  a full  analysis  as  a viable  alternative. 

Site-specific  alternatives  that  avoid  cultural  sites  or  sensitive  species  should  be  considered  in  the 
alternatives  analysis. 

The  BLM  should  consider  an  alternative  called  the  No  Action  and  Designates  the  Project  Site  as  part 
of  an  Area  of  Environmental  Concern";  the  Basin  and  Range  Watch  has  nominated  the  Ivanpah  Valley 
to  be  considered  an  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern. 

The  EIS  should  analyze  a full  range  of  alternatives  as  required  by  NEPA,  following  the  NEPA 
guidelines;  most  specifically  noting  that  reasonable  alternatives  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  lead 
agency  should  be  included. 

The  Stateline  project  should  evaluate  alternatives  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  lead  agency 
including  a Distributed  General  Alternatives  and  a Private  Land  Alternative. 

Viable  and  reasonable  alternatives  that  serve  as  solutions  benefiting  everyone  should  be  considered. 

Alternative  sites,  such  as  previously  disturbed  lands,  brownfield,  retired  agricultural  lands,  or  those 
identified  in  the  Solar  PEIS  Solar  Energy  Study  Zones,  should  be  considered. 

Alternatives  should  include  alternative  locations  and  reduced  project  size. 

Recommends  that  BLM  pay  close  attention  to  developing  accurate  and  factual  sections  of  the  NEPA 
document  for  the  proposed  Stateline  Project  for  the  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action. 

A Conservation  Alternative  for  the  desert  tortoise  would  give  the  appropriate  weight  to  the  Federal 
mandate  to  protect  and  conserve  the  species,  provide  protection  for  a large,  healthy  and  reproducing 
population;  would  protect  lands  essential  to  ensuring  unfragmented  habitat;  and  would  implement 
Section  7 to  reduce  development  in  Ivanpah  Valley. 

A Conservation  Alternative  for  the  desert  tortoise  would  preclude  further  development  in  the  Ivanpah 
Valley  by  setting  aside  remaining  public  lands  for  conservation. 

Designation  of  a Conservation  Alternative  for  the  desert  tortoise  would  preclude  siting  the  proposed 
project  on  the  2,000  acres  and  could  be  accomplished  through  a CDCA  Plan  amendment. 

The  alternatives  analysis  should  thoroughly  address  other  locations. 

Recommends  alternative  configuration  for  the  proposed  project  that  would  place  land  disturbance 
closer  to  the  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  where  few  desert  tortoises  are  located  and  are  less  crucial  to 
population  connectivity. 
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Alternatives 

(Continued) 

Recommends  alternative  configuration  for  the  proposed  project  that  would  place  ground  disturbance 
on  lands  closer  to  1-1 5 where  there  is  a lower  desert  tortoise  density. 

The  range  of  alternatives  must  be  carefully  developed  as  a means  to  avoid  and/or  minimize  adverse 
impacts  to  public  lands  and  resources. 

Cumulative 

Construction  of  the  proposed  solar  and  wind  projects  throughout  the  region  will  cumulatively  impact 
the  visual  character  of  traditional  use  areas. 

Concerned  that  only  a cumulative  impact  analysis  will  be  conducted  as  part  of  the  NEPA  document  for 
the  Stateline  Project  instead  of  a comprehensive  ecological  assessment  of  the  entire  valley. 

Cumulative  effects  to  golden  eagles  from  all  the  proposed  projects  in  the  area  should  be  addressed. 

Concerned  that  the  proposed  project,  in  addition,  to  other  projects  in  the  area  would  contribute  to  a 
local  extinction  event  of  the  desert  tortoise  in  Ivanpah  Valley. 

The  NEPA  document  must  provide  a detailed  analysis  of  direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative  impacts  of  the 
proposed  project,  including  roads  and  transmission  lines,  on  the  desert  tortoise  population. 

Concerned  about  project  impacts  to  the  Desert  tortoise  and  their  high-quality  habitat  in  the  Ivanpah 
Valley  as  a result  of  other  solar  project  already  under  construction. 

With  the  additional  projects  in  the  area,  the  Ivanpah  Valley  desert  tortoise  populations  will  be  severely 
compromised. 

The  cumulative  analysis  should  include  the  introduction  of  transmission  and  potential  to  open  more 
lands  to  energy  development. 

The  DEIS  must  analyze  the  cumulative  effect  of  this  project  with  other  planned  project  including 
grazing,  off  road  vehicle  activity,  energy  projects,  and  mining. 

A cumulative  impacts  analysis  of  all  the  known  projects  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  should  be  a part  of  this 
EIS. 

Concerned  that  there  is  no  regional  conservation  plan  for  Ivanpah  Valley  because  the 
California/Nevada  border  divides  the  valley  between  two  State  BLM  jurisdictions  and  therefore,  no 
meaningful  cumulative  impacts  analysis  of  all  the  renewable  energy,  mining,  and  transportation 
projects  can  be  conducted. 

The  cumulative  effects  analysis  should  include  the  effects  of  the  current  project,  proposed 
development,  and  foreseeable  projects  and  their  effect  to  the  Mojave  National  Preserve  and  the 
Ivanpah  Project.  Projects  that  should  be  included:  State  of  California  Agricultural  Station, 
DesertXpress  high  Speed  Rail,  Brightsource's  ISEGS,  First  Solar's  Silver  State  SEGS,  Mountain  Pass 
lateral  expansion,  the  Ivanpah  Airport,  and  other  proposed  gas  pipelines  or  electrical  transmission 
lines. 

The  EIS/EIR  must  consider  all  cumulative  impacts  from  the  numerous  proposed  projects  in  the 
Ivanpah  Valley. 

Cumulative  impacts  need  to  analyzed  in  the  context  of  various  laws  and  regulations  pertaining  to 
public  lands  in  the  CDCA  (ESA,  FLPMA,  BLM  Manuals,  etc.). 

Cumulative  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  and  other  existing  and  reasonably  foreseeable  land  uses 
on  at-risk  species  and  their  habitats  on  a regional  scale  need  to  be  carefully  analyzed. 

The  BLM  and  USFWS  should  consider  the  cumulative  impacts  to  the  Desert  Tortoise  from  the  ISEGS 
project  in  addition  to  the  proposed  Stateline  project. 

The  following  projects  and  their  cumulative  effects  should  be  considered  in  the  EIS:  ISEGs,  1-15 
Freeway,  gas  and  electrical  transmission  facilities,  Silver  State  solar  project  - existing  and  proposed, 
Joint  Port  of  Entry  station  - proposed,  High  Desert  Xpress  railroad,  Ivanpah  airport  - planned,  and  Kern 
River  Gas  Pipeline  extension  - proposed. 

Opinion 

Basin  and  Range  Watch  refers  to  a petition  that  would  nominate  public  lands  in  Ivanpah  Valley  as  an 
Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  and  would  preclude  construction  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Project. 

A regional  ecological  assessment  is  needed  for  the  Ivanpah  Valley  in  California  and  Nevada  to  inform 
the  approval  of  additional  project  proposals. 

The  BLM  should  consider  statements  made  in  the  ISEGS  Biological  Opinion  recommends  BLM  amend 
its  land  use  plan  "to  prohibit  large-scale  development  within  all  remaining  portions  of  the  Ivanpah 
Valley." 
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Opinion  (Continued) 

The  Western  Lands  Project  opposes  the  siting  of  large  renewable-energy  project  on  undeveloped 
public  land. 

The  BLM  has  allowed  energy  projects  to  take  precedent  over  responsibility  to  preserve  biological, 
cultural,  and  the  visual  integrity  of  Ivanpah  Valley. 

Supports  responsible  development  of  energy  project  by  siting  projects  on  private  or  severely  altered 
lands  located  close  to  points  of  use  to  minimize  new  disturbance. 

Comprehensive,  pro-active  planning  to  develop  renewable  resources  with  federal  government  and  the 
state  is  needed  to  identify  the  appropriate  locations  for  renewable  project  development. 

In  seeking  to  meet  California's  renewable  portfolio,  projects  should  be  designed  in  the  most 
sustainable  manner  possible  and  that  project  approvals  are  expedited  in  a manner  that  does  not 
sacrifice  the  fragile  desert  and  wildlife. 

Cultural  Resources 

The  DEIS  should  discuss  and  analyze  all  impacts  to  paleontological  and  Native  American  cultural 
resources. 

Alluvial  fans  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  have  high  cultural  value  for  the  Chemehuevi,  Mohave,  and  Paiute; 
cultural  uses  of  the  alluvial  fans  and  flats  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  should  be  preserved. 

Concern  about  impacts  to  prehistoric  sites,  rock  shelters,  ancient  creosote  rings,  and  other  cultural 
artifacts. 

Concern  that  transmission  line  construction  could  affect  cultural  artifacts  with  increased  soil 
disturbance  as  well  as  weed  invasion  and  exposure  to  looters. 

Wildlife 

A land  use  examination  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  should  determine  which  areas  should  be  avoided  to 
reduce  conflict  with  desert  tortoise  habitat  and  know  pathways  for  desert  wildlife  and  migratory  birds. 

The  DEIS  should  describe  mitigation  efforts  for  the  burrowing  owl  and  American  badger. 

The  EIS  should  analyze  potential  impacts  to  sensitive  animals  and  provide  wildlife  maps  to  facilitate 
public  input. 

Concern  about  soil  erosion  on  low  fill  slopes  and  steeply  graded  areas  could  result  in  sedimentation  of 
water  bodies  that  could  impact  rare  plants  and  habitats  for  sensitive  species,  particularly  burrowing 
species  such  as  the  desert  tortoise. 

The  EIS/EIR  needs  to  address  the  potential  indirect  and  direct  affect  to  Golden  eagles  as  well  as  their 
habitat. 

Concern  about  impacts  to  the  Bald  and  Golden  Eagle  from  loss  of  foraging  habitat  resulting  from 
project  development. 

Concerns  about  impacts  to  avian  species,  including  California  BLM  sensitive  species  from  loss  of 
nesting  and  foraging  habitat. 

The  DEIS  should  address  the  destruction  of  potential  bighorn  sheep,  a BLM  Species  of  Concern, 
foraging  and  migration  corridor  habitat  from  project  development. 

Concern  about  impacts  to  sensitive  bird  species,  including  the  Golden  Eagle  that  are  known  to  be 
present  at  the  site. 

The  EIS  should  analyze  risk  of  bird  collision  from  PV  panels. 

Impacts  to  wildlife  from  polarized  glare  should  be  addressed  in  the  EIS/EIR. 

Consideration  should  be  given  to  large  scale  solar  plants  being  sited  away  from  load  centers  to  avoid 
impacts  to  biological  resources  and  cumulative  impacts  to  visual  scenery  from  solar  plant 
development. 

Concern  about  impacts  to  resident  and  migratory  raptors  from  project  development. 

Concern  about  the  impacts  of  polarized  glare  from  large  photovoltaic  facilities  to  birds  and  insects. 

The  DEIS  should  address  mitigation  measures  for  protecting  rare  migratory  breeding  birds  and  the 
unique  "sky-island"  habitat  in  Clark  Mountains. 

The  Clark  Mountain  has  an  Important  Bird  Area  supporting  populations  of  rare  birds  that  move 
between  Clark  Mountain  to  the  east  across  Ivanpah  Valley  where  the  project  is  located.  Because  of 
the  project's  location  to  the  Primm  golf  course,  which  has  water  features  that  attract  birds,  there  is 
concern  about  impacts  to  avian  species. 
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Wildlife  (Continued) 

The  NEPA  document  must  analyze  all  direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative  impacts  to  the  desert  bighorn 
sheep  including  impacts  to  linkage  habitat  and  connectivity.  The  proposed  project  site  is  located  on  a 
bajada  used  by  the  bighorn  sheep  for  foraging. 

A multi-year  wildlife  survey  is  needed  to  fully  understand  how  the  project  will  affect  area  wildlife. 

Concerned  about  impacts  to  bird  species,  such  as  the  LeConte's  thrasher,  which  inhabits  the  area  and 
is  on  a decline. 

The  EIS  should  describe  mitigation  measures  to  compensate  for  the  loss  of  wildlife  habitat. 

Hazardous  Materials 

Concern  about  the  impacts  from  panel  breakage  and  damage  and  the  effects  of  CdTe  leaching  into 
the  environment. 

The  DEIS  should  outline  the  impacts  of  a potential  CdTe  (Cadmium-Telluride)  pollution  event  and  how 
it  could  impact  public  health,  water  resources,  and  flora  and  fauna. 

The  DEIS  should  disclose  any  potentially  toxic  or  hazardous  wastes  that  my  be  associated  with  project 
construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  including  pesticides  and  herbicides. 

Lands  and  Realty 

A land  use  examination  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  should  determine  which  areas  should  be  avoided  to 
reduce  conflict  with  desert  tortoise  habitat  and  known  pathways  for  desert  wildlife  and  migratory  birds. 

Concern  about  industrialization  of  Ivanpah  Valley  and  the  effects  to  private  lands  within  Mojave 
National  Preserve. 

A land  use  examination  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  should  include  a determination  of  whether  there  are 
lands  suitable  for  renewable  energy  development  and  whether  the  development  can  be  mitigated. 

Based  on  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  (CDCA),  the  Stateline  Project  would  be  built  on 
Class  L lands,  which  is  inconsistent  with  the  management  objective. 

A comprehensive  examination  of  land  use  in  Ivanpah  Valley  on  both  sides  of  the  state  line  should  be 
conducted. 

Mitigation 

Mitigation  lands  within  the  Mojave  National  Preserve  should  be  identified. 

The  DEIS  should  describe  mitigation  efforts  for  the  burrowing  owl  and  American  badger. 

Requests  that  impacts  to  the  Mojave  National  Preserve's  viewshed  and  wildlife  connectivity  be 
examined  from  points  in  the  northeastern  Preserve  and  the  Clark  Mountain  exclave. 

The  DEIS  should  describe  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  the  impacts  from  removal  of  biological  soil 
crust. 

The  EIS/EIR  must  address  how  loss  of  connectivity  and  intact  habitat  for  rare  plant  species  will  be 
mitigated. 

Concern  about  the  effectiveness  of  translocating  tortoises  to  the  Mesquite  Valley  over  the  Clark 
Mountain  Range  and  whether  that  population  of  desert  tortoise  is  the  same  genetic  population  as  the 
Ivanpah  Valley  population. 

The  DEIS  should  describe  mitigation  and  plans  for  relocation  for  the  Gila  monster. 

If  a relocation  plan  for  the  desert  tortoise  is  proposed,  it  should  describe  in  detail  information  about 
other  successful  relocation  projects  and  a post-location  monitoring  plan  should  be  spelled  out. 

Question  about  new  roads  and  whether  roads  will  have  tortoise  fencing  and  how  will  fencing  affect 
habitat  fragmentation. 

The  DEIS  should  describe  measures  to  avoid  rare  plants. 

The  DEIS  should  describe  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  impacts  from  removal  of  2,200  acres  of 
unique  botanical  resources  in  Ivanpah  Valley. 

An  analysis  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  applicant's  Avian  Protection  Plan  should  be  conducted. 

Compensation  habitat  for  desert  tortoise,  rare  plants,  and  other  special  status  species  should  be 
considered. 

Monitoring  programs  should  be  described  and  include  timelines,  costs,  and  sources  of  funding  for  the 
monitoring  programs. 

Restoration  and  rehabilitation  activities  should  be  described  in  the  EIS  for  habitat  disturbed  during 
construction. 

The  DEIS  should  describe  all  mitigation  measures  that  meet  the  criteria  of  regulation. 
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Mitigation  (Continued) 

Concerned  about  tortoise  fencing  surviving  flood  events. 

The  decommissioning  plan  should  include  a plan  for  restoration  of  the  area  disturbed  by  the  project. 

The  EIS  should  include  an  analysis  of  available  mitigation  lands. 

NEPA  Process 

The  transition  toward  clean  energy  should  be  carefully  planned  to  ensure  a proper  balance  of  near 
term  effects  and  long-term  impacts  have  been  considered. 

Recommends  amending  the  CDCA  Plan  to  prohibit  large-scale  development  within  the  area  bounded 
by  1-15,  the  state  line,  and  Clark  Mountains. 

Effects  of  the  proposed  project  on  management  policies  in  the  CDCA  Plan  should  be  identified  and 
analyzed. 

Out  of  Scope 

Basin  and  Range  Watch  refers  to  a petition  that  would  nominate  public  lands  in  Ivanpah  Valley  as  an 
Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  and  would  preclude  construction  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Project. 

A regional  ecological  assessment  is  needed  for  the  Ivanpah  Valley  in  California  and  Nevada  to  inform 
the  approval  of  additional  project  proposals. 

Incentive  programs  for  distributed  generation,  such  as  in  Germany,  should  be  considered  rather  than 
building  solar  facilities  in  remote  areas. 

Paleontological 

Resources 

The  DEIS  should  discuss  and  analyze  all  impacts  to  paleontological  and  Native  American  cultural 
resources. 

Permitting 

Recommends  amending  the  CDCA  Plan  to  prohibit  large-scale  development  within  the  area  bounded 
by  1-15,  the  state  line,  and  Clark  Mountains. 

Effects  of  the  proposed  project  on  management  policies  in  the  CDCA  Plan  should  be  identified  and 
analyzed. 

Recommends  that  land  use  plans  be  amended  to  prohibit  large-scale  developing  within  the  remaining 
portions  of  Ivanpah  Valley  to  reduce  fragmentation  within  the  critical  linkage  between  the  Ivanpah 
Critical  Habitat  Unit  and  the  Eldorado  Critical  Habitat  Unit. 

Project  Description 

The  EIS/EIR  should  address  impacts  that  will  continue  beyond  decommissioning  because  of  the  long- 
term recovery  of  fragile  desert  ecosystems. 

The  Primm  Entities  expressed  concern  about  the  proposed  relocation  of  their  pipeline,  power  line, 
access  road,  and  access  to  their  water  well  and  the  ability  to  maintain  those  wells. 

Information  about  decommissioning  for  the  project  and  the  associated  bonding  to  carry  out  the  plan 
should  be  included  in  the  EIS. 

Attached  "Renewable  Siting  Criteria  for  California  Desert  Conservation  Area"  prepared  by 
environmental  stakeholders. 

Public  Health  and 
Safety 

A fire  study  of  the  solar  panels  should  be  conducted  with  panels  in  a diagonal  position. 

Concern  about  that  increased  workers  will  result  in  an  increase  of  vandalism,  harassment  of  wildlife, 
and  additional  law  enforcement  problems. 

The  DEIS  should  address  the  effects  of  wildfire  risks  for  each  alternative. 

Concern  expressed  about  impacts  to  human  health  from  Valley  Fever,  common  in  desert  communities 
when  dust  is  stirred  up. 

Public  Involvement 

Concern  that  comments  made  during  a previous  public  meeting  held  by  First  Solar  will  not  go  on  the 
record  and  it  appears  that  First  Solar  has  management  authority  over  the  BLM. 

Concerned  that  the  scoping  meeting  did  not  allow  for  a sufficient  question  and  answer  session  and 
that  BLM  should  have  extended  the  scoping  for  comment  deadline  as  designated  in  the  in  Sec.  601 
[43  U.S.C.  1781  ](a)  section  6 of  FLPMA. 

Purpose  and  Need 

A Master  comprehensive  plan  should  be  developed,  integrating  various  fuels  mixes,  determining 
whether  additional  capacity  is  needed  before  siting  solar  plants  in  the  wildlands. 

Basin  and  Range  Watch  requests  that  the  Purpose  and  Need  Statement  reflect  a need  to  protect  and 
preserve  habitat  for  sensitive  species  and  important  ecological  habitats  as  stated  in  the  goals  of 
Section  4 in  Secretarial  Order  3283. 
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Purpose  and  Need 
(Continued) 

Purpose  and  need  should  not  simply  state  that  BLM  is  responding  to  an  applicant's  right  of  way 
application. 

Recommends  that  BLM  pay  close  attention  to  developing  accurate  and  factual  sections  of  the  NEPA 
document  for  the  proposed  Stateline  Project  for  the  purpose  and  need. 

Recreation 

Should  runoff  be  diverted  through  washes  under  1-15,  the  DEIS  should  analyze  impacts  to  soils  east  of 
the  project  and  recreational  use  on  the  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake. 

Soils 

The  DEIS  should  describe  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  the  impacts  from  removal  of  biological  soil 
crust. 

Should  runoff  be  diverted  through  washes  under  1-15,  the  DEIS  should  analyze  impacts  to  soils  east  of 
the  project  and  recreational  use  on  the  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake. 

Special  Status  Species 

The  EIS/EIR  alternatives  analysis  should  include  an  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 
Designation  alternatives  developed  and  advance  by  Basin  & Range  Watch  in  recognition  of  the  special 
cultural,  visual,  and  botanical  resources  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  and  the  potential  impacts  to  the  desert 
tortoise  population. 

Concerned  about  potential  impacts  to  the  unique  and  significant  connectivity  between  desert  tortoise 
populations  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley. 

Project  impacts  would  reduce  existing  high  quality  desert  tortoise  habitat. 

The  BLM  should  ensure  that  desert  tortoise  survey  protocol  for  this  project  is  correctly  applied  to 
address  the  faulty  surveys  of  other  area  projects. 

Concerned  about  protecting  the  habitat  in  Ivanpah  Valley  because  of  the  recent  identification  of  the 
Gopherus  morafkai,  which  could  reduce  the  distribution  of  the  Gopherus  agassizii. 

Based  on  recent  biological  assessments  and  findings  in  studies,  conservation  measures  are  needed  in 
Ivanpah  Valley  to  ensure  survival  and  viability  of  the  Desert  tortoise  population. 

Concern  that  the  several  proposed  projects  in  Ivanpah  Valley  would  block  Desert  tortoise  connectivity 
and  severely  impact  gene  flow  between  Desert  tortoise  Recovery  Units. 

The  connectivity  function  provided  by  the  Ivanpah  Valley  for  Desert  tortoises  cannot  be  replaced  by 
mitigation  measures  and  the  habitat  should  be  avoided  and  protected. 

Concern  about  the  project's  direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative  impact  on  the  desert  tortoise  including 
habitat  loss  and  fragmentation,  loss  of  connectivity,  increase  in  predation,  increased  human  presence, 
and  use  of  roads. 

Detailed  surveys  are  required  to  determine  the  number  of  tortoises  that  would  be  impacted  as  well  as 
consider  the  status  of  tortoises  in  the  affected  recovery  unit. 

Large-scale  translocation  of  desert  tortoises  must  be  in  conformance  with  approved  RMPs;  the  CDCA 
does  not  consider  large-scale  desert  tortoise  translocation.  Therefore,  the  BLM  will  need  to  amend  the 
CDCA  Plan  or  develop  a plan  for  the  project.  A detailed  plan  must  be  included  in  the  NEPA 
documentation. 

The  NEPA/CEQA  document  must  describe,  characterize,  and  identify  the  desert  tortoise  population 
that  will  be  impacted  by  alternative. 

The  Stateline  Solar  project  is  located  in  prime  desert  tortoise  habitat  in  Ivanpah  Valley,  which  is  a poor 
location  choice  for  development. 

Use  of  the  project  site  will  impact  connectivity  between  the  Ivanpah  Valley  desert  tortoise  population 
and  the  Mesquite  Valley  populations,  which  would  reduce  gene  flow  and  severely  impact  desert 
tortoise  recovery. 

Concerned  about  long-term  planning  to  preserve  the  desert  tortoise  population  in  Ivanpah  Valley. 

BLM  should  establish  policies  that  will  conserve  Desert  tortoises  and  their  habitat  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley 
and  their  interconnection  with  populations  in  the  Eastern  Mojave  and  Northeastern  Mojave  Recovery 
Units. 

Maintaining  Desert  tortoise  habitat  connectivity  is  considered  essential  for  maintaining  Desert  tortoise 
populations  through  gene-flow  and  there  is  concern  that  the  proposed  project  will  adversely  affect  this 
connectivity. 
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Special  Status  Species 
(Continued) 

The  BLM  in  consultation  with  the  USFWS  should  fully  analyze  and  disclose  the  implications  that  the 
new  proposed  project  would  have  on  the  continued  viability  of  the  Desert  Tortoise  west  of  1-15  and 
determine  1)  how  and  where  habitat  connectivity  and  gene-flow  occurs,  and  2)  how  it  can  be 
maintained  and  enhanced. 

The  BLM  must  ensure  that  any  additional  renewable  energy  projects  within  occupied  desert  tortoise 
habitat  in  this  area,  or  that  increase  fragmentation  in  the  valley,  will  not  jeopardize  the  tortoise 
population. 

The  BLM  should  address  a robust  habitat  conservation  strategy  for  the  entire  Ivanpah  Valley  to 
contribute  to  the  conservation  and  recovery  of  the  Desert  Tortoise. 

The  proposed  Stateline  Project  location  would  significantly  fragment  and  contribute  to  the  loss  of 
habitat  connectivity  for  the  Desert  Tortoise. 

The  USGS  desert  tortoise  habitat  model  should  be  used  as  part  of  the  global  climate  change  analysis 
to  determine  likely  changes  in  desert  tortoise  habitat  quality. 

Concerned  about  project  impacts  to  the  Desert  tortoise  and  their  high-quality  habitat  in  the  Ivanpah 
Valley  as  a result  of  other  solar  project  already  under  construction. 

With  the  additional  projects  in  the  area,  the  Ivanpah  Valley  desert  tortoise  populations  will  be  severely 
compromised. 

The  EIS/EIR  needs  to  address  the  potential  indirect  and  direct  affect  to  Golden  eagles  as  well  as  their 
habitat. 

Concern  about  impacts  to  the  Bald  and  Golden  Eagle  from  loss  of  foraging  habitat  from  project 
development. 

Concerns  about  impacts  to  avian  species,  including  California  BLM  sensitive  species  from  loss  of 
nesting  and  foraging  habitat. 

Concern  about  impacts  to  sensitive  bird  species,  including  the  Golden  Eagle  that  are  known  to  be 
present  at  the  site. 

Concern  about  the  effectiveness  of  translocating  tortoises  to  the  Mesquite  Valley  over  the  Clark 
Mountain  Range  and  whether  that  population  of  desert  tortoise  is  the  same  genetic  population  as  the 
Ivanpah  Valley  population. 

The  DEIS  should  describe  mitigation  and  plans  for  relocation  for  the  Gila  monster. 

Special  Designation 
Areas 

The  California  Desert  Protection  Act  of  1994  and  Wilderness  Act  of  1964  must  be  considered  within 
the  LORS  section  of  the  EIS  analysis. 

Requests  that  impacts  to  the  Mojave  National  Preserve's  viewshed  and  wildlife  connectivity  be 
examined  from  points  in  the  northeastern  Preserve  and  the  Clark  Mountain  exclave. 

Concern  about  industrialization  of  Ivanpah  Valley  and  the  effects  to  private  lands  within  Mojave 
National  Preserve;  mitigation  lands  within  the  Preserve  should  be  identified. 

T ransportation/Access 

Construction  traffic  will  impact  Primm  and  requests  that  any  traffic  analysis  or  study  include  Primm, 
Nevada. 

Vegetation 

Concerns  about  introduction  and  spread  of  invasive  weeds  and  non-native  plants  during  construction. 

Concern  about  preserving  habitat  of  numerous  rare  plants  (list  provided  in  comment  letter)  and  genetic 
diversity  and  connectivity  with  surrounding  areas. 

Concern  about  the  spread  of  non-native  plant  species  colonizing  in  the  project  site  from  ground 
disturbance  during  construction. 

Concerns  about  the  effects  of  using  herbicides  on  the  environment  to  control  the  spread  of  weeds. 

Question  about  surveys  for  Muilla  coronata  in  the  project  area. 

Requests  that  independent  botanists  identify  the  Penstemon  species  in  the  project  area. 

Concerned  that  the  transmission  line  will  established  a "weed  corridor"  that  will  be  difficult  to  remove. 

The  EIS  should  analyze  potential  impacts  to  all  rare  plant  species  that  could  be  affected  by  the  project. 

The  EIS  should  consider  how  invasive  plants  and  weeds  will  be  managed  and  controlled. 

The  EIS/EIR  must  address  how  loss  of  connectivity  and  intact  habitat  for  rare  plant  species  will  be 
mitigated. 
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Vegetation  (Continued) 

Measures  to  avoid  rare  plants  should  be  described  in  the  DEIS. 

The  DEIS  should  describe  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  impacts  from  removal  of  2,200  acres  of 
unique  botanical  resources  in  Ivanpah  Valley. 

Visual  Resource 
Management 

The  visual  resources  analysis  should  include  angle  of  observation,  length  of  time  the  project  is  in  view, 
and  the  relative  size  or  scale  of  the  project  compared  to  the  surroundings  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley. 

The  visual  simulations  must  account  for  the  polarized  glare  produced  by  the  photovoltaic  panels. 

Visual  simulations  should  be  conducted  that  show  various  angles  of  light  and  time  of  day  to  assess  the 
proposed  project's  impact  to  visual  resources. 

KOP  simulations  should  depict  not  only  flat  black  solar  panels,  but  also  the  reflectivity  of  thin  film 
photovoltaic  panels. 

The  DEIS  should  evaluate  two  KOPs  from  the  Stateline  Wilderness  Are,  California  from  a lower  and 
higher  elevation,  three  KOPs  from  the  Mojave  Natural  Preserve  (two  from  Clark  Mountain,  one  from 
south  of  1-15),  three  dark  sky  KOPs  from  different  locations  from  wilderness  areas  and  the  Mojave 
National  Preserve,  and  at  least  one  KOP  depicting  dust  plumes  from  project  construction. 

The  EIS  should  analyze  impacts  on  visual  resources  including  the  effects  on  wilderness  character  and 
values  because  of  its  close  proximity  to  the  Mojave  National  Preserve  and  designated  Wilderness 
Areas. 

Consideration  should  be  given  to  large  scale  solar  plants  being  sited  away  from  load  centers  to  avoid 
impacts  to  biological  resources  and  cumulative  impacts  to  visual  scenery  from  solar  plant 
development. 

Requests  that  impacts  to  the  Mojave  National  Preserve's  viewshed  and  wildlife  connectivity  be 
examined  from  points  in  the  northeastern  Preserve  and  the  Clark  Mountain  exclave. 

Water  Resources 

A detailed  groundwater  study  that  includes  modeled  estimates  of  the  influence  of  the  Project's 
proposed  groundwater  extraction  on  existing  permitted  water  rights  and  users  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley 
should  be  provided. 

Concern  about  the  effects  to  groundwater  quality  with  increased  groundwater  extraction  in  the 
southern  portion  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley. 

Primm  South  Real  Estate  Company  is  concerned  about  the  amount  water  required  for  construction  of 
the  proposed  project  and  the  effects  to  two  permitted  groundwater  wells  (WP-5  and  WP-6)  located 
within  the  proposed  project's  right-of-way. 

The  DEIS  should  evaluate  the  impacts  of  landscape  alteration  to  groundwater  recharge,  whether 
detention  basins  will  be  built,  and  whether  runoffs  would  impact  embankments  on  1-15. 

With  approximately  3-acre  feet  of  water  per  year  used  for  panel  washing,  the  DEIS  should  analyze  the 
impacts  of  drawdown  to  the  aquifer 

The  EIS  should  disclose  the  water  needs  of  the  project  and  analyze  those  impacts  to  the  local  and 
regional  water  reserves. 

Drainage  across  the  alluvial  fan  where  the  project  is  proposed  needs  to  be  addressed  in  the  EIS  ( 
diversion  of  flood  waters  or  sheet  flooding). 

Flood  potential  and  reduced  aquifer  recharge  from  the  removal  of  thousands  of  acres  of  desert 
pavement  in  the  region  should  be  evaluated  in  the  DEIS. 
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Alternatives 

The  BLM  should  evaluate  alternatives  sites  such  as  the  already-disturbed  lands  near  Newberry 
Springs. 

Rooftop  solar  should  be  considered  as  an  alternative  to  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  project. 

Cumulative 

Cumulative  impacts  to  desert  tortoise  populations  and  viability  of  a wildlife  corridor  should  be 
considered  in  the  EIS/EIR 

Concerned  about  visual  impacts  that  will  compound  with  visual  impacts  from  the  ISEGS  project. 

If  the  project  is  approved,  it  should  be  smaller  in  size;  otherwise,  it  will  compound  the  impacts  from  the 
nearby  ISEGS  project. 

Opinion 

Supports  the  use  of  rooftop  solar  panels  versus  solar  facilities  the  spoil  natural  land  resources. 

Photovoltaic  panels  should  be  constructed  on  roof  tops,  parking  lots,  brown  spaces,  along  highways, 
or  other  brown  zones. 

Power  generation  should  be  closer  to  the  end  user,  which  is  more  efficient. 

Supports  rooftop  solar  panels  because  it  is  more  efficient  and  does  impact  the  desert. 

Supports  rooftop  solar  panels  on  lands  already  disturbed  by  development. 

Supports  the  construction  of  the  proposed  project. 

BLM  is  being  negligent  to  approve  destruction  of  land  resources  for  solar  development 

Opposes  the  proposed  Stateline  Project. 

Concerned  that  construction  workers  are  not  environmentally  trained. 

Once  the  solar  farm  is  constructed,  the  destruction  to  our  wilderness  will  be  permanent. 

Opposes  the  proposed  project  because  it  is  inefficient  and  environmentally  destructive. 

Strongly  opposes  project  and  wants  to  preserve  the  diminishing  wild  places. 

Does  not  support  the  project  because  of  its  effects  on  the  desert. 

Creating  "green"  energy  at  the  cost  of  some  of  the  last  pristine  land  is  needless. 

Transmission  lines  that  would  be  required  for  this  project  will  degrade  the  efficiency  of  this  project. 

Does  not  support  the  proposed  solar  project  on  public  lands. 

Wildlife 

Concerned  that  topographic  changes  from  solar  plant  development  would  adversely  alter  water  flow, 
plant  life,  and  native  insect  and  animal  life. 

Concerned  about  impacts  to  ancient  Joshua  trees,  wildlife,  and  untouched  wilderness. 

Lands  and  Realty 

The  EIS  should  analyze  the  effects  on  Mojave  National  Preserve  lands  and  the  resulting  impacts  to 
lessee  from  added  grazing  pressure  on  grazing  permitted  lands  within  the  Mojave  National  Preserve. 

The  proposed  project  decimates  the  area  and  is  inconsistent  with  the  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan 
and  the  Northern  and  Eastern  Mojave  Plan. 

Livestock  Grazing 

The  EIS  should  analyze  the  effects  on  Mojave  National  Preserve  lands  and  the  resulting  impacts  to 
lessee  from  added  grazing  pressure  on  grazing  permitted  lands  within  the  Mojave  National  Preserve. 

The  combined  impacts  of  the  ISEGS  solar  project  and  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  projects  reduce 
rancher's  ability  to  properly  manage  range  conditions  and  destroy  the  economic  viability  of  ranching 
operations. 

A thorough  analysis  of  impacts  to  livestock  grazing  management  should  be  conducted  in  the  EIS. 

Concern  about  impacts  to  the  OM  Ranch,  a Lessee  of  the  Clark  Mountain  Grazing  Allotment  with 
contiguous  grazing  lease  on  Mojave  National  Preserve  Lands,  and  request  a full  range  of  meaningful 
alternatives  be  considered  and  addressed  in  the  EIS. 

Concern  about  the  proposed  project  upholding  the  objectives  of  BLM's  Grazing  Regulations  or  the 
approved  plan  amendment  to  the  CDCA. 

The  proposed  project  would  impact  cattle  ranching  in  the  Mojave  Desert  and  will  reduce  ranchers' 
ability  to  operate  within  the  terms  and  conditions  of  personal  Allotment  Management  Plan  and  10-year 
lease  with  BLM. 

Mitigation 

Mitigation  measures  in  place  for  the  ISEGS  project  should  be  applied  to  the  Stateline  Solar  Project. 

Out  of  Scope 

Supports  the  use  of  rooftop  solar  panels  versus  solar  facilities  the  spoil  natural  land  resources. 

Photovoltaic  panels  should  be  constructed  on  rooftops,  parking  lots,  brown  spaces,  along  highways, 
or  other  brown  zones. 

Power  generation  should  be  closer  to  the  end  user,  which  is  more  efficient. 
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Out  of  Scope  (Continued) 

Supports  rooftop  solar  panels  because  it  is  more  efficient  and  does  impact  the  desert. 

Supports  rooftop  solar  panels  in  the  city  on  already  development  land  and  brown  sites. 

Supports  rooftop  solar  panels  on  lands  already  disturbed  by  development. 

Prefers  the  use  of  rooftop  solar  panels  rather  than  construction  of  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  project. 

Public  Involvement 

Rancher  request  to  enter  into  a full  consultation,  cooperation,  and  coordination  with  the  BLM. 

Requests  a 120-day  extension  to  the  scoping  comment  period  so  that  others  in  the  livestock  and 
associated  industries  are  allowed  time  to  comment  on  the  proposed  project. 

Recreation 

Opposes  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  project  because  of  its  impacts  to  camping  and  recreation  on 
BLM  lands. 

Concerned  about  the  potential  for  increased  deposit  of  sediment  on  the  dry  lake  bed  and  the  potential 
impacts  to  recreation. 

Socioeconomics 

The  combined  impacts  of  the  ISEGS  solar  project  and  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  projects  reduce 
rancher's  ability  to  properly  manage  range  conditions  and  destroy  the  economic  viability  of  ranching 
operations. 

Special  Status  Species 

The  EIS/EIR  should  consider  potential  impacts  to  the  Penstemon  bicolor,  Penstemon  palmeri,  Muilia 
coronata,  cave-dwelling  evening  primrose,  and  other  plant  species. 

Concerns  about  impacts  to  the  desert  tortoise  from  construction  of  the  proposed  project. 

Concern  about  the  hindrance  of  genetic  connectivity  for  the  threatened  desert  tortoise,  destroying  its 
habitat  and  preventing  north-south  movement  through  the  Ivanpah  Valley. 

The  EIS/EIR  should  consider  impacts  on  already  translocated  desert  tortoise  by  the  nearby  Ivanpah 
Solar  Electric  Generating  project. 

The  EIS/EIR  should  evaluate  potential  impacts  to  Golden  Eagle  habitat  known  to  be  active  in  the  area. 

Concerned  about  project  impacts  to  the  desert  tortoise. 

Vegetation 

Concerned  that  topographic  changes  from  solar  plant  development  would  adversely  alter  water  flow, 
plant  life,  and  native  insect  and  animal  life. 

Concerned  about  impacts  to  ancient  Joshua  trees,  wildlife,  and  untouched  wilderness. 

Concerned  that  solar  project  will  impact  habitat  for  plants  and  native  species. 

Concerned  about  impacts  to  local  populations  of  sensitive  plant  species  such  as  the  mojave  milkweed, 
desert  pincushion,  Parish's  club-cholla,  and  Ruby's  desert  mallow. 

Succulants,  including  the  mojave  yucca,  should  be  salvaged. 

Water  Resources 

Concerned  about  potential  drainage  from  the  project  during  strong  storms  and  the  potential  to  degrade 
habitat  south  and  east  of  the  1-15  in  the  DWMA. 
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VISUAL  RESOURCE  ANALYSIS 
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Form  8400-4 


UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
VISUAL  CONTRAST  RATING  WORKSHEET 


Date:  4/18/12 

District/  Field  Office:  California  Desert  District/ 

Needles  FO 

Resource  Area: 

Activity  (program):  Renewable  Energy  Resources 


SECTION  A.  PROJECT  INFORMATION 


Project  Name 

4.  Location 

5.  Location  Sketch 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 

Township  17N 

Key  Observation  Point 

#3-2  miles  from  Primm  on  Interstate  15 

Range 15E 

VRM  Class 

VRI  Class  III 

Section  19 

SECTION  B.  CHARACTERISTIC  LANDSCAPE  DESCRIPTION 


1 . LAND/WATER 

2.  VEGETATION 

3.  STRUCTURES 

FORM 

Flat,  horizontal  (foreground);  Jagged, 
complex  (background) 

Low,  irregular,  sparse  along  roadway; 
Indistinct  in  background. 

Flat,  horizontal  roadway;  Tall,  vertical, 
internally  complex  lattice  of  T-line 
structures;  short,  vertical,  narrow  fence 
posts.  ISEGS:  tall,  vertical  towers, 
horizontal,  large  scale  arrays. 

LINE 

Long,  horizontal  (foreground);  straight, 
horizontal  butt  edge  against  base  of 
mountains;  Jagged,  diagonal  silhouette 
of  background  mountains,  diagonal 
banding  of  strata 

Weak,  discontinuous 

straight  road  band;  T-line  structures 
vertical,  perpendicular  to  ground, 
straight  and  diagonal  lattice;  straight, 
vertical,  simple  posts.  ISEGS:  narrow, 
vertical  towers;  straight  edge  of  arrays 

COLOR 

light  gray-tan  to  gold-tan  (foreground); 
light  to  dark  tans,  grays,  browns  in 
mountain  background. 

Muted  gray-greens,  dark  to  medium 
greens,  tan,  brown. 

Gray  road  surface;  muted,  dark  gray  t- 
line  lattice;  brown  fence  posts.  ISEGS: 
red/white  color  banded  towers;  light, 
shiny  panels 

TEX- 

TURE 

smooth  (foreground):  coarse,  varied 
(background) 

fine,  sparse  in  foreground;  fine,  medium 
dense  in  background. 

smooth  road  band;  regular,  ordered  T- 
line  and  fence  posts.  ISEGS;  fine  panel 
surface;  regular,  orderly  towers 

SECTION  C.  PROPOSED  ACTIVITY  DESCRIPTION 


1.  LAND/WATER 

2.  VEGETATION 

3.  STRUCTURES 

FORM 

Land  modifications  not  visible 

modifications  to  vegetation  not  visible 

horizontal,  flat,  rectangular  planes  of 
panels  in  middleground.  Large  scale  in 
horizontal  plane,  low  profile 

LINE 

not  visible 

not  visible 

straight  edge  contrasts  with  surrounding 
vegetation 

COLOR 

not  visible 

not  visible 

dark,  muted  tones  of  PV  panels  recede 
into  landscape:  shiny,  gray  surface  may 
present  intermittent  brief  contrasts 

TEX- 

TURE 

not  visible 

not  visible 

fine  surface  ; 

SECTION  D.  CONTRAST  RATING 


SHORT  TERM 


LONG  TERM 


1. 

DEGREE 

OF 

CONTRAST 

FEATURES 

2.  Does  project  design  meet  visual  resource 
management  objectives?  X Yes  No 

LAND/WATER 
BODY  (1) 

VEGETATION 

(2) 

STRUCTURES 

(3) 

STRONG 

MODERATE 

WEAK 

NONE 

STRONG 

MODERATE 

WEAK 

NONE 

STRONG 

MODERATE 

WEAK 

NONE 

(Explain  on  reverse  side) 

3.  Additional  mitigating  measures 
recommended 

Yes  X No  (Explain  on  reverse 

ELEMENTS 

FORM 

X 

X 

X 

LINE 

X 

X 

X 

side) 

Evaluator’s  Names 
Date 

Lisa  Welch 

2/18/12 

COLOR 

X 

X 

X 

TEXTURE 

X 

X 

X 

SECTION  D.  (Continued) 


Comments  from  item  2. 

KOP  Description 

KOP  3 provides  a view  to  the  west  and  southwest  from  Interstate  15  about  2 miles  south  of  Primm,  Nevada  (the  KOP  is  in  California). 
The  highway  is  in  the  immediate  foreground.  The  Clark  Mountain  Range  provides  a rugged  backdrop  to  the  foreground/middleground 
views  of  the  dry  Ivanpah  Lake  bed  and  the  flat  Primm  Valley.  The  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  System  is  currently  under 
construction  to  the  west  and  southwest  of  the  KOP;  the  visual  simulations  depict  the  completed  Ivanpah  project. 

Evaluation  Factors 

Distance:  Relatively  close  (about  1 mile ) 

Angle  of  View:  Project  and  KOP  on  same  elevation,  makins  project  difficult  to  see. 

Duration:  Short  duration  view  from  moving  vehicle. 

Relative  Scale:  Small  compared  to  surrounding  landscape  and  mountains. 

Season:  Same  number  of  viewers  year-round. 

Light  Conditions:  Temporary  (1/2  hour)  glare  during  low  angle  sun  conditions 
Recovery  Time:  Long-term  clue  to  slow  recovery  time  for  desert  vegetation. 

Spatial  Relationship:  Low  position  against  mountains  and  remainder  of  the  viewscape. 

Atmospheric  Condition:  Does  not  affect  views. 

Motion:  Not  applicable  - no  moving  features  in  the  landscape. 

Alternative-Specific  Contrast  Evaluation 

Alternative  B:  The  reflected  sunlight  (PV  panels  absorb  most  sunlight)  from  the  panels  as  they  face  the  KOP  would  appear  as  a 
lighter,  silver-gray  color  that  would  have  a moderate  contrast  with  adjacent  darker  soils  and  vegetation  for  a maximum  of  XA  hour  in 
the  morning  during  summer  months.  The  panels  would  appear  as  a dark  horizontal  band  located  at  slightly  more  than  one  mile  from 
the  KOP  that  is  somewhat  indistinct  from  the  surrounding  landscape. 

The  PV  panels  appear  to  be  approximately  the  same  elevation  as  the  surrounding  landscape  as  seen  from  KOP  3.  This  is  because  of  a 
relatively  low  profile  (5  feet  above  ground  surface),  and  because  the  supporting  infrastructure  is  hidden  from  view  by  the  terrain  or  6- 
foot  fencing  treated  or  painted  to  reduce  visual  impacts.  Supporting  infrastructure  such  as  roads  and  the  Gen-Tie  line  are  visible,  but 


small  in  scale  relative  to  existing  landscape  features. 

The  dark  color  of  the  PV  modules  recedes  into  the  landscape,  and  the  rectangular  form  and  horizontal  line  of  the  arrays  repeat  the 
horizontal  planes  and  lines  of  the  valley  landscape.  The  contrasts  of  the  panel  arrays  would  be  low  because  of  the  large  scale  of  the 
array,  which  is  about  1.4  miles  west  of  the  KOP,  would  be  subordinate  to  the  overall  scale  of  the  landscape.  Alternative  B would  meet 
the  VRM  Class  III  objective  to  partially  retain  the  existing  character  of  the  landscape. 

Alternative  D:  The  impacts  and  the  degree  of  contrast  under  Alternative  D would  appear  very  similar  to  Alternative  B,  with  the 
exception  that  the  horizontal  extent  of  the  panels  is  longer  than  Alternative  B,  and  interrupted  by  a break  between  two  separated 
arrays. 

Hybrid:  The  impacts  and  the  degree  of  contrast  under  the  Hybrid  Alternative  would  appear  very  similar  to  Alternative  B;  the 
horizontal  band  would  appear  wider.  The  degree  of  contrast  is  slightly  larger  in  extent;  but  otherwise  very  similar. 

Cumulative:  the  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  System,  currently  under  construction  in  the  Primm  Valley,  consists  of  three  solar 
arrays  of  mirrored  panels;  each  array  includes  a central  power  tower.  The  height  of  the  solar  panel,  the  bright,  light-colored  mirrored 
panel  surfaces,  and  the  tall  height  of  the  power  towers  topped  with  the  bright  white  panel  present  strong  contrasts  of  form  line  and 
color  in  the  Primm  Valley  as  seen  from  the  KOP.  The  proposed  Stateline  project  under  any  alternative  contributes  a relatively  small, 
incremental  impact  to  the  valley  landscape  when  considered  cumulatively  with  the  Ivanpah  project. 


Additional  Mitigating  Measures  (See  item  3) 


There  is  no  mitigation  additional  to  the  proposed  mitigation  included  in  Section  4.18. 
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UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
VISUAL  CONTRAST  RATING  WORKSHEET 


Date:  4/18/12 

District/  Field  Office:  California  Desert  District/ 

Needles  FO 

Resource  Area: 

Activity  (program):  Renewable  Energy  Resources 


SECTION  A.  PROJECT  INFORMATION 


Project  Name 

4.  Location 

5.  Location  Sketch 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 

Township  16N 

Key  Observation  Point 

#5-1-15  overpass  on  Yates  Well  Road 

Range_  14E 

VRM  Class 

VRI  Class  III 

Section  1 

SECTION  B.  CHARACTERISTIC  LANDSCAPE  DESCRIPTION 


1.  LAND/WATER 

2.  VEGETATION 

3.  STRUCTURES 

FORM 

Flat,  horizontal  (foreground);  Jagged, 
complex  (background) 

Low,  irregular,  sparse  along  roadway; 
Indistinct  in  background.  Clumps  at  golf 
course. 

Flat,  horizontal  roadways;  vertical, 
geometric  overpass  railing;  vertical, 
narrow  streetlights;  blocky,  small-scale 
structures  at  golf  course.  ISEGS:  tall, 
vertical  towers,  horizontal,  large  scale 
arrays. 

LINE 

Lon,  horizontal  (foreground);  straight, 
horizontal  butt  edge  against  base  of 
mountains;  Jagged,  diagonal  silhouette 
of  background  mountains,  diagonal 
banding  of  strata 

Weak,  discontinuous 

straight  road  bands;  straight,  vertical 
posts  perpendicular  to  ground.  ISEGS: 
narrow,  vertical  towers;  straight  edge  of 
arrays 

COLOR 

light  gray-tan  to  gold-tan  (foreground); 
light  to  dark  tans,  grays,  browns  in 
mountain  background. 

Muted  gray-greens,  dark  to  medium 
greens,  tan,  brown.  Vivid  greens  at  golf 
course. 

Gray  road  surface;  muted,  dark  gray 
light  posts.  Light  tans  & whites  at  golf 
course.  ISEGS:  red/white  color  banded 
towers;  light,  shiny  panels 

TEX- 

TURE 

smooth  (foreground):  coarse,  varied 
(background) 

fine,  sparse  in  foreground;  fine,  medium 
dense  in  background.  Densest  at  golf 
couse. 

smooth  road  band;  regular,  ordered  T- 
line  and  fence  posts.  Sparse  golf  course 
structures.  ISEGS;  fine  panel  surface; 
regular,  orderly  towers 

SECTION  C.  PROPOSED  ACTIVITY  DESCRIPTION 


1.  LAND/WATER 

2.  VEGETATION 

3.  STRUCTURES 

horizontal,  flat,  rectangular  planes  of 

Land  modifications  not  visible 

modifications  to  vegetation  not  visible 

panels  in  middleground.  Large  scale  in 

O 

Ph 

horizontal  plane,  low  profile 

LINE 

not  visible 

not  visible 

straight  edge  contrasts  with  surrounding 
vegetation 

pd 

dark,  muted  tones  of  PV  panels  recede 

O 

_l 

not  visible 

not  visible 

into  landscape:  shiny,  gray  surface  may 

o 

u 

present  intermittent  brief  contrasts 

TEX- 

TURE 

not  visible 

not  visible 

fine  surface 

SECTION  D.  CONTRAST  RATING 


SHORT  TERM 


LONG  TERM 


1. 

DEGREE 

OF 

CONTRAST 

FEATURES 

2.  Does  project  design  meet  visual  resource 

management  objectives?  X Yes  No 

(Explain  on  reverse  side) 

3.  Additional  mitigating  measures 
recommended 

Yes  X No  (Explain  on  reverse 

LAND/WATER 
BODY  (1) 

VEGETATION 

(2) 

STRUCTURES 

(3) 

STRONG 

MODERATE 

WEAK 

NONE 

STRONG 

MODERATE 

WEAK 

NONE 

STRONG 

MODERATE 

WEAK 

NONE 

ELEMENTS 

FORM 

X 

X 

X 

LINE 

X 

X 

X 

side) 

Evaluator’s  Names 
Date 

Lisa  Welch 
2/18/12 

COLOR 

X 

X 

X 

TEXTURE 

X 

X 

X 

SECTION  D.  (Continued) 


Comments  from  item  2. 

KOP  Description 

KOP-5  is  on  1-15  overpass  at  Yates  Well  Road.  View  is  to  the  west-northwest,  and  includes  the  overpass  road,  a frontage  road,  the 
non-native  trees  and  landscaping  of  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club,  and  the  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  System.  Valley.  The 
Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  System  is  currently  under  construction  to  the  west  and  southwest  of  the  KOP;  the  visual  simulations 
depict  the  completed  Ivanpah  project. 

Evaluation  Factors 

Distance:  Relatively  dose  (about  1 mile ) in  Alts.  B and  Hybrid,  very  close  in  Alt.  D. 

Angle  of  View:  Project  and  KOP  on  same  elevation,  making  project  difficult  to  see. 

Duration:  Short  duration  view  front  moving  vehicle. 

Relative  Scale:  Small  compared  to  surrounding  landscape  and  mountains. 

Season:  Same  number  of  viewers  year-round. 

Light  Conditions:  Does  not  affect  views 

Recovery  Time:  Long-term  due  to  slow  recovery  time  for  desert  vegetation. 

Spatial  Relationship:  Low  position  against  mountains  and  remainder  of  the  viewscape. 

Atmospheric  Condition:  Does  not  affect  views. 

Motion:  Not  applicable  - no  moving  features  in  the  landscape. 

Alternative-Specific  Contrast  Evaluation 

Alternative  B:  The  solar  array  would  be  located  about  2.3  miles  northwest  of  KOP  5,  and  would  be  very  difficult  to  discern  from  the 
surrounding  landscape  because  form,  line  and  color  contrasts  would  be  diffused  by  the  distance.  The  rectangular  form  and  horizontal 
lines  of  the  arrays  repeat  the  horizontal  planes  and  lines  of  the  valley  landscape.  The  overall  level  ot  change  would  be  low  as  seen 
from  the  KOP  primarily  because  of  the  muted  dark  tones  and  low  profile  of  the  panels,  and  the  scale  of  the  facilities  would  be 
subordinate  to  the  landscape.  Alternative  B would  meet  the  VRM  Class  III  objective  to  partially  retain  the  existing  character  ot  the 
landscape. 

Alternative  D:  The  alternative  includes  two  arrays.  The  north  array  would  appear  very  similar  to  Alternative  B.  The  south  array  is  in 
close  proximity  to  the  KOP.  The  reflected  sunlight  (PV  panels  absorb  most  sunlight)  from  the  south  array  panels  as  they  face  the  KOP 
would  appear  as  a silvery-gray  color  that  would  have  a moderate  contrast  with  adjacent  darker  soils  and  vegetation  for  a maximum  of 


l/2  hour  in  the  morning  during  summer  months.  The  panels  would  appear  as  a dark  horizontal  band  located  at  slightly  more  than  0.5 
mile  from  the  KOP  that  is  somewhat  indistinct  from  the  surrounding  landscape. 

The  dark  color  of  the  PV  modules  recedes  into  the  landscape,  and  the  form  and  horizontal  line  of  the  arrays  repeat  the  horizontal 
planes  and  lines  of  the  valley  landscape;  however,  the  contrasts  of  the  panel  arrays  would  be  moderate  because  of  the  large  scale  of  the 
south  array,  which  is  in  close  proximity  to  the  KOP  and  extends  across  a broad  horizontal  extent  of  the  field  of  view.  Supporting 
infrastructure  such  as  roads  and  the  Gen-Tie  line  are  visible,  but  small  in  scale  relative  to  existing  landscape  features. 

The  overall  level  of  change  would  be  moderate  as  seen  from  the  KOP  primarily  because  of  the  large  scale  of  the  south  array  as  seen 
from  KOP  5.  Alternative  D would  meet  the  VRM  Class  III  objective  to  partially  retain  the  existing  character  of  the  landscape. 


Hybrid:  The  impacts  and  the  degree  of  contrast  under  the  Hybrid  Alternative  would  appear  identical  to  Alternative  B. 


Cumulative:  the  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  System,  currently  under  construction  in  the  Primm  Valley,  consists  of  three  solar 
arrays  of  mirrored  panels;  each  array  includes  a central  power  tower.  The  height  of  the  solar  panel,  the  bright,  light-colored  mirrored 
panel  surfaces,  and  the  tall  height  of  the  power  towers  topped  with  the  bright  white  panel  present  strong  contrasts  of  form  line  and 
color  in  the  Primm  Valley  as  seen  from  the  KOP.  The  proposed  Stateline  project  under  any  alternative  contributes  a relatively  small, 
incremental  impact  to  the  valley  landscape  when  considered  cumulatively  with  the  Ivanpah  project. 


Additional  Mitigating  Measures  (See  item  3) 


There  is  no  mitigation  additional  to  the  proposed  mitigation  included  in  Section  4.18. 
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UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

Date:  4/18/12 

District/  Field  Office:  California  Desert  District/ 
Needles  FO 

VISUAL  CONTRAST  RATING  WORKSHEET 

Resource  Area: 

Activity  (program):  Renewable  Energy  Resources 

SECTION  A.  PROJECT  INFORMATION 


Project  Name 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 

4.  Location 
Township 1 7N_ 

5.  Location  Sketch 

Key  Observation  Point 

#6  - NW  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club 

Range 

14E 

VRM  Class 
VRI  Class  III 

Section 

36 

SECTION  B.  CHARACTERISTIC  LANDSCAPE  DESCRIPTION 


1.  LAND/WATER 

2.  VEGETATION 

3.  STRUCTURES 

FORM 

Flat,  horizontal  (foreground);  Jagged, 
complex  (background) 

Tall,  columnar  non-native  palm  trees 
and  geometric  greens  at  golf  course; 
Indistinct,  low  shrubs  in  background. 

Flat,  horizontal  path;  Tall,  vertical, 
internally  complex  lattice  of  T-line 
structures;  blocky,  structures  at  golf 
course.  Flat,  vertical  plane  of  fence. 
ISEGS:  tall,  vertical  towers,  horizontal, 
large  scale  arrays. 

LINE 

Lon,  horizontal  (foreground);  straight, 
horizontal  butt  edge  against  base  of 
mountains;  Jagged,  diagonal  silhouette 
of  background  mountains,  diagonal 
banding  of  strata 

Distinct  edge  of  greens;  vertical, 
irregular  palms;  otherwise,  weak, 
discontinuous 

straight  road  bands;  straight,  vertical 
posts  perpendicular  to  ground.  ISEGS: 
narrow,  vertical  towers;  straight  edge  of 
arrays 

light  gray-tan  to  gold-tan  (foreground); 

Muted  gray-greens,  dark  to  medium 

Gray  road  surface;  muted,  dark  gray 
light  posts.  Light  tans  & whites  at  golf 

o 

light  to  dark  tans,  grays,  browns  in 

greens,  tan,  brown.  Vivid  greens  at  golf 

course.  Tan,  light  tones  - distant 

mountain  background. 

course. 

structures,  ISEGS:  red/white  color 

o 

u 

banded  towers;  light,  shiny  panels 

TEX- 

TURE 

smooth  (foreground):  coarse,  varied 
(background) 

fine,  sparse  in  foreground;  fine,  medium 
dense  in  background.  Varied  and  patchy 
at  golf  course. 

smooth  path  band;  regular,  ordered  T- 
line  and  fence.  Sparse  structures. 
ISEGS;  fine  panel  surface;  regular, 
orderly  towers 

SECTION  C.  PROPOSED  ACTIVITY  DESCRIPTION 


1 . LAND/WATER 

2.  VEGETATION 

3.  STRUCTURES 

horizontal,  flat,  rectangular  planes  of 

1 

Land  modifications  not  visible 

modifications  to  vegetation  not  visible 

panels  in  middleground.  Large  scale  in 

O 

Uh 

horizontal  plane,  low  profile 

W 

not  visible 

not  visible 

straight  edge  contrasts  with  surrounding 

g 

vegetation 

dark,  muted  tones  of  PV  panels  recede 

O 

_i 

not  visible 

not  visible 

into  landscape:  shiny,  gray  surface  may 

O 

u 

present  intermittent  brief  contrasts 

xS 

not  visible 

not  visible 

fine  surface 

w P 

i— 1 F— 1 

SECTION  D.  CONTRAST  RATING 


SHORT  TERM 


LONG  TERM 


1. 

DEGREE 

OF 

CONTRAST 

FEATURES 

2.  Does  project  design  meet  visual  resource 

management  objectives?  X Yes  No 

(Explain  on  reverse  side) 

3.  Additional  mitigating  measures 
recommended 

Yes  X No  (Explain  on  reverse 

LAND/WATER 
BODY  (1) 

VEGETATION 

(2) 

STRUCTURES 

(3) 

STRONG 

MODERATE 

WEAK 

NONE 

STRONG 

MODERATE 

WEAK 

NONE 

STRONG 

MODERATE 

WEAK 

NONE 

ELEMENTS 

FORM 

X 

X 

X 

LINE 

X 

X 

X 

side) 

Evaluator’s  Names 
Date 

Lisa  Welch 
2/18/12 

COLOR 

X 

X 

X 

TEXTURE 

X 

X 

X 

SECTION  D.  (Continued) 


Comments  from  item  2. 

KOP-Specific  Description 

KOP  6 is  located  on  a high  point  within  the  golf  course.  Views  towards  the  proposed  project  from  much  of  the  golf  course  would  be 
screened  by  a berm  along  the  course  perimeter.  View  is  to  the  northwest  and  north,  and  includes  the  golf  course  greens  and 
landscaping,  and  winding  paved  path,  sparse  golf  course  structures.  Beyond  the  golf  course,  the  lattice  towers  of  a transmission  line 
extend  from  the  foreground  to  the  background;  the  town  of  Primm  is  visible  in  the  background  to  the  north.  The  rugged  Clark 
Mountain  Range  provides  a backdrop  to  KOP  views.  The  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  System  is  currently  under  construction  to 
the  west  and  southwest  of  the  KOP;  the  visual  simulations  depict  the  completed  Ivanpah  project. 

Evaluation  Factors 

Distance:  Relatively  close  (about  l mile ) 

Angle  of  View:  Project  and  KOP  on  same  elevation,  making  project  difficult  to  see. 

Duration:  Viewer  would  be  stationary  on  golf  course,  but  would  likely  only  see  view  for  short  duration. 

Relative  Scale:  Small  compared  to  surrounding  landscape  and  mountains. 

Season:  Probably  more  viewers  in  spring,  summer,  and  fall,  and  fewer  in  winter. 

Light  Conditions:  Does  not  affect  views 


Recovery’  Time:  Long-term  due  to  slow  recovery  time  for  desert  vegetation. 

Spatial  Relationship:  Low  position  against  mountains  and  remainder  of  the  viewscape. 

Atmospheric  Condition:  Does  not  affect  views. 

Motion:  Not  applicable  - no  moving  features  in  the  landscape. 

Alternative-Specific  Contrast  Evaluation 

Alternative  B:  The  reflected  sunlight  (PV  panels  absorb  most  sunlight)  from  the  panels  as  they  face  the  KOP  would  appear  as  a light, 
silvery-gray  color  that  would  have  a moderate  to  strong  contrast  with  adjacent  darker  soils  and  vegetation  for  an  estimated  !4  hour 
during  morning  hours.  The  panels  would  appear  as  a dark  horizontal  band  located  at  slightly  more  than  0.8  mile  north  of  the  KOP, 
and  would  have  low  color  contrasts  with  the  surrounding  landscape.  The  low  color  contrasts  reduce  and  mute  the  straight  edge  line 
and  large-scale,  geometric  form  contrasts. 

The  PV  panels  appear  to  be  approximately  the  same  elevation  as  the  surrounding  landscape  as  seen  from  KOP  6.  This  is  because  of  a 
relatively  low  profile  (5  feet  above  ground  surface),  and  because  the  supporting  infrastructure  is  hidden  from  view  by  the  terrain  or  6- 


foot  fencing  treated  or  painted  to  reduce  visual  impacts.  Supporting  infrastructure  such  as  roads  and  the  Gen-Tie  line  either  are  not 
visible,  or  appear  to  very  similar  adjacent  existing  structures. 

The  dark  color  of  the  PV  modules  recedes  into  the  landscape,  and  the  form  and  horizontal  line  of  the  arrays  repeat  the  horizontal 
planes  and  lines  of  the  valley  landscape;  however,  the  contrasts  of  the  panel  arrays  would  be  moderate  because  of  the  large  scale  of  the 
array,  which  is  about  0.8  miles  from  the  KOP  and  extends  across  a broad  horizontal  extent  of  the  field  of  view.  Alternative  B would 
meet  the  VRM  Class  III  objective  to  partially  retain  the  existing  character  of  the  landscape. 

Alternative  D:  The  north  Alt.  D solar  array  would  be  very  similar  in  appearance  as  seen  from  KOP  6 as  described  for  Alternative  B; 
the  smaller  footprint  would  not  change  the  appearance  because  of  the  view  angle.  The  south  array  would  be  about  0.73  miles 
southwest  of  the  KOP.  The  additive  effect  of  the  south  array  would  increase  the  visibility  of  Alternative  D to  a substantially  greater 
degree  than  Alternative  B.  Alternative  D would  have  the  largest  impact  of  the  three  alternatives,  because  the  north  and  south  arrays 
would  be  visible  from  the  KOP.  Alternative  D would  not  meet  VRI  Class  III  Objectives. 

Hybrid:  The  impacts  and  the  degree  of  contrast  under  the  Hybrid  Alternative  would  appear  identical  to  Alternative  B. 

Cumulative:  the  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  System,  currently  under  construction  in  the  Primm  Valley,  consists  of  three  solar 
arrays  of  mirrored  panels;  each  array  includes  a central  power  tower.  The  height  of  the  solar  panel,  the  bright,  light-colored  mirrored 
panel  surfaces,  and  the  tall  height  of  the  power  towers  topped  with  the  bright  white  panel  present  strong  contrasts  of  form  line  and 
color  in  the  Primm  Valley  as  seen  from  the  KOP.  The  proposed  Stateline  project  under  any  alternative  contributes  a relatively  small, 
incremental  impact  to  the  valley  landscape  when  considered  cumulatively  with  the  Ivanpah  project. 


Additional  Mitigating  Measures  (See  item  3) 

There  is  no  mitigation  additional  to  the  proposed  mitigation  included  in  Section  4.18. 
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SECTION  A.  PROJECT  INFORMATION 


Project  Name 

4.  Location 

5.  Location  Sketch 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 

Township  17N 

Key  Observation  Point 

#7  - SW  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club 

Range  14E 

VRM  Class 

VRI  Class  III 

Section  36 

SECTION  B.  CHARACTERISTIC  LANDSCAPE  DESCRIPTION 


1.  LAND/WATER 

2.  VEGETATION 

3.  STRUCTURES 

FORM 

Flat,  horizontal  (foreground);  Jagged, 
complex  (background) 

Tall,  columnar  non-native  palm  trees  and 
geometric  greens  at  golf  course; 
Indistinct,  low  shrubs  in  background. 

Flat,  horizontal  path;  Tall,  vertical, 
internally  complex  lattice  of  T-line 
structures;  blocky,  structures  at  golf 
course.  Flat,  vertical  plane  of  fence. 
ISEGS:  tall,  vertical  towers,  horizontal, 
large  scale  arrays. 

LINE 

Long,  horizontal  (foreground);  straight, 
horizontal  butt  edge  against  base  of 
mountains;  Jagged,  diagonal  silhouette  of 
background  mountains,  diagonal  banding 
of  strata 

Distinct  edge  of  greens;  vertical, 
irregular  palms;  otherwise,  weak, 
discontinuous 

straight  road  bands;  straight,  vertical 
posts  perpendicular  to  ground.  ISEGS: 
narrow,  vertical  towers;  straight  edge  of 
arrays 

COLOR 

light  gray-tan  to  gold-tan  (foreground); 
light  to  dark  tans,  grays,  browns  in 
mountain  background. 

Muted  gray-greens,  dark  to  medium 
greens,  tan,  brown.  Vivid  greens  at  golf 
course. 

Gray  road  surface;  muted,  dark  gray  light 
posts.  Light  tans  & whites  at  golf  course. 
ISEGS:  red/white  color  banded  towers; 
light,  shiny  panels. 

TEX- 

TURE 

smooth  (foreground):  coarse,  varied 
(background) 

fine,  sparse  in  foreground;  fine,  medium 
dense  in  background.  Varied  and  patchy 
at  golf  course. 

smooth  path  band;  regular,  ordered  T- 
line  and  fence.  ISEGS;  fine  panel 
surface;  regular,  orderly  towers 

SECTION  C.  PROPOSED  ACTIVITY  DESCRIPTION 


1.  LAND/WATER 

2.  VEGETATION 

3.  STRUCTURES 

horizontal,  flat,  rectangular  planes  of 

1 

Land  modifications  not  visible 

modifications  to  vegetation  not  visible 

panels  in  middleground.  Large  scale  in 

O 

Mh 

horizontal  plane,  low  profile. 

w 

not  visible 

not  visible 

straight  edge  contrasts  with  surrounding 

g 

j 

vegetation 

oi 

dark,  muted  tones  of  PV  panels  recede 

O 

_l 

not  visible 

not  visible 

into  landscape:  shiny,  gray  surface  may 

o 

u 

present  intermittent  brief  contrasts. 

not  visible 

not  visible 

fine  surface. 

u_j  p 

SECTION  D.  CONTRAST  RATING 


SHORT  TERM 


LONG  TERM 


1. 

DEGREE 

OF 

CONTRAST 

FEATURES 

2.  Does  project  design  meet  visual  resource 

management  objectives?  X Yes  No 

(Explain  on  reverse  side) 

3.  Additional  mitigating  measures 
recommended 

Yes  X No  (Explain  on  reverse 

LAND/WATER 
BODY  (1) 

VEGETATION 

(2) 

STRUCTURES 

(3) 

STRONG 

MODERATE 

WEAK 

NONE 

STRONG 

MODERATE 

WEAK 

NONE 

STRONG 

MODERATE 

WEAK 

NONE 

ELEMENTS 

FORM 

X 

X 

X 

LINE 

X 

X 

X 

side) 

Evaluator’s  Names  Date 

Lisa  Welch  2/18/12 

COLOR 

X 

X 

X 

TEXTURE 

X 

X 

X 

SECTION  D.  (Continued) 


Comments  from  item  2. 

KOP  Description 

KOP  7 is  located  in  the  southwest  comer  of  Prirnrn  Golf  Course.  View  is  to  the  west,  and  includes  the  golf  course  ditch  at  the  course 
perimeter,  a fence,  and  the  gently  rising  alluvial  fan  to  the  west  of  the  course.  The  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  System  is 
currently  under  construction  to  the  northwest,  west  and  southwest  of  the  KOP;  the  visual  simulations  depict  the  completed  Ivanpah 
project. 

Evaluation  Factors 

Distance:  Relatively  close  (about  1 mile)  in  Alts.  B and  Hybrid,  very  dose  in  Alt.  D. 

Angle  of  View:  Project  and  KOP  on  same  elevation,  making  project  difficult  to  see. 

Duration:  Viewer  would  be  stationary  on  golf  course,  but  would  likely  only  see  view  for  short  duration. 

Relative  Scale:  Small  compared  to  surrounding  landscape  and  mountains. 

Season:  Probably  more  viewers  in  spring ■ summer,  and  fall,  and  fewer  in  winter. 

Light  Conditions:  Does  not  affect  views 

Recovery  Time:  Long-term  clue  to  slow  recovery  time  for  desert  vegetation. 

Spatial  Relationship:  Low  position  against  mountains  and  remainder  of  the  viewscape. 

Atmospheric  Condition:  Does  not  affect  views. 

Motion:  Not  applicable  - no  moving  features  in  the  landscape. 

Alternative-Specific  Contrast  Evaluation 

Alternative  B:  The  solar  array  is  not  visible  in  southwest  views  from  the  KOP,  as  shown  in  the  simulation  for  Alternative  B,  KOP  7; 
however,  in  views  to  the  north  to  northwest,  the  solar  array  would  appear  as  a horizontal  band  extending  across  a 1.5  mile  distance 
located  at  slightly  more  than  1.5  mile  north  of  the  KOP.  The  facility  would  be  visible,  but  the  dark  color  of  the  PV  modules  recedes 
into  the  landscape,  and  the  rectangular  form  and  horizontal  line  of  the  arrays  repeat  the  horizontal  planes  and  lines  of  the  valley 
landscape.  The  contrasts  of  the  panel  arrays  would  also  be  low  because  of  the  large  scale  of  the  north  array  would  be  subordinate  to 
the  overall  scale  of  the  landscape.  Alternative  B would  meet  the  VRM  Class  III  objective  to  partially  retain  the  existing  character  ot 
the  landscape. 


Alternative  D:  The  south  array  would  be  within  0.10  miles  of  KOP  7.  The  reflected  sunlight  (PV  panels  absorb  most  sunlight)  from 
the  panels  as  they  face  the  KOP  would  appear  as  a light,  silvery-gray  color  that  would  contrast  with  adjacent  darker  soils  and 
vegetation  for  a very  brief  period  in  the  morning.  The  supporting  infrastructure  (tall,  narrow,  straight  edge  distribution  line  poles,  and 


the  shielded  night-lighting)  would  be  visible  due  to  the  close  proximity  of  the  array.  The  facility  would  dominate  the  view,  and  the 
overall  level  of  change  would  be  high  because  of  the  large  scale  and  close  proximity  of  the  array  to  the  KOP.  Alternative  D would  not 
meet  the  VRM  Class  III  objective  to  partially  retain  the  existing  character  of  the  landscape.  The  impacts  to  viewers  at  the  golf  course 
are  substantially  larger  under  Alternative  D than  under  Alternative  B or  the  Hybrid  alternative.  Alternative  D would  not  meet  VRI 
Class  III  Objectives. 

Hybrid:  The  impacts  and  the  degree  of  contrast  under  the  Hybrid  Alternative  would  appear  identical  to  Alternative  B. 

Cumulative:  the  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  System,  currently  under  construction  in  the  Primm  Valley,  consists  of  three  solar 
arrays  of  mirrored  panels;  each  array  includes  a central  power  tower.  The  large  arrays  of  solar  panels,  the  bright,  light-colored 
mirrored  panel  surfaces,  and  the  tall  height  of  the  power  towers  topped  with  the  bright  white  panel  present  strong  contrasts  of  form 
line  and  color  in  the  Primm  Valley;  however,  the  scale  and  color  contrasts  of  the  Ivanpah  project  would  be  minimized  by  the  angle  of 
view  and  the  intervening  Stateline  project  as  seen  from  the  KOP.  The  proposed  Stateline  project  under  any  alternative  contributes  a 
noticeable,  incremental  impact  to  the  valley  landscape  when  considered  cumulatively  with  the  Ivanpah  project. 


Additional  Mitigating  Measures  (See  item  3) 


There  is  no  mitigation  additional  to  the  proposed  mitigation  included  in  Section  4.18. 
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SECTION  A.  PROJECT  INFORMATION 


Project  Name 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 

4.  Location 
Township 16N 

5.  Location  Sketch 

Key  Observation  Point 

#9  - Nipton  Road  overpass  on  Interstate  1 5 

Range 

14E 

VRM  Class 
VRI  Class  III 

Section 

35 

SECTION  B.  CHARACTERISTIC  LANDSCAPE  DESCRIPTION 


1.  LAND/WATER 

2.  VEGETATION 

3.  STRUCTURES 

FORM 

Flat,  horizontal  (foreground);  Jagged, 
complex  (background) 

Low,  irregular,  sparse  along  roadway; 
Indistinct  in  background. 

Flat,  horizontal  roadway;  utility  and 
light  poles  - varying  heights;  small, 
geometric  highway  structures.  ISEGS: 
tall,  vertical  towers,  horizontal,  large 
scale  arrays. 

LINE 

Lon,  horizontal  (foreground);  straight, 
horizontal  butt  edge  against  base  of 
mountains;  Jagged,  diagonal  silhouette 
of  background  mountains,  diagonal 
banding  of  strata 

Weak,  discontinuous 

straight  to  curved  road  band;  Poles  j 

vertical,  perpendicular  to  ground, 
straight.  ISEGS:  narrow,  vertical 
towers;  straight  edge  of  arrays 

COLOR 

light  gray-tan  to  gold-tan  (foreground); 
light  to  dark  tans,  grays,  browns  in 
mountain  background. 

Muted  gray-greens,  dark  to  medium 
greens,  tan,  brown. 

Gray  road  surfaces;  muted,  dark  gray  to 
brown  posts.  ISEGS:  red/white  color 
banded  towers;  light,  shiny  panels 

TEX- 

TURE 

smooth  (foreground):  coarse,  varied 
(background) 

fine,  sparse  in  foreground;  fine,  medium 
dense  in  background. 

smooth  road  band;  sparse,  ordered  T 
posts.  ISEGS;  fine  panel  surface; 
regular,  orderly  towers 

SECTION  C.  PROPOSED  ACTIVITY  DESCRIPTION 


1 . LAND/WATER 

2.  VEGETATION 

3.  STRUCTURES 

FORM 

Land  modifications  not  visible 

modifications  to  vegetation  not  visible 

horizontal,  flat,  rectangular  planes  of 
panels  in  background.  Large  scale  in 
horizontal  plane,  low  profile 

LINE 

not  visible 

not  visible 

straight  edge  contrasts  with  surrounding 
vegetation 

COLOR 

not  visible 

not  visible 

dark,  muted  tones  of  PV  panels  recede 
into  landscape 

TEX- 

TURE 

not  visible 

not  visible 

fine  surface 

SECTION  D.  CONTRAST  RATING 


SHORT  TERM 


LONG  TERM 


1. 

DEGREE 

OF 

CONTRAST 

FEATURES 

2.  Does  project  design  meet  visual  resource 
management  objectives?  X Yes  No 

LAND/WATER 
BODY  (1) 

VEGETATION 

(2) 

STRUCTURES 

(3) 

STRONG 

MODERATE 

WEAK 

NONE 

STRONG 

MODERATE 

WEAK 

NONE 

STRONG 

MODERATE 

WEAK 

NONE 

(Explain  on  reverse  side) 

3.  Additional  mitigating  measures 
recommended 

Yes  X No  (Explain  on  reverse 

ELEMENTS 

FORM 

X 

X 

X 

LINE 

X 

X 

X 

side) 

Evaluator's  Names 
Date 

Lisa  Welch 

2/18/12 

COLOR 

X 

X 

X 

TEXTURE 

X 

X 

X 

SECTION  D.  (Continued) 


Comments  from  item  2. 

KOP  Description 

KOP  9 provides  a view  to  the  north-northwest  from  the  Nipton  Road  overpass  at  Interstate  15  nearly  10  miles  south  of  Primm,  Nevada 
(the  KOP  is  in  California).  The  highway  and  Nipton  Road  on  the  overpass  are  in  the  immediate  foreground.  The  Clark  Mountain 
Range  provides  a rugged  backdrop  to  the  foreground  to  background  views  of  the  flat  Ivanpah  Valley.  The  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric 
Generating  System  is  currently  under  construction  to  the  west  and  southwest  of  the  KOP;  the  visual  simulations  depict  the  completed 
Ivanpah  project. 

Evaluation  Factors 

Distance:  Relatively  far  (several  miles ) 

Angle  of  View:  Project  and  KOP  on  same  elevation,  making  project  difficult  to  see. 

Duration:  Short  duration  view  from  moving  vehicle. 

Relative  Scale:  Small  compared  to  surrounding  landscape  and  mountains. 

Season:  Same  number  of  viewers  year-round. 

Light  Conditions:  Does  not  affect  views 

Recovery  Time:  Long-term  due  to  slow  recovery  time  for  desert  vegetation. 

Spatial  Relationship:  Low  position  against  mountains  and  remainder  of  the  viewscape. 

Atmospheric  Condition:  Does  not  affect  views. 

Motion:  Not  applicable  - no  moving  features  in  the  landscape. 

Alternative-Specific  Contrast  Evaluation 

Alternative  B:  The  KOP  is  about  6.7  miles  south  of  the  solar  array.  The  panels  would  not  face  KOP  9.  The  panels  would  appear  as  a 
distant,  dark  and  muted  horizontal  band  that  is  somewhat  indistinct  from  the  surrounding  landscape. 

The  form,  line  and  color  contrasts  of  the  panel  arrays  would  be  low;  primarily  because  the  distance  of  more  than  6 miles  diffuses 
contrasts  into  the  surrounding  landscape,  and  the  scale  of  the  facility  is  small  relative  to  surrounding  landforms.  The  overall  level  of 
change  would  be  low  as  seen  from  the  KOP.  Alternative  B would  meet  the  VRM  Class  III  objective  to  partially  retain  the  existing 
character  of  the  landscape. 


Alternative  D:  The  impacts  from  the  north  array  are  identical  to  the  impacts  described  for  Alternative  B.  The  south  array  is  about  4 
miles  north  of  KOP  9.  The  impacts  and  the  degree  of  contrast  from  the  south  array  would  be  very  similar  to  the  north  array.  There 
would  be  a slightly  great  level  of  contrast  under  Alternative  D than  from  Alternative  B primarily  because  both  arrays  are  visible, 
increasing  the  overall  scale  of  the  project.  The  panels  would  appear  distant,  dark  and  muted  horizontal  bands  that  are  somewhat 
indistinct  from  the  surrounding  landscape.  Alternative  D would  meet  the  VRM  Class  III  objective  to  partially  retain  the  existing 
character  of  the  landscape. 


Hybrid:  The  impacts  and  the  degree  of  contrast  under  the  Hybrid  Alternative  would  appear  identical  to  Alternative  B. 


Cumulative:  the  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  System,  currently  under  construction  in  the  Primm  Valley,  consists  of  three  solar 
arrays  of  mirrored  panels;  each  array  includes  a central  power  tower.  The  height  of  the  solar  panel,  the  bright,  light-colored  mirrored 
panel  surfaces,  and  the  tall  height  of  the  power  towers  topped  with  the  bright  white  panel  present  strong  contrasts  of  form  line  and 
color  in  the  Primm  Valley  as  seen  from  the  KOP.  The  proposed  Stateline  project  under  any  alternative  contributes  a small,  incremental 
impact  to  the  valley  landscape  when  considered  cumulatively  with  the  Ivanpah  project. 


Additional  Mitigating  Measures  (See  item  3) 

There  is  no  mitigation  additional  to  the  proposed  mitigation  included  in  Section  4.18. 
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SECTION  A.  PROJECT  INFORMATION 


Project  Name 

4.  Location 

5.  Location  Sketch 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 

Township 17N 

Key  Observation  Point 

#10  - Colosseum  Road  in  Mojave  National  Preserve 

Range 13E 

VRM  Class 

VRI  Class  III 

Section  24 

SECTION  B.  CHARACTERISTIC  LANDSCAPE  DESCRIPTION 


1.  LAND/WATER 

2.  VEGETATION 

3.  STRUCTURES 

FORM 

rolling  to  moderately  sloped,  trapezoid 
(foreground);  flat  to  rolling 
(middleground);  steep,  jagged 
(background) 

Low,  irregular,  sparse;  Indistinct  in 
background. 

Flat,  horizontal,  narrow  roadway. 
ISEGS:  tall,  vertical  towers,  horizontal, 
large  scale  arrays. 

LINE 

moderate  to  steep  diagonal;  Jagged 
silhouette  of  background  mountains, 

Weak,  discontinuous 

straight  to  road  band.  ISEGS:  narrow, 
vertical  towers;  straight  edge  of  arrays 

COLOR 

light  gray-tan  to  gold-tan  (foreground); 
light  to  dark  tans,  grays,  browns  in 
mountain  background. 

Muted  gray-greens,  dark  to  medium 
greens,  tan,  brown. 

tan  road  surface.  ISEGS:  red/white  color 
banded  towers;  light,  shiny  panels 

TEX- 

TURE 

smooth  (foreground):  coarse,  varied 
(background) 

fine,  sparse  in  foreground;  fine,  medium 
dense  in  background. 

smooth  road  band.  ISEGS;  fine  panel 
surface;  regular,  orderly  towers 

SECTION  C.  PROPOSED  ACTIVITY  DESCRIPTION 
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2.  VEGETATION 

3.  STRUCTURES 
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SECTION  D.  CONTRAST  RATING 
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SECTION  D.  (Continued) 


Comments  from  item  2. 

KOP  Description 

KOP  10  provides  a view  to  the  east  and  northeast  from  Coloseum  Road  in  Mojave  National  Preserve.  The  KOP  overlooks  part  of 
Primm  Valley  and  Ivanpah  Lake.  Hills  at  the  base  of  the  Clark  Mountain  Range  frame  the  view  of  the  valley.  The  Lucy  Gray 
Mountains  are  in  background  views.  The  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  System  is  currently  under  construction  to  the  west  and 
southwest  of  the  KOP;  the  visual  simulations  depict  the  completed  Ivanpah  project. 

Evaluation  Factors 

Distance:  Relatively  far  (several  miles) 

Angle  of  View:  Elevated  above  project,  as  compared  to  other  KOPs. 

Duration:  Viewer  would  be  a hiker  who  would  likely  get  a long-duration  view. 

Relative  Scale:  Small  compared  to  surrounding  landscape  and  mountains. 

Season:  Probably  more  viewers  in  storing,  summer,  and  fall,  and  fewer  in  winter. 

Light  Conditions:  Does  not  affect  views 

Recovety  Time:  Long-term  due  to  slow  recoven’  time  for  desert  vegetation. 

Spatial  Relationship:  View  in  Alt.  D covers  a wider  field  of  view  than  other  alternatives. 

Atmospheric  Condition:  Does  not  affect  views. 

Motion:  Not  applicable  - no  moving  features  in  the  landscape. 

Alternative-Specific  Contrast  Evaluation 

Alternative  B:  The  KOP  is  about  5 miles  west-southwest  of  the  solar  array.  The  reflected  sunlight  (PV  panels  absorb  most  sunlight) 
from  the  panels  as  they  face  the  KOP  would  appear  as  a silvery-gray  color  with  a moderate  to  strong  contrast  with  adjacent  darker 
soils  and  vegetation  for  a very  brief  interval  of  time  in  the  late  afternoon.  The  panels  would  appear  as  a dark  horizontal  band  that  is 
somewhat  indistinct  from  the  surrounding  landscape. 

The  form,  line  and  color  contrasts  of  the  panel  arrays  would  be  low;  primarily  because  the  distance  of  5 miles  diffuses  contrasts  into 
the  surrounding  landscape,  and  the  scale  of  the  facility  is  small  relative  to  surrounding  landforms.  The  overall  level  of  change  for  all 
facilities  would  be  low  as  seen  from  the  KOP.  Alternative  B would  meet  the  VRM  Class  III  objective  to  partially  retain  the  existing 
character  of  the  landscape. 


Alternative  D:  The  impacts  from  the  north  array  are  identical  to  the  impacts  described  for  Alternative  B.  The  south  array  is  about  4.8 
miles  east  of  KOP  10.  The  impacts  and  the  degree  of  contrast  from  the  south  array  would  be  very  similar  to  the  north  array.  There 
would  be  a slightly  great  level  of  contrast  under  Alternative  D than  from  Alternative  B primarily  because  both  arrays  increase  the 
overall  scale  of  the  project.  The  panels  would  appear  distant,  dark  and  muted  horizontal  bands  that  are  somewhat  indistinct  from  the 
surrounding  landscape.  Alternative  D would  meet  the  VRM  Class  III  objective  to  partially  retain  the  existing  character  of  the 
landscape. 

Hybrid:  The  impacts  and  the  degree  of  contrast  under  the  Hybrid  Alternative  would  appear  identical  to  Alternative  B. 

Cumulative:  the  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  System,  currently  under  construction  in  the  Primm  Valley,  consists  of  three  solar 
arrays  of  mirrored  panels;  each  array  includes  a central  power  tower.  The  Ivanpah  project  is  located  between  KOP  10  and  the  Stateline 
project.  The  height  of  the  solar  panel,  the  bright,  light-colored  mirrored  panel  surfaces,  and  the  tall  height  of  the  power  towers  topped 
with  the  bright  white  panel  present  strong  contrasts  of  form  line  and  color  in  the  Primm  Valley  as  seen  from  the  KOP.  The  Ivanpah 
project  would  block  views  of  most  of  the  proposed  Stateline  project.  The  proposed  Stateline  project  under  any  alternative  would  not 
contribute  a noticeable,  incremental  impact  to  the  valley  landscape  when  considered  cumulatively  with  the  Ivanpah  project  as  seen 
from  the  KOP. 


Additional  Mitigating  Measures  (See  item  3) 


There  is  no  mitigation  additional  to  the  proposed  mitigation  included  in  Section  4.18. 
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SECTION  A.  PROJECT  INFORMATION 


Project  Name 

4.  Location 

5.  Location  Sketch 

Stateline  Solar  Farm 

Township 17N 

Key  Observation  Point 

#12  - 2.8  miles  west  of  Primm 

Range  14E 

VRM  Class 

VRI  Class  III 

Section  1 1 

SECTION  B.  CHARACTERISTIC  LANDSCAPE  DESCRIPTION 


1 . LAND/WATER 

2.  VEGETATION 

3.  STRUCTURES 

FORM 

Flat,  horizontal  (foreground);  Jagged, 
complex  (background) 

low,  mounded  shrubs;  low,  spiky  cactus 

Tall,  vertical,  internally  complex  lattice 
of  T-line  structures.  ISEGS:  tall,  vertical 
towers,  horizontal,  large  scale  arrays. 

LINE 

Long,  horizontal  (foreground);  straight, 
horizontal  butt  edge  against  base  of 
mountains;  Jagged,  diagonal  silhouette  of 
background  mountains,  diagonal  banding 
of  strata 

weak,  discontinuous 

straight,  vertical  tower  perpendicular  to 
ground;  internal  straight,  diagonal, 
horizontal  lines.  ISEGS:  narrow,  vertical 
towers;  straight  edge  of  arrays 

COLOR 

light  gray-tan  to  gold-tan  (foreground); 
light  to  dark  tans,  grays,  browns  in 
mountain  background. 

Muted  gray-greens,  dark  to  medium 
greens,  tan,  brown. 

rusty,  dark  brown  to  dark  gray.  ISEGS: 
red/white  color  banded  towers;  light, 
shiny  panels. 

TEX- 

TURE 

smooth  (foreground):  coarse,  varied 
(background) 

medium  grain,  medium  density;  random. 

regular,  ordered  T-lines.  ISEGS;  fine 
panel  surface;  regular,  orderly  towers 

SECTION  C.  PROPOSED  ACTIVITY  DESCRIPTION 


1.  LAND/WATER 

2.  VEGETATION 

3.  STRUCTURES 

FORM 

Land  modifications  not  visible 

modifications  to  vegetation  not  visible 

horizontal,  flat,  rectangular  planes  of 
panels  in  middleground.  Large  scale  in 
horizontal  plane,  low  profile 

LINE 

not  visible 

not  visible 

straight  edge  contrasts  with  surrounding 
vegetation 

COLOR 

not  visible 

not  visible 

dark,  muted  tones  recede  into  landscape 

TEX- 

TURE 

not  visible 

not  visible 

fine  surface 
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SECTION  D.  (Continued) 


Comments  from  item  2. 

KOP  Description 

KOP  12  is  on  a transmission  line  access  road  2.8  miles  west  of  Primm.  View  is  to  the  south,  and  includes  a broad  expanse  of  the 
Primm  Valley  with  a mountainous  backdrop  to  the  southeast,  south,  and  southwest.  The  rugged  Clark  Mountain  Range  provides  a 
backdrop  to  KOP  views.  Valley.  The  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  System  is  currently  under  construction  to  the  west  and 
southwest  of  the  KOP;  the  visual  simulations  depict  the  completed  Ivanpah  project. 

Evaluation  Factors 

Distance:  Relatively  close  (less  than  l mile) 

Angle  of  View:  Elevated  above  project,  as  compared  to  other  KOPs. 

Duration:  Viewer  would  be  a hiker  who  would  likely  get  a long-duration  view. 

Relative  Scale:  Small  compared  to  surrounding  landscape  and  mountains. 

Season:  Probably  more  viewers  in  spring,  summer,  and  fall  and  fewer  in  winter. 

Light  Conditions:  Does  not  affect  views 

Recovery  Time:  Long-term  due  to  slow  recovery  time  for  desert  vegetation. 

Spatial  Relationship:  View  in  Alt.  D covers  a wider  field  of  view  than  other  alternatives. 

Atmospheric  Condition:  Does  not  affect  views. 

Motion:  Not  applicable  - no  moving  features  in  the  landscape. 

Alternative-Specific  Contrast  Evaluation 

Alternative  B:  The  array  would  be  within  0.40  miles  of  KOP  1 2.  The  panels  would  not  face  KOP  1 2.  The  panels  would  appear  as  a 
horizontal  band  extending  across  a wide  field  of  view  within  in  close  proximity  to  the  KOP.  The  supporting  infrastructure  and  the 
shielded  night-lighting  would  be  visible  due  to  the  close  proximity  of  the  array.  The  overall  level  of  change  would  be  moderate, 
because  the  large  scale  of  the  array  to  the  viewpoint  would  be  lessened  by  the  muted  dark  colors,  which  recede  into  the  landscape;  the 
low  profile  of  the  arrays  appear  to  be  almost  flush  with  the  ground  surface;  and  because  the  dominant  horizontal  lines  and  form  of  the 
facility  repeats  the  horizontal  lines  of  the  valley  as  seen  from  the  KOP.  The  facility  would  be  noticeable,  but  would  not  dominate  the 
view.  Alternative  B would  meet  the  VRM  Class  III  objective  to  partially  retain  the  existing  character  of  the  landscape.  The  impacts  to 
viewers  at  the  KOP  are  larger  under  Alternative  B than  under  Alternative  D,  because  the  facility  is  closer  to  the  viewer,  and  would 
appear  larger  in  scale. 

Alternative  D;  The  north  solar  array  would  be  nearly  1 miles  south  of  KOP  12;  the  south  array  would  be  screen  by  the  north  array. 


The  impacts  and  contrasts  would  be  very  similar  to  Alternative  B;  however,  the  overall  degree  of  impact  would  be  less  because  the 
facility  and  associated  contrasts  are  reduced  in  scale  relative  to  the  landscape.  Alternative  D would  meet  the  VRM  Class  III  objective 
to  partially  retain  the  existing  character  of  the  landscape. 

Hybrid:  The  impacts  and  the  degree  of  contrast  under  the  Hybrid  Alternative  would  appear  identical  to  Alternative  B. 

Cumulative:  the  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  System,  currently  under  construction  in  the  Primm  Valley,  consists  of  three  solar 
arrays  of  mirrored  panels;  each  array  includes  a central  power  tower.  The  large  arrays  of  solar  panels,  the  bright,  light-colored 
mirrored  panel  surfaces,  and  the  tall  height  of  the  power  towers  topped  with  the  bright  white  panel  present  strong  contrasts  of  form 
line  and  color  in  the  Primm  Valley;  however,  the  scale  and  color  contrasts  of  the  Ivanpah  project  would  be  minimized  by  the  angle  of 
view  and  the  intervening  Stateline  project  as  seen  from  the  KOP.  The  proposed  Stateline  project  under  any  alternative  contributes  a 
noticeable,  incremental  impact  to  the  valley  landscape  when  considered  cumulatively  with  the  Ivanpah  project. 


Additional  Mitigating  Measures  (See  item  3) 


There  is  no  mitigation  additional  to  the  proposed  mitigation  included  in  Section  4.18. 


APPENDIX  D 


APPENDIX  D 


ACEC  ANALYSIS 


Appendix  D - Evaluation  of  Proposed  Ivanpah  Valley  ACEC  in  California 


General  Location: 

Northeastern  San  Bernardino  County 

General  Description: 

Portion  of  Ivanpah  Valley  located  in  California 

Nominated  By: 

Basin  and  Range  Watch. 

Nominated  Acreage: 

32,000  public  land  acres. 

Values  Considered: 

Cultural,  Visual,  and  Biological  Resources 

Relevance 


In  accordance  with  BLM  ACEC  Manual  1613,  an  area  meets  the  “relevance”  criterion  if  it 
contains  one  or  more  of  the  following: 


Relevance  Value 

Yes/No 

Rationale  for  Determination 

A significant  historic,  cultural, 
or  scenic  value  (including  rare 
or  sensitive  archeological 
resources  and  religious  or 
cultural  resources  important  to 

No 

The  overall  area  in  both  CA  and  NV  was  nominated  for  this 
value.  However,  the  nomination  was  based  on  Class  1 and 
Class  II  areas,  which  are  not  relevant  to  the  Ivanpah  Valley. 
The  area,  designated  as  Primm  Valley  Unit  09  in  the  BLM 
Needles  Field  Office  Visual  Resource  Inventory  (BLM  2010),  is 
classified  as  Visual  Resource  Inventory  Class  III  (Table  5-1  in 
BLM  2010).  The  adjacent  area  from  which  the  valley  is  visible 
(Clark  Mountain,  Unit  08)  is  also  classified  as  Visual  Resource 
Inventory  Class  III. 

Native  Americans). 

No 

The  area  was  nominated  for  this  value,  and  generally 
discusses  some  potential  archeological  resources  within  the 
area.  However,  none  of  these  resources  have  been 
determined  to  be  rare  or  sensitive,  or  to  be  religious  or  cultural 
resources  important  to  Native  Americans. 

Yes 

Desert  tortoise  ( Gopherus  agassizii) — Federally  listed 
(Threatened).  This  area  does  not  contain  designated  critical 
habitat,  but  the  area  includes  known  and  modeled  habitat,  as 
well  as  habitat  that  is  likely  to  support  tortoise.  West  of  1-15 
contains  moderate  density  habitat,  including  an  artificially  high 
population  in  the  large  scale  translocation  site. 

Yes 

Gila  Monster  ( Heloderma  suspectum) — BLM  sensitive.  Habitat 
present,  never  observed. 

A fish  and  wildlife  resource 
(including  habitat  for 

Yes 

Desert  bighorn  sheep  (Ovis  canadensis  nelson) — BLM 
sensitive.  Present  in  the  Lucy  Gray  Mountains,  which  is  within 
the  nomination  area. 

endangered,  sensitive  or 
threatened  species,  or  habitat 
essential  for  maintaining 
species  diversity). 

Yes 

Western  burrowing  owl  ( Athene  cunicularia) — BLM  sensitive. 
Area  includes  year  round  habitat,  but  the  species  has  not  been 
observed  in  this  area. 

Yes 

Golden  eagle  ( Aquila  chrysaetos) — BLM  sensitive.  Habitat  is 
present,  birds  observed  in  McCollough  Mountains  to  the  east 
of  the  nomination. 

Yes 

Loggerhead  shrike  ( Lanus  ludovicianus) — BLM  sensitive. 
Habitat  is  present  and  birds  have  been  observed  in  this  area. 

Yes 

Le  Conte’s  thrasher  (Toxostoma  lecontei) — BLM  sensitive. 
Area  includes  year  round  habitat. 

Yes 

Brewer’s  sparrow  (Spizella  breweri) — BLM  sensitive.  Area 
includes  summer  habitat. 

Relevance  Value 


Yes/No 


Rationale  for  Determination 


Yes 

Ferruginous  hawk  (Buteo  regalis) — BLM  sensitive.  Area 
includes  winter  habitat. 

Yes 

Peregrine  falcon  ( Falco  peregrines) — BLM  sensitive.  Area 
includes  habitat. 

Yes 

Lewis’s  woodpecker  (Melanerpes  lewis) — BLM  sensitive.  Area 
includes  migration  and  winter  habitat. 

Yes 

Other  CDFG  SSC  bird  species  nominated:  Mountain  Plover 
(Charadrius  montanus),  Northern  harrier  ( Circus  cyaneus), 
Northern  Goshawk  (Accipiter  gentilis),  Long-eared  Owl  (Asio 
otus),  Short-eared  Owl  (Asio  flammeus),  Black  Swift 
(Cypseloides  niger),  Lucy's  Warbler  (Oreothlypis  luciae), 
Yellow  Warbler  ( Dendroica  petechia ),  Whip-poor-will 
(Caprimulgus  vociferus),  Costa's  Hummingbird  (Calypte 
costae),  Calliope  Hummingbird  (Stellula  calliope),  Williamson's 
Sapsucker  (Sphyrapicus  thyroideus),  Willow  Flycatcher 
(Empidonax  traillii),  Sage  Thrasher  (Oreoscoptes  montanus), 
Cactus  Wren  (Campyiorhynchus  brunneicapillus).  Both 
habitat  and  species  potentially  present. 

Yes 

California  sensitive  vegetation  species  nominated:  Nevada 
agave  (Agave  utahensis  var.  nevadensis),  Wright’s  beebrush 
(Aloysia  wrightii),  small-flowered  androstephium 
(Androstephium  breviflorum),  desert  bearpoppy  (Arctomecon 
merriamii)  Mojave  milkweed  (Asclepias  nyctaginifolia),  borrego 
milkvetch  (Astragalus  lentiginosus  var.  borreganus), 
Tidestrom's  milkvetch  (Astragalus  tidestromii),  Chihuahua 
scaly  cloakfern  (Astrolepis  cochisensis  ssp.  cochisensis), 
black  grama  (Bouteloua  eriopoda),  red  grama  (Bouteloua 
trifida),  revolute  spurge  (Chamaesyce  revolute),  purple  bird’s 
beak  (Cordylanthus  parviflorus),  desert  pincushion 
(Corypantha  chlorantha),  Gilman's  springparsley  (Cymopteris 
gilmanii),  Utah  vine  milkweed  (Cynanchum  utahensis),  nine- 
awned  pappus  grass  (Enneapogon  desvauxii),  Utah  fleabane 
(Erigeron  utahensis),  hairy  woollygrass  (Erioneuron  pilosum), 
Clark  Mountain  spurge  (Euphorbia  exstipulata  var. 
exstipulata),  limestone  bedstraw  (Galium  proliferum),  parish’s 
club-cholla  (Grusonia  parishii),  California  false  pennyroyal 
(Hedeoma  nanum  var.  californicum),  polished  blazingstar 
(Mentzelia  polita),  wingseed  blazingstar  (Mentzelia 
pterosperma),  Utah  mortonia  (Mortonia  utahensis),  crowned 
muilla  (Muilla  coronata),  cavedwelling  evening  primrose 
(Oenothera  cavernae),  pinto  beardtongue  (Penstemon  bicolor 
ssp.  roseus),  Aven  Nelson's  phacelia  (Phacelia  anelsonii), 
skyblue  phacelia  (Phacelia  coerulea),  Goodding's  phacelia 
(Phacelia  pulchella  var.  gooddingii),  Chinese  lantern  (Physalis 
lobata),  desert  portulaca  (Portulaca  halimoides),  Abert's 
sanvitalia  (Sanvitalia  abertii),  Rusby’s  desert-mallow 
(Sphaeralcea  rusbyi  var.  eremicola),  Branched  noseburn 
(Tragia  ramosa). 

Both  habitat  and  species  present. 

A natural  process  or  system 
(including  endangered, 
sensitive,  or  threatened  plant 
species;  rare,  endemic,  or  relic 
plants  or  plant  communities  that 
are  terrestrial,  aquatic,  or 
riparian;  or  rare  geological 
features). 

Yes 

Biological  Soil  Crusts — Present  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley. 

Relevance  Value 

Yes/No 

Rationale  for  Determination 

Natural  hazards  (including  areas 
of  avalanche,  dangerous 
flooding,  landslides,  unstable 
soils,  seismic  activity,  or 
dangerous  if  it  is  determined 
through  the  resource 
management  planning  process 
that  it  has  become  part  of  a 
natural  process). 

No 

Not  nominated  for  this  value. 

Importance 

In  accordance  with  BLM  ACEC  Manual  1613,  the  value,  resource,  system,  process,  or  hazard 
described  above  must  have  substantial  significance  and  values  to  satisfy  the  “importance” 
criteria.  This  generally  means  that  the  value,  resource,  system,  process,  or  hazard  is 
characterized  by  one  or  more  of  the  following: 


Importance  Value 

Yes/No 

Rationale  for  Determination 

Has  more  than  locally 
significant  qualities  that  give  it 
special  worth,  consequence, 
meaning,  distinctiveness,  or 
cause  for  concern,  especially 
compared  with  any  similar 
resource. 

Yes 

Desert  tortoise — This  area  was  not  originally  included  in  the 
Ivanpah  DWMA  because  it  was  relatively  small,  was  separated 
from  other  desert  tortoise  populations  in  the  NEMO  Planning 
Area  by  1-15  and  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake,  and  was  undergoing 
substantial  development  pressures  particularly  adjacent  to  1-15. 
Despite  the  relatively  small,  fragmented  nature  of  this  area,  new 
information  is  available  which  supports  establishing  additional 
protections  to  allow  the  desert  tortoise  to  persist  in  the  western 
portion  of  Ivanpah  Valley. 

No 

Gila  Monster — There  is  potential  habitat  throughout  the  region. 
The  habitat  in  this  area  is  not  more  than  locally  significant. 

No 

Desert  bighorn  sheep — There  is  potential  habitat  throughout  the 
region.  The  habitat  in  this  area  is  not  more  than  locally 
significant. 

No 

Western  burrowing  owl — There  is  potential  habitat  throughout 
the  region.  The  habitat  in  this  area  is  not  more  than  locally 
significant. 

No 

Golden  eagle — There  is  potential  habitat  throughout  the  region. 
The  habitat  in  this  area  is  not  more  than  locally  significant. 

No 

Loggerhead  shrike — There  is  potential  habitat  throughout  the 
region.  The  habitat  in  this  area  is  not  more  than  locally 
significant. 

No 

Le  Conte's  thrasher — There  is  potential  habitat  throughout  the 
region.  The  habitat  in  this  area  is  not  more  than  locally 
significant. 

No 

Brewer’s  sparrow — There  is  potential  habitat  throughout  the 
region.  The  habitat  in  this  area  is  not  more  than  locally 
significant. 

No 

Ferruginous  hawk — There  is  potential  habitat  throughout  the 
region.  The  habitat  in  this  area  is  not  more  than  locally 
significant. 

Importance  Value 

Yes/No 

Rationale  for  Determination 

No 

Peregrine  falcon — There  is  potential  habitat  throughout  the 
region.  The  habitat  in  this  area  is  not  more  than  locally 
significant. 

No 

Lewis’s  woodpecker — There  is  potential  habitat  throughout  the 
region.  The  habitat  in  this  area  is  not  more  than  locally 
significant. 

No 

Other  CDFG  SSC  bird  species  (listed  above)  are  not  found  only 
in  this  area  and  are  considered  common  species  by  the  BLM. 
Not  more  than  locally  significant. 

No 

Other  California  sensitive  vegetation  species  (listed  above)  are 
not  found  only  in  this  area  and  are  considered  common  species 
by  the  BLM.  Not  more  than  locally  significant. 

No 

Biological  Soil  Crusts  are  not  found  only  in  this  area.  Not  more 
than  locally  significant. 

Yes 

Desert  tortoise — Development  pressure  on  this  area  has 
increased  substantially.  Development  was  originally  anticipated 
to  occur  along  1-15,  which  would  have  left  large  tracts  of  the 
valley  undisturbed  and  enabled  the  valley  to  continue  to  support 
a viable  desert  tortoise  population,  despite  the  fragmentation 
issues.  The  increase  in  renewable  energy  development 
pressure  in  Ivanpah  Valley  is  such  that  if  the  appropriate 
protections  are  not  put  into  place,  the  remaining  habitat  may  no 
longer  be  able  to  support  the  resident  desert  tortoise 
population.  There  is  more  connectivity  than  originally  thought. 
As  a result,  movement  between  this  population  and  other 
populations  may  be  possible  across  1-15  via  culverts  and 
across  the  Stateline  Wilderness  area  into  Mesquite  Valley.  As 
such,  this  area  may  not  be  as  isolated  as  described  in  the  2002 
NEMO  Plan  and  this  population  may  play  a more  important  role 
in  the  greater  meta-population  than  previously  anticipated. 

Has  qualities  or  circumstances 
that  make  it  fragile,  sensitive, 

No 

Gila  Monster — There  is  potential  habitat  throughout  the  region. 
The  habitat  in  this  area  is  not  more  than  locally  significant. 

rare,  irreplaceable,  exemplary, 
unique,  endangered, 
threatened,  or  vulnerable  to 
adverse  change. 

No 

Desert  bighorn  sheep — The  species  and  habitat  is  found 
throughout  the  entire  west.  The  habitat  in  the  nominated  area  is 
not  more  exemplary  or  unique  than  other  habitats. 

No 

Western  burrowing  owl — The  species  and  habitat  is  found 
throughout  the  entire  west.  The  habitat  in  the  nominated  area  is 
not  more  exemplary  or  unique  than  other  habitats. 

No 

Golden  eagle — The  species  and  habitat  is  found  throughout  the 
entire  west.  The  habitat  in  the  nominated  area  is  not  more 
exemplary  or  unique  than  other  habitats. 

No 

Loggerhead  shrike — The  species  and  habitat  is  found 
throughout  the  entire  west.  The  habitat  in  the  nominated  area  is 
not  more  exemplary  or  unique  than  other  habitats. 

No 

Le  Conte’s  thrasher — The  species  and  habitat  is  found 
throughout  the  entire  west.  The  habitat  in  the  nominated  area  is 
not  more  exemplary  or  unique  than  other  habitats. 

No 

Brewer’s  sparrow — The  species  and  habitat  is  found  throughout 
the  entire  west.  The  habitat  in  the  nominated  area  is  not  more 
exemplary  or  unique  than  other  habitats. 

Importance  Value 

Yes/No 

Rationale  for  Determination 

No 

Ferruginous  hawk — The  species  and  habitat  is  found 
throughout  the  entire  west.  The  habitat  in  the  nominated  area  is 
not  more  exemplary  or  unique  than  other  habitats. 

No 

Peregrine  falcon — The  species  and  habitat  is  found  throughout 
the  entire  west.  The  habitat  in  the  nominated  area  is  not  more 
exemplary  or  unique  than  other  habitats. 

No 

Lewis’s  woodpecker — The  species  and  habitat  is  found 
throughout  the  entire  west.  The  habitat  in  the  nominated  area  is 
not  more  exemplary  or  unique  than  other  habitats. 

No 

Other  CDFG  SSC  bird  species  (listed  above)  have  habitat  that 
is  not  limited  to  Ivanpah  Valley.  The  habitat  in  the  nominated 
area  is  not  more  exemplary  or  unique  than  other  habitats. 

No 

Other  California  sensitive  vegetation  species  (listed  above)  are 
considered  regional  endemic  plants.  For  some  of  the  nominated 
species  the  majority  of  known  distribution  is  outside  of  the 
Ivanpah  Valley. 

No 

While  there  are  intact  soil  crusts,  there  are  other  areas  that  are 
less  disturbed.  The  nomination  did  not  provide  specific 
information  to  support  an  assertion  that  the  biological  soil  crusts 
in  Ivanpah  Valley  are  unique,  special,  or  of  such  high  quality 
that  they  merit  the  creation  of  an  ACEC. 

No 

Desert  tortoise — While  the  species  is  Federally  listed,  there  is 
no  designated  critical  habitat  in  the  area.  While  the  species 
receives  protection  from  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  the 
absence  of  designated  critical  habitat  shows  this  area  has  not 
been  specifically  recognized  as  warranting  protection. 

No 

Gila  Monster — BLM  sensitive  species  for  the  State  of  Nevada, 
not  a national  priority. 

No 

Desert  bighorn  sheep — BLM  sensitive  species  for  the  State  of 
Nevada,  not  a national  priority. 

No 

Western  burrowing  owl — BLM  sensitive  species  for  the  State  of 
Nevada,  not  a national  priority. 

Has  been  recognized  as 
warranting  protection  to  satisfy 
national  priority  concerns  or  to 
carry  out  the  mandates  of 

No 

Golden  eagle — BLM  sensitive  species  for  the  State  of  Nevada, 
not  a national  priority.  While  there  is  a Bald  and  Golden  Eagle 
Protection  Act,  this  act  does  not  require  that  this  part  of  the 
habitat  for  golden  eagle  be  a national  priority. 

FLPMA. 

No 

Loggerhead  shrike — BLM  sensitive  species  for  the  State  of 
Nevada,  not  a national  priority. 

No 

Le  Conte’s  thrasher — BLM  sensitive  species  for  the  State  of 
Nevada,  not  a national  priority. 

No 

Brewer’s  sparrow — BLM  sensitive  species  for  the  State  of 
Nevada,  not  a national  priority. 

No 

Ferruginous  hawk — BLM  sensitive  species  for  the  State  of 
Nevada,  not  a national  priority. 

No 

Peregrine  falcon — BLM  sensitive  species  for  the  State  of 
Nevada,  not  a national  priority. 

No 

Lewis’s  woodpecker — BLM  sensitive  species  for  the  State  of 
Nevada,  not  a national  priority. 

Importance  Value 

Yes/No 

Rationale  for  Determination 

No 

Other  CDFG  SSC  bird  species  (listed  above)  have  habitat  that 
is  not  limited  to  Ivanpah  Valley.  The  habitat  in  the  nominated 
area  is  not  more  exemplary  or  unique  than  other  habitats. 

No 

Other  California  sensitive  vegetation  species  (listed  above)  are 
considered  regional  endemic  plants.  For  some  of  the  nominated 
species  the  majority  of  known  distribution  is  outside  of  the 
Ivanpah  Valley. 

No 

While  there  are  intact  soil  crusts,  there  are  other  areas  that  are 
less  disturbed.  The  nomination  did  not  provide  specific 
information  to  support  an  assertion  that  the  biological  soil  crusts 
in  Ivanpah  Valley  are  unique,  special,  or  of  such  high  quality 
that  they  merit  the  creation  of  an  ACEC. 

Has  qualities  that  warrant 
highlighting  to  satisfy  public  or 
management  concerns  about 
safety  and  public  welfare. 

No 

Area  was  not  nominated  for  this  value.  None  known  to  be 
present. 

Poses  a significant  threat  to 
human  life  and  safety  or  to 
property. 

No 

Area  was  not  nominated  for  this  value.  Not  present. 

Nominated  Area  to  Potential  ACEC 

This  area  was  nominated  to  include  32,000  acres  of  public  land  in  California.  Basin  and  Range 
Watch  identified  this  area  as  being  important  for  several  sensitive  species.  Their  nomination 
states,  “The  Ivanpah  Valley  contains  an  important  habitat  that  supports  a variety  of  rare  and 
important  species  as  well  as  important  visual  and  cultural  resources.  The  Ivanpah  Valley  is  also 
undergoing  pressure  to  develop  various  land  uses.  Golden  Eagle,  Western  Burrowing  Owl, 
Peregrine  Falcon,  chuckwalla  and  Gila  monster  occur  here,  as  well  as  many  rare  plants  from 
Nevada  and  California.” 

BLM  acknowledges  the  value  of  many  of  the  resources  nominated,  and  many  of  the  current 
ACECs  and  proposed  ACECs  contain  these  resources  and  will  provide  adequate  protection.  In 
addition,  the  RMP  contains  objectives  and  minimization  measures  to  provide  protection  for 
these  resources  outside  designated  areas.  The  BLM  interdisciplinary  team  determined  that  the 
area  does  not  meet  the  criteria  of  relevance  and  importance  for  visual  or  cultural  values,  many 
fish  and  wildlife  resources,  or  natural  processes  or  systems. 

The  BLM  determined  that  the  area  meets  criteria  for  both  relevance  and  importance  for  the 
desert  tortoise,  and  will  be  considered  in  the  Draft  EIS. 
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SUMMARY 


Desert  Stateline,  LLC  has  requested  a right-of-way  grant  from  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  to 
construct  and  operate  a new  solar  photovoltaic  energy  generating  facility  in  unincorporated  San 
Bernardino  County,  California  near  the  interstate  boundary  of  California  and  Nevada,  southwest  of 
Primm  (Stateline),  Clark  County,  Nevada  (Case  File  Number  CACA-48669).  The  Solar  Farm  and  associated 
generation  interconnection  line  are  collectively  referred  to  in  this  report  as  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm 
Project  (Project).  The  Project  site  is  located  outside  the  boundaries  of  an  Area  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern,  Desert  Wildlife  Management  Area,  Wilderness  Area,  or  designated  Critical  Habitat  Unit. 

This  report  provides  a comprehensive  description  of  methods  and  results  of  biological  resource  surveys 
and  investigations  conducted  between  2007  and  2012  within  the  Study  Area.  The  purpose  of  the  surveys 
was  to  provide  information  supporting  consultation  between  BLM,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS), 
and  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  (CDFW)  with  respect  to  the  California  and  Federal 
Endangered  Species  Acts,  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  the  California  Environmental 
Quality  Act  (CEQA).  Survey  standards  and  recommended  protection  measures  described  in  this  report 
are  consistent  with  the  Best  Management  Practices  and  Guidance  Manual:  Desert  Renewable  Energy 
Projects  (Renewable  Energy  Action  Team  2010). 

Full-coverage  surveys  for  desert  tortoise  (Gopherus  agassizii),  conducted  most  recently  in  2012,  resulted 
in  the  documentation  of  live  tortoises.  Observations  of  active  tortoise  sign  were  not  evenly  distributed 
throughout  the  Study  Area.  Higher  concentrations  of  tortoise  sign  were  evident  in  upper  elevations 
within  the  alluvial  fan  supporting  stabilized,  rocky  soils  when  compared  to  the  lower  reaches  of  the 
alluvial  fan  closer  to  the  dry  lakebed  where  soils  consist  of  much  finer  sand  and  silt.  Point  estimates  for 
three  proposed  Project  alternatives  range  from  35  to  62  adult  desert  tortoises. 

Two  phases  of  aerial  surveys  to  assess  golden  eagle  occupancy  and  productivity  surveys  were  conducted 
within  a ten-mile  buffer  of  the  Project  site  in  2010  by  the  Wildlife  Research  Institute.  Three  golden 
eagles  and  fifty-five  nests  were  observed  within  twelve  potential  territories,  seven  of  which  were 
potentially  active.  At  least  one  active  territory  near  the  Umberci  mine  was  estimated  to  partially  overlap 
the  Project  site.  Nelson's  bighorn  sheep  (Ov/s  canadensis  nelsoni),  peregrine  falcon  (Falco  peregrine), 
and  prairie  falcon  (Falco  mexicanus)  were  incidentally  observed  and  recorded  during  the  golden  eagle 
surveys. 

Other  special  status  wildlife  species  observed  or  having  the  potential  to  occur  within  the  Project  site 
included  loggerhead  shrike  (Lanius  ludovicianus),  burrowing  owl  (Athene  cunicularia),  LeConte's  thrasher 
(Toxostoma  lecontei),  American  badger  (Taxidea  taxus),  desert  kit  fox  (Vulpes  macrotis  arsipus),  banded 
gila  monster  (Fleloderma  suspectum  cinctum),  pallid  bat  (Antrozous  pallidus),  small-footed  myotis 
(Myotis  ciliolabrum),  and  Townsend's  big-eared  bat  (Plecotus  townsendii). 
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Focused  botanical  surveys  resulted  in  the  documentation  of  eight  special  status  (California  Native  Plant 
Society  list  status)  plant  species  within  the  Study  Area  including  Mojave  milkweed  ( Asclepias 
nyctaginifolia),  small-flowered  androstephium  (Androstephium  breviflorum),  Parish's  club-cholla 
(Grusonia  parishii),  desert  pincushion  (Coryphontha  chlorantho),  Utah  vine  milkweed  (Cynanchum 
utahense),  Rusby’s  desert  mallow  (Sphoerolcea  rusbyi  var.  eremicola),  viviparous  foxtail  cactus 
(Coryphontha  vivipara  var.  rosea)  and  nine-awned  pappusgrass  (Enneapogon  desvauxii).  More  than  190 
species  of  plants  were  identified  during  the  surveys.  No  federal-  or  state-listed  (endangered  or 
threatened)  plant  species  were  observed. 


1.0  INTRODUCTION 


1.1  Purpose 

This  Biological  Resources  Technical  Report  (BRTR)  provides  a comprehensive  description  of  methods  and 
results  of  biological  resource  surveys  and  investigations  conducted  between  2007  and  2012  within  the 
Study  Area  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  (Project)  as  proposed  by  Desert  Stateline,  LLC.  The  purpose  of 
the  surveys  is  to  support  formal  consultation  between  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  and  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  under  Section  7 of  the  Federal  Endangered  Species  Act  (FESA),  and  any 
necessary  incidental  take  authorization  from  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  (CDFW)  with 
respect  to  the  California  Endangered  Species  Act  (CESA).  The  data  contained  within  this  report  also 
provides  information  to  promote  compliance  with  requirements  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act  (NEPA)  and  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA).  Survey  standards  and  recommended 
protection  measures  described  in  this  report  are  consistent  with  the  Best  Management  Practices  and 
Guidance  Manual:  Desert  Renewable  Energy  Projects  (Renewable  Energy  Action  Team  2010). 

1.2  Site  Location 

The  Project  site  is  located  in  unincorporated  San  Bernardino  County,  California  near  the  boundary  of 
California  and  Nevada,  less  than  one  mile  southwest  of  the  town  of  Primm  (Stateline),  Clark  County, 
Nevada  (Figure  1).  The  Project  site  is  located  west  of  Interstate  15  and  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  and  can  be 
found  on  the  Ivanpah  Lake  7.5-Minute  U.S.  Geological  Survey  topographic  quadrangle.  Elevation  at  the 
site  ranges  from  approximately  2,600  to  3,280  feet  above  mean  sea  level  (amsl).  The  site  is  located 
outside  the  boundaries  of  an  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC),  Desert  Wildlife 
Management  Area  (DWMA),  BLM  wilderness  area,  or  USFWS  designated  critical  habitat  unit  (CHU)  for 
desert  tortoise.  The  Study  Area  is  less  than  2 miles  west  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  DWMA/ACEC  and 
approximately  3.5  miles  northwest  from  the  Ivanpah  CHU  (Figure  2).  The  Clark  Mountain  ACEC  is 
approximately  4 miles  west  of  the  site.  The  BLM-designated  Stateline  Wilderness  Area  is  located  less 
than  one  mile  northwest  of  the  Study  Area.  The  Mesquite  Wilderness  Area  is  located  immediately  west 
of  the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area  and  located  approximately  6 miles  west  of  the  Study  Area. 

1.3  Site  Characteristics 

Soiis  within  the  Study  Area  consist  primarily  of  sand  and  gravel  within  a broad  alluvial  fan  originating  in 
the  Clark  Mountain  Range.  Slopes  within  the  site  range  from  approximately  0 to  5 percent  with  an 
eastern  aspect.  Land  uses  adjacent  to  the  site  are  shown  on  Table  1.  Human  disturbances  within  the 
Study  Area  include  moderate  levels  of  off-highway  vehicle  (OHV)  activity,  existing  utility  corridors  (i.e., 
overhead  power  transmission  lines  and  underground  petroleum  pipeline)  and  associated  access  roads. 
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Figure  2 

Project  Location 
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Table  1 - Adjacent  Land  Use 


Direction 

Land  Uses 

North 

Overhead  transmission  lines;  natural  gas  pipeline;  development  associated  with 
Stateline  Hills 

Primm,  Nevada; 

East 

Ivanpah  Dry  Lake,  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course;  BLM  open  space 

South 

BLM-managed  land 

West 

Metamorphic  Hill,  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  Station;  BLM-managed  land; 

Mojave  National 

Preserve 

1.4  Study  Area 

For  the  purpose  of  this  report,  Study  Areas  are  defined  by  the  area  of  land  subject  to  biological  resource 
surveys.  The  primary  Study  Area  is  consistent  with  the  updated  SF-299  applications  submitted  to  the 
BLM  on  March  15,  2011.  The  primary  Study  Area  has  changed  over  the  previous  four  years  due  to 
refinement  of  the  site  layout  design  alternatives  and  avoidance  of  sensitive  resources.  The  Study  Area 
for  some  species  extended  beyond  the  primary  Study  Area  due  to  large  territory  sizes  (e.g.  golden  eagles 
and  bat  species).  Regular  coordination  between  Ironwood  Consulting,  Inc.  (Ironwood)  and  Desert 
Stateline,  LLC.  ensured  that  all  potential  disturbance  areas  were  included  in  the  scope  of  surveys.  All 
Study  Areas  for  the  Project  encompassed  a larger  geographic  area  than  the  proposed  disturbance  area 
resulting  from  the  current  site  layout  alternatives.  Survey  buffers  were  applied  to  Gen-Tie  Line  to 
encompass  a 1,000-foot  wide  study  corridor.  This  approach  allows  for  some  degree  of  flexibility  during 
final  engineering  design  with  the  assurance  that  the  final  disturbance  area  would  be  covered  by  the 
respective  Study  Areas.  Figure  3 provides  the  boundaries  of  primary  Study  Area.  The  legal  description  of 
the  primary  Study  Area  is  shown  in  Table  2. 


Table  2 - Legal  Description  of  Stateline  Primary  Study  Area 


Township 

Range 

Sections 

Solar  Farm 

17  N 

14  E 

13  (NW1/4  , SW1/4,  and  SE1/4),  14,  15,  22,  23,  24,  25  (NW1/4  and  SW1/4),  26  and  35 

16  N 

14  E 

01  (NW1/4  and  SW1/4),  02  (NW1/4,  NE1/4,  and  SE1/4),  11  (NE1/4),  03  (NE1/4),  and 
12  (NW1/4) 

Transmission  Corridor 

17  N 

14  E 

34  (NE1/4,  SE1/4,  and  SW1/4) 

16  N 

14  E 

03  (NW1/4) 
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1.5  Project  Summary 


The  Project  is  described  in  general  terms  below.  Specific  details  of  the  Project  description  are  included  in 
other  related  documents  including  the  Plan  of  Development  (POD).  The  Project  would  include  a 300- 
megawatt  (MW)  alternating  current  (AC)  solar  photovoltaic  (PV)  energy-generating  Solar  Farm  and  220- 
kilovolt  (kV)  transmission  line  (Gen-Tie  Line).  Since  2008,  Desert  Stateline,  LLC.  has  refined  various 
alternatives  for  siting  the  Solar  Farm  within  the  overall  project  Study  Area.  Alternatives  1,  2 3,  which  are 
currently  identified  for  inclusion  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Environmental  Impact 
Report  (DEIS/DEI R),  have  been  evaluated  in  this  report  (Figure  4). 

Alternative  1 would  require  approximately  2,143  acres  of  land.  This  includes  2,114  acres  for  the  Solar 
Farm  (north  of  the  existing  transmission  line  in  this  area)  and  the  access  corridor,  and  41  acres  for  the 
transmission  corridor.  The  site  for  Alternative  1 is  a single  contiguous  area  of  land,  with  the  Gen-Tie  Line 
extending  from  the  southwest  corner  of  the  project  site  to  the  Southern  California  Edison  (SCE)  Ivanpah 
Substation. 

Alternative  2 was  developed  based  on  refinements  of  Alternative  1 to  further  avoid  sensitive  biological 
resources  in  the  northern  and  northeastern  parts  of  the  project  study  area.  The  Solar  Farm  would 
occupy  two  separate  parcels  north  and  south  of  the  existing  transmission  corridor.  The  northern  part  of 
the  Solar  Farm  site  would  avoid,  and  be  located  south  of,  an  existing  road  and  water  line  easement,  and 
would  also  shift  this  part  of  the  Solar  Farm  east  compared  to  Alternative  1.  The  southern  part  of  the 
Solar  Farm  site  under  Alternative  2 would  be  southwest  of  the  existing  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club,  and 
closer  to  1-15  and  the  Yates  Well  Road  interchange.  The  Solar  Farm,  Gen-Tie  Line,  and  access  roads  in 
Alternative  2 would  require  approximately  2,385  acres  of  land. 

Alternative  3 was  also  developed  based  on  further  refinements  avoid  desert  tortoise  occupied  habitat 
west  of  Solar  Farm  near  Metaphoric  Hill,  north  towards  the  Clark  Mountains,  and  south  of  Colosseum 
Road.  The  Solar  Farm  would  occupy  a single  contiguous  area  of  land  similar  to  Alternative  1;  however, 
this  alternative  would  allow  for  additional  buffering  from  the  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  Station 
and  Clark  Mountains.  The  additional  area  between  features,  as  compared  to  other  alternatives,  would 
provide  additional  habitat  for  resident  and  translocated  desert  tortoises  and  maintain  local  genetic 
connectivity.  The  Solar  Farm,  Gen-Tie  Line,  and  access  roads  in  Alternative  3 would  require 
approximately  1,685  acres  of  land.  Alternative  3 has  recently  been  designed  to  occupy  a smaller 
footprint,  which  is  currently  the  smallest  of  all  alternatives. 

Alternative  4 was  proposed  by  BLM  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  as  a reduced  acreage  alternative.  This  alternative 
would  result  in  less  energy  output  than  the  other  alternatives.  Alternative  4 is  equal  to  the  northern 
footprint  of  Alternative  2.  The  Solar  Farm,  Gen-Tie  Line,  and  access  roads  in  Alternative  4 would  require 
approximately  1,766  acres  of  land. 
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Features  common  to  each  alternative  include  phasing  of  development,  project  components,  and 
construction  methods.  The  action  alternatives  have  a common  description  of  equipment,  systems, 
processes,  operations,  and  decommissioning  plans.  Construction  of  the  Project  would  be  completed  in 
three  basic  phases:  1)  pre-construction  activities,  2)  site  preparation  and  3)  construction  and  installation 
of  the  solar  PV  modules  and  electrical  components,  including  the  gen-tie  line. 

PV  Arrays  and  Combining  Switchgear.  The  PV  modules  will  be  mounted  in  tables  that  will  connect,  via 
angled  brackets,  to  steel  columns  that  will  be  driven  into  the  ground.  The  PV  modules  will  be  electrically 
connected  by  wire  harnesses  and  combiner  boxes  that  will  collect  power  from  several  rows  of  modules 
and  feed  the  project's  Power  Conversion  System  (PCS)  via  underground  direct  current  (DC)  cables. 
Inverter  hardware  will  be  located  in  each  PCS,  which  will  convert  the  DC  electric  input  into  grid-quality 
AC  electric  output.  A transformer  will  then  step  up  the  voltage  of  the  array  for  on-site  transmission  of 
the  power  via  underground  lines  to  the  PV  combining  switchgear  (PVCS),  then  via  overhead  lines  to  the 
on-site  project  substation,  where  the  voltage  will  be  stepped  up  to  220  kV  and  routed  to  the  Ivanpah 
substation. 

Project  Substation.  The  project  substation  will  be  on  an  approximately  2.5  ac  site  area  that  is  centrally 
located  within  the  layouts  of  Alternatives  D and  B,  and  north  of  the  existing  transmission  lines. 

Monitoring  and  Maintenance  Facility.  The  Operational  and  Maintenance  (O&M)  facility,  located 
adjacent  to  the  project  substation,  will  be  designed  for  parts  storage,  plant  security  systems,  and  project 
monitoring  equipment.  The  O&M  facility  will  consist  of  offices,  a restroom,  and  a storage  area.  The 
O&M  facility  will  likely  consist  of  a 45  ft  wide  by  67  ft  long  prefabricated  building  set  on  concrete  slab- 
on-grade.  The  building  will  be  approximately  19  ft  tall  at  its  highest  point.  A septic  system  and  leach 
field,  sited  south  of  the  O&M  facility,  will  serve  the  project's  sanitary  wastewater  treatment  needs. 

Meteorological  Station.  One  or  more  meteorological  stations  will  be  installed  prior  to  construction  in 
order  to  track  weather  patterns.  The  meteorological  station(s)  will  be  attached  to  the  data  acquisition 
system  (DAS)  to  collect  data  for  analysis  and  system  monitoring. 

Security  Guard  Facility.  The  project  will  include  an  on-site  guard  shack  at  the  entrance  to  the  proposed 
Solar  Farm  for  use  by  security  personnel  during  project  construction  and  operation.  It  is  expected  that 
the  guard  shack  will  be  manned  24  hours  a day  throughout  the  life  of  the  project  or  motion  sensors  will 
be  installed  in  place  of  evening  security. 

Site  Security  and  Fencing.  Gates  will  be  installed  at  the  roads  entering  or  exiting  the  Solar  Farm  site. 
Limiting  access  to  the  Solar  Farm  site  will  be  necessary  both  to  ensure  the  safety  of  the  public  and  to 
protect  the  equipment  from  potential  theft  and  vandalism.  The  perimeter  of  the  Solar  Farm  site  will  be 
fenced  with  an  approximately  6 ft  tall  chain-link  fence  topped  with  barbed  wire  for  security  purposes.  In 
addition,  6 ft  to  7ft  chain-link  fencing  will  surround  the  on-site  substation,  and  6ft  fence  around  the 
switching  station,  O&M  facility,  and  the  temporary  construction  staging  areas.  The  perimeter  fence  will 
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include  desert  tortoise  exclusion  fencing  consistent  with  the  project  mitigation  measures  to  prevent 
desert  tortoises  from  entering  the  Solar  Farm  site. 

Temporary  Work  Areas.  Five  temporary  construction  staging  areas  will  be  used  within  the  Solar  Farm 
site  during  construction  of  Alternatives  D and  B.  The  construction  staging  areas  will  occupy  a total  of 
approximately  30  ac  within  the  Solar  Farm  site.  An  additional  approximately  7 ac  within  the  Solar  Farm 
site  will  be  used  for  temporary  construction  offices  and  parking.  Temporary  construction  fencing  will 
surround  these  areas.  These  areas  will  be  used  throughout  the  approximately  2-  to  4-year  project 
construction  period  and  then  decommissioned. 

Roads.  Graded  all-weather  roads  will  be  required  in  selected  locations  on  the  Solar  Farm  site  during 
construction  to  bring  equipment  and  materials  from  the  staging  areas  to  the  construction  work  areas. 
These  roads  will  not  be  decommissioned  after  construction  but  will  be  used  for  long-term  project 
operation  and  maintenance.  Approximately  149.5  ac  under  Alternative  B and  approximately  179  ac 
under  Alternative  D will  be  used  for  internal  and  external  access  roads  during  project  construction  and 
operation. 

Water  Use.  The  project  will  use  no  water  for  electrical  power  generation.  After  completion  of  the 
construction  phase  of  the  project,  the  only  water  use  will  be  for  domestic  purposes  (drinking,  washing, 
toilets)  in  the  O&M  facility.  Water  for  the  construction  and  operation  of  the  project  would  be  drawn 
from  a combination  of  up  to  two  different  wells  within  the  project  study  area  operated  by  the  Applicant 
upon  receiving  an  approval  for  well  construction  from  the  County  of  San  Bernardino.  The  wells  will 
access  water  within  the  South  Ivanpah  Groundwater  Basin. 

During  construction,  an  estimated  total  of  1,900  acre-feet  (af)  of  water  will  be  needed  for  such  uses  as 
soil  compaction,  dust  control,  and  sanitary  needs.  The  majority  of  the  construction  water  use  will  occur 
during  the  first  year  of  construction.  The  peak  daily  water  demand  is  estimated  at  approximately  1.5 
million  gallons  per  day  (gpd).  During  operations,  one  permanent,  approximately  5,000-gallon, 
aboveground  water  storage  tank  will  be  installed  adjacent  to  the  O&M  facility.  Because  of  the  project's 
small  operating  workforce  (7  full-time-equivalent  workers),  water  demand  will  be  approximately  20 
acre-feet  per  year  (af/yr)  or  300  gpd.  The  tank  will  also  be  sized  to  supply  sufficient  fire  suppression 
water  during  operations.  If  needed,  an  on-site  water  treatment  system  (e.g.,  a package  unit)  may  be 
installed  to  meet  the  project  operation's  potable  water  needs.  At  this  time,  up  to  two  production  wells 
and  up  to  three  monitoring  wells  are  being  proposed  to  serve  the  construction  and  operational  needs. 

Site  Stabilization,  Protection,  and  Reclamation  Practices.  After  Project  construction  relatively  minimal 
amounts  of  operations  and  maintenance  activities  are  required  during  operations.  Access  roads  and 
aisle  ways  would  need  to  be  maintained,  but  the  project  areas  covered  by  panels  can  support 
revegetation.  Maintenance  Activities.  Project  maintenance  activities  generally  include  all-weather  road 
maintenance;  vegetation  restoration  and  management;  scheduled  maintenance  of  inverters, 
transformers,  and  other  electrical  equipment;  and  occasional  replacement  of  faulty  modules  or  other 
site  electrical  equipment.  The  Project's  all-weather  access  roads  would  be  regularly  inspected,  and  any 


degradation  due  to  weather  or  wear  and  tear  would  be  repaired.  The  Applicant  would  apply  a dust 
palliative  on  dirt  access  roads.  This  is  expected  to  be  needed  only  once  every  two  to  five  years. 

Operations  Workforce  and  Equipment.  After  the  construction  period,  the  workforce  for  O&M  and 
security  purposes  is  estimated  to  be  seven  to  ten  full  time  workers.  Typical  work  schedules  are 
expected  to  be  during  daylight  hours  only,  with  the  exception  of  some  limited  maintenance  work 
required  after  dark  when  PV  modules  are  not  live  and  24-hour  on-site  security.  The  expected  annual 
demand  for  water  for  sanitary  purposes  is  approximately  12  acre-feet  per  year. 

Only  limited  deliveries  would  be  necessary  for  replacement  PV  modules  and  equipment  during  Project 
operation.  Up  to  20  daily  round  trips  may  be  anticipated  for  workers  and  deliveries. 

Decommissioning.  The  Project  has  a minimum  expected  lifetime  of  30  years.  When  the  Project 
concludes  operations,  much  of  the  wire,  steel,  and  modules  of  which  the  system  is  comprised  would  be 
recycled  to  the  extent  feasible.  The  Project  components  would  be  deconstructed  and  recycled  or 
disposed  of  safely,  and  the  Proposed  Solar  Farm  could  be  converted  to  other  uses  in  accordance  with 
applicable  land  use  regulations  in  effect  at  the  time  of  closure.  Conditions  are  likely  to  change  over  the 
course  of  a Project  lifespan  30  years,  and  a final  Decommissioning  Plan  will  be  developed  in  the  future 
prior  to  facility  closure  based  on  conditions  as  they  occur  at  that  time.  The  reclamation  measures 
provided  in  the  Decommissioning  Plan  will  be  developed  to  ensure  protection  of  the  environment  and 
public  health  and  safety  and  to  comply  with  applicable  laws,  ordinances,  regulations,  and  standards. 
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2.0  METHODS 


2.1  Special  Status  Species  Definition 

For  assessment  purposes  in  this  report,  a special  status  species  has  been  defined  as  a plant  or  wildlife 
species  that  meets  the  following  criteria: 

• designated  as  either  rare,  threatened,  or  endangered  by  CDFW  or  the  USFWS,  and  are  protected 
under  either  the  California  or  Federal  Endangered  Species  Acts; 

• candidate  species  being  considered  or  proposed  for  listing  under  these  same  Acts; 

• species  of  special  consideration  as  referenced  in  the  Northern  and  Eastern  Mojave  Coordinated 
Management  Plan  (NEMO)  and  Final  EIS  (BLM  2002)  and  Biological  Opinion  for  the  NEMO  Plan 
(USFWS  2005); 

• State  Species  of  Special  Concern  as  designated  by  CDFW;  or 

• considered  endangered,  threatened,  or  rare  pursuant  to  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 
(CEQA)  Guidelines,  Section  15380. 

2.2  Preliminary  Surveys 

Prior  to  conducting  site  visits,  a literature  search  was  performed,  which  included  a review  of  regional 
documents  including  the  NEMO  Plan  / Final  EIS  and  Biological  Opinion.  A search  of  the  CDFW's  California 
Natural  Diversity  Data  Base  (CNDDB)  and  the  California  Native  Plant  Society's  Electronic  Inventory 
(CNPSEI)  were  conducted  to  determine  special  status  species  that  have  been  documented  in  the  project 
region.  These  searches  included  a 5-mile  radius  surrounding  the  full  Study  Area.  Preliminary  surveys  of 
the  Study  Area  were  conducted  on  8 January  2007  by  Kathy  Simon  and  Kent  Flughes  and  14  June  2007 
by  Chris  Blandford  of  Ironwood.  These  field  surveys  collected  information  including: 

• Characterization  of  plant  communities; 

• Assessment  of  listed  and  special  status  plant  and  animal  species  with  potential  to  occur;  and 

• Photograph  documentation  of  existing  habitat  types. 

No  focused  surveys  were  conducted  during  the  2007  preliminary  site  visits.  After  the  2007  preliminary 
surveys,  environmental  documents  that  included  extensive  biological  survey  information  became 
available  for  two  nearby  proposed  renewable  energy  projects,  the  BrightSource  Ivanpah  Solar 
Generation  Station  and  the  NextLight  Silver  State  Solar  Energy  Project.  These  reports  were  reviewed  to 
determine  whether  any  special  status  species  found  during  surveys  of  those  project  sites  might  be 
relevant  to  Stateline  Project  (BrightSource  2007;  Sycamore  2010).  Using  this  information  and 
observations  in  the  field,  a comprehensive  list  was  generated  of  special  status  plant  and  animal  species 
that  have  the  potential  to  occur  within  the  Study  Area.  The  generated  list  was  refined  through 
coordination  with  the  BLM  Needles  Field  Office  (personal  communication,  Sullivan  2007). 
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2.3  Desert  Tortoise  Focused  Surveys 


Full-coverage  protocol  desert  tortoise  surveys  were  conducted  from  2008  to  2012  (Table  3 and  Figure  5). 
In  the  spring  of  2009,  and  again  in  2010,  the  USFWS  issued  revised  survey  protocols  (USFWS  2010a).  The 
full  coverage  survey  option  described  in  the  revised  protocols  was  unchanged  from  the  previous 
protocol  (USFWS  1992a).  As  previously  noted,  the  Study  Area  was  delineated  to  be  larger  than  the 
anticipated  action  area  to  allow  for  flexibility  in  site  layout  design.  The  revised  protocols  also  provided 
methods  to  estimate  the  abundance  of  tortoises  occurring  within  the  action  area.  These  surveys 
employed  belt  transects  approximately  10  meters  (32.8  feet)  wide  in  order  to  provide  100  percent  (full) 
coverage  of  the  entire  Study  Area.  Desert  tortoise  focused  surveys  were  conducted  by  Ironwood 
biologists  and  independent  biological  contractors  during  each  survey  effort . 


Table  3 - Full-Coverage  Desert  Tortoise  Survey  Periods  and  Area 


Dates 

Area 

(acres) 

Description 

18-27  April  2008 

5,440 

Majority  of  Solar  Farm  Study  Area 

19  - 24  October  2008 

635 

Section  35  in  the  southern  Study  Area 

19  - 22  October  2009 

170 

Gen-Tie  Line  (7,000  linear  feet  of  1,000-foot  wide  study  corridor) 

29  March  - 22  May  2011 

1,120 

Extended  Study  Area  to  the  east  and  south 

7 April -7  May  2011 

3,830 

Primary  Recipient  Site 

7-11  October  2011 

800 

Stateline  Pass  Connectivity 

2-25  April  2012 

9,000 

Alternative  Recipient  Sites  and  Stateline  Pass 

5-14  May  2012 

4,000 

Solar  Farm  Project  Alternatives  (updated  survey) 

The  survey  crew  consisted  of  experienced  desert  tortoise  surveyors  and  field  technicians  who  attended 
field  and  training  sessions  prior  to  conducting  surveys.  The  BLM  reviewed  the  resumes  of  all  survey 
personnel,  and  approved  them  to  conduct  these  surveys  (personal  communication  LaPre  2008  to  2012). 
The  larger  survey  crew  was  divided  into  smaller  crews  of  approximately  4-6  people,  with  a greater 
number  of  highly-experienced  people  than  field  technicians  on  each  crew.  Each  smaller  group  typically 
surveyed  one  square-mile  section  until  the  entire  surveyed  portion  of  the  Study  Area  was  covered. 

All  tortoise  sign  [e.g.,  live  tortoises  (all  age  classes),  shell/bone/scutes,  scats,  burrows/pallets,  tracks,  egg 
shell  fragments,  and  courtship  rings]  were  recorded.  The  location  of  all  tortoise  sign  was  recorded  on  a 
Garmin  GPS  unit  (GPS  72,  76,  or  60CSx)  using  a unique  identification  code.  The  code  included  a two- 
character  acronym  for  the  type  of  sign  (e.g.,  TO-live  tortoise,  BU-burrow,  SC-scat),  two-character  initials 
for  the  lead  surveyor  of  the  crew,  and  a unique  sequential  number.  In  addition  to  recording  sign  with  the 
GPS  unit,  standardized  paper  datasheets  were  completed.  Information  for  tortoise  sign  was  recorded  as 
shown  on  Table  4.  All  data  were  entered  from  these  data  sheets  into  a Microsoft  Access  database, 
compared  with  GPS  data  and  rectified  before  these  data  were  used  in  Geographic  Information  Systems 
(GIS)  to  determine  approximate  abundance  and  distribution  of  desert  tortoise. 
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Table  4 - Desert  Tortoise  Data  Recorded 


Type  of  Sign 

Measurements 

Estimates 

Other 

Live  tortoise 

Sex,  age  class 

Location,  activity 

Cover  site 
(burrow,  pallet) 

Width,  height 

Depth 

Condition  (active  [excellent],  inactive  [good,  fair, 
or  poor])  and  location.  Each  burrow  was 
investigated  by  using  a handheld  mirror  and/or 
flashlight  to  detect  if  a tortoise  was  present 

Scat 

Number  of  scats 

Age  class 

Condition  (this  year  or  not  this  year),  location 

Shell  or  bone 
(carcass  or 
fragments) 

Sex,  age  class, 
time  since  death 

Location 

Tracks 

Age 

Location 

Eggs  or  fragments 

# of  eggs 

Condition,  location 

Courtship  rings 

Width 

Location 

All  records  of  live  desert  tortoise  were  be  submitted  to  the  CDFW's  California  Natural  Diversity  Database 
(CNDDB).  Due  to  the  volume  of  data,  observations  will  be  submitted  to  the  CNDDB  in  ESRI  ArcGIS 
shapefile  format  with  relevant  metadata  and  attribute  information  consistent  with  the  fields  found  on 
the  California  Native  Species  Field  Survey  Form. 

2.4  Western  Burrowing  Owl  Surveys 

Surveys  for  the  presence  of  western  burrowing  owls  followed  guidance  in  the  Burrowing  Owl  Survey 
Protocol  and  Mitigation  Guidelines  (California  Burrowing  Owl  Consortium  1993)  and  the  Staff  Report  on 
Burrowing  Owl  Mitigation  (CDFW  2012).  The  methodology  includes  four  phases  of  study,  as  follows: 

• Phase  1 - assessment  of  suitable  habitat  and  potential  presence  of  burrowing  owl  habitat  within 
the  site  and  150-meter  buffer; 

• Phase  2 - burrow  survey  to  assess  and  record  burrows  suitable  for  nesting; 

• Phase  3 - burrowing  owl  surveys,  census,  and  mapping  of  individual  and  pairs;  and 

• Phase  4 - summary  of  results  and  findings  from  the  previous  phases. 

The  Phase  1 preliminary  assessment  conducted  in  2007  concluded  that  the  Study  Area  constituted 
suitable  habitat  for  western  burrowing  owl.  Phase  2 burrow  surveys  were  conducted  concurrently  with 
full  coverage  desert  tortoise  surveys  from  2008  to  2012  (Figure  5;  Table  5).  The  width  of  pedestrian 
transects  used  during  the  full  coverage  tortoise  surveys  were  narrower  than  those  recommended  for 
burrowing  owl  surveys,  resulting  in  more  comprehensive  coverage.  All  burrows  suitable  for  burrowing 
owl  use  were  recorded  during  the  survey.  The  physical  location  of  each  burrow  with  sign  of  burrowing 
owl  was  recorded  by  GPS. 
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Table  5-  Burrowing  Owl  Phase  2 Surveys 


Dates 

Size 

(acres) 

Description  of  Area 

18-27  April  2008 

5,440 

Solar  Farm  Project  Alternatives  (north) 

14  April -9  May  2010 

3,800 

Solar  Farm  Project  Alternatives  (north) 

29  March -28  May  2011 

1,120 

Extended  Study  Area  to  the  (east  and  south)  - two  passes 

5 -14  May  2012 

4,000 

Solar  Farm  Project  Alternatives  (north) 

Phase  2 burrow  surveys  resulted  in  sign  of  burrowing  owl  within  the  Project  alternatives  (Section  3.5.1). 
These  data  combined  with  data  from  intensive  pre-project  nesting  bird  surveys  and  clearance  surveys 
conducted  approximately  one  mile  west  of  Stateline  is  sufficient  to  provide  an  estimate  of  the  expected 
burrowing  owl  abundance  and  distribution  within  the  Project.  Phase  3 breeding  season  surveys 
conducted  in  years  prior  would  be  outdated  by  the  time  of  Project  implementation  because  burrowing 
owl  distribution  would  likely  change  from  season  to  season.  Given  that  abundance  of  burrowing  owls  is 
expected  to  be  low,  and  the  location  of  active  burrows  will  likely  change,  additional  surveys  would  be 
more  effective  and  informative  when  scheduled  closer  to  the  time  of  Project  implementation.  Prior  to 
ground  disturbing  activities,  clearance  surveys  will  require  at  least  two  passes  over  the  entire  site  using 
5 meter  transect  spacing.  All  burrows  with  owl  sign  will  be  monitored  to  determine  level  of  activity. 


2.5  Other  Special  Status  Wildlife  Species 

In  addition  to  recording  desert  tortoise,  surveyors  recorded  all  wildlife  species,  regardless  of  status,  that 
were  encountered  during  the  survey.  All  special  status  species  recorded  incidentally  during  all  survey 
efforts  were  recorded  by  GPS  and  assigned  a unique  identifier.  Common  species  were  tallied  at  the  end 
of  each  transect  and  recorded  throughout  each  day  by  each  crew.  All  data  was  entered  from  these 
datasheets  and  was  incorporated  into  the  GIS  system. 


2.6  Botanical  Study 

Surveys  were  performed  to  determine  the  presence  and  distribution  of  special  status  plant  species  and 
estimates  of  succulent  species  (cacti  and  yucca)  within  the  Study  Area.  Vegetation  sampling  was  also 
performed  under  the  baseline  survey  effort  as  described  in  Section  2.8. 

2.6.1  Special  Status  Plant  Species 

Surveys  were  performed  to  maximize  the  likelihood  of  locating  special  status  plant  species  or  special 
status  natural  communities  within  the  primary  Study  Area  (Figure  6).  The  primary  objective  was  to 
identify  all  plant  species  within  the  primary  Study  Area  to  the  taxonomic  level  (i.e.,  species,  subspecies, 
or  variety)  necessary  to  determine  rarity  status. 
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The  botanical  study  followed  the  guidelines  set  forth  by: 


• Protocols  for  Surveying  and  Evaluating  Impacts  to  Special  Status  Native  Plant  Populations  and 
Natural  Communities  (CDFW  2009); 

• Survey  Protocols  Required  for  NEPA/ESA  Compliance  for  BLM  Special  Status  Plant  Species  (BLM 
2009);  and 

• Guidelines  for  Conducting  and  Reporting  Botanical  Inventories  for  Federally  Listed,  Proposed 
and  Candidate  Plants  (USFWS  2000). 

All  survey  periods  were  scheduled  to  coincide  with  the  primary  blooming  period  for  targeted  special 
status  species.  Four  surveys  efforts  were  performed  separately  in  2008,  2010,  2011  and  2012  with  the 
majority  of  the  Study  Area  surveyed  in  2010. 

The  initial  surveys  in  spring  (March  23;  April  3,  4,  10,  and  17;  May  1 and  9)  and  fall  (September  23; 
October  1 and  9)  of  2008  were  conducted  following  the  intuitive  controlled  survey  method,  which  is 
suitable  for  large  areas  and  highly  skilled  investigators  (BLM  2009).  A team  of  experienced  botanists  led 
by  Kent  Hughes  and  Jim  Andre  performed  multiple  field  visits  when  target  species  were  most 
identifiable.  The  field  botanists  conducted  meandering  pedestrian  transects  throughout  the  entire 
project  site.  A complete  survey  was  conducted  in  habitats  with  the  highest  potential  for  supporting  the 
target  species.  Subsequently,  surveys  were  focused  in  Sections  12,  14,  and  15  within  the  upper  alluvial 
fan,  which  contained  stabilized  rocky  soils  and  higher  plant  diversity  than  lower  regions  of  the  alluvial 
fan  where  diversity  was  substantially  lower.  All  plant  species  observed  during  the  surveys  were 
identified  and  recorded.  The  location  of  each  special  status  plant  species  was  recorded  on  a Garmin 
60CSx  GPS  unit.  For  some  species  (e.g.,  Coryphantha  chlorontho ) that  occurred  in  small  groups,  one  GPS 
record  was  created  and  the  numbers  of  individual  plants  were  recorded  in  the  botanist's  notes.  All 
recorded  data  were  incorporated  into  GIS  and  Minimum  Convex  Polygons  (MCPs)  areas  were  calculated 
using  XTools  Pro  7.0  to  estimate  area  of  occupied  habitat. 

The  subsequent  survey  efforts  were  performed  from  April  14  to  May  9,  2010  (approximately  3,800 
acres),  April  10  to  18  and  May  27  to  28,  2011  (approximately  1,120  acres),  and  May  11  to  12,  2012 
(approximately  260  acres).  The  survey  team  included  personnel  familiar  with  the  identification  of  flora  in 
the  Mojave  Desert  of  California.  Assistants  were  trained  in  species  identification  during  the  early  phase 
of  the  study.  Resumes  of  all  surveyors  were  reviewed  and  approved  by  the  BLM  District  Biologist 
(personal  communication  LaPre  2008  to  2012).  Information  on  potential  special  status  species  was 
reviewed  by  the  survey  team  to  obtain  an  effective  search  image.  Reference  populations  were  visited  to 
ensure  phenology  at  time  of  survey  and  update  search  image  for  surveyors.  Records  of  all  plants  species 
observed  were  maintained  daily.  A checklist  was  developed  based  on  previous  surveys  and  reviewed 
during  each  subsequent  day  of  survey.  On  average,  linear  pedestrian  transects  were  walked  at  15-meter 
spacing.  In  areas  of  lower  cover  and  diversity  (e.g.,  desert  pavement),  transects  were  spaced  further 
apart.  In  areas  of  greater  cover  and  diversity,  transects  were  spaced  closer  to  one  another.  This  allowed 
for  a comprehensive  survey  of  the  Study  Area.  Surveyors  walked  at  a rate  of  approximately  1 mile  per 
hour.  At  this  rate,  the  resulting  level  of  effort  averaged  1 person-hour  per  6 acres  survey  area.  Additional 
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time  was  spent  in  the  field  and  after  the  day  survey  keying  plant  taxonomy.  If  a plant  of  unknown 
identification  was  found,  a GPS  record  was  taken  and  a unique  identification  number  was  assigned  so 
that  if  after  proper  identification,  it  was  determined  to  be  a special  status  species,  the  population  could 
be  revisited  to  collect  additional  data.  The  survey  crews  also  recorded  all  live  tortoises  and  active 
burrows  encountered  during  the  special  status  plant  surveys. 

2.6.2  Cacti  and  Yucca 

Systematic  sampling  of  succulents  (cacti  and  yucca)  was  conducted  in  spring  of  2012  by  botanists 
experienced  with  Mojave  Desert  flora.  The  purpose  of  this  sampling  effort  was  to  estimate  the  number 
of  individual  cacti  and  yucca  present.  The  survey  crew  walked  over  125  kilometers  of  transects  (equal  to 
over  300  acres  of  coverage)  in  the  north-south  direction  across  four  elevation  cross  sections  (Figure  6). 
All  species  of  cactus  were  documented  and  cumulative  counts  of  the  number  of  individual  cacti  were 
recorded.  The  resulting  density  of  cacti  within  the  sampling  area  was  used  to  extrapolate  estimates  for 
project  alternatives. 

2.7  Rainfall  Analysis 

Measurements  of  total  and  average  precipitation  during  winter  periods  (October  through  March)  are 
important  in  determining  the  efficacy  of  both  desert  tortoise  and  special  status  plant  surveys.  Per  the 
USFWS  desert  tortoise  protocol,  data  was  obtained  from  the  Western  Regional  Climate  Center  (2011). 
The  Mountain  Pass  Cooperative  Observer  Program  (COOP)  weather  station  (elevation  above  4,700  ft 
and  approximately  10  miles  southwest  of  the  Study  Area)  is  the  most  proximate  station  to  the  Study 
Area;  however,  rainfall  data  is  not  available  after  1997.  Subsequently,  monthly  precipitation  totals  were 
obtained  from  the  two  next  closest  weather  stations  providing  current  data:  Horse  Thief  Springs 
California  Remote  Automated  Weather  Stations  (RAWS)  (elevation  5,000  ft  and  approximately  26  miles 
northwest  of  the  Study  Area)  and  Mid  Hills  California  RAWS  (elevation  5,413  ft  and  approximately  28 
miles  south  of  the  Study  Area).  These  stations  occur  at  elevations  approximately  2,000  feet  greater  than 
the  Study  Area,  which  may  not  be  ideal  indicators  of  rainfall  within  the  Ivanpah  Valley.  The  next  closest 
weather  station  is  located  in  Searchlight,  Nevada  (elevation  3,540  ft  and  approximately  30  miles  east  of 
the  Study  Area).  Although  the  Searchlight  station  is  slightly  further  from  the  Study  Area,  it  is  located  at  a 
similar  elevation. 

Rainfall  data  derived  from  the  Searchlight  and  Mountain  Pass  stations  were  utilized  in  a previous  desert 
tortoise  study  within  Ivanpah  Valley,  which  indicated  a long  term  average  of  total  monthly  winter 
rainfall  between  1961  and  1996  of  4.1  inches  (Christopher  et.  al  1999).  Available  historical  winter 
rainfall  data  from  Searchlight  and  Mountain  Pass  was  summarized  to  obtain  a useful  average  for  the 
Ivanpah  Valley  (Table  6). 
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Table  6 - Historical  Winter  Rainfall  Data1  (inches) 


October 

November 

December 

January 

February 

March 

Total 

Monthly 

Average 

Searchlight2 

0.94 

0.97 

0.78 

0.52 

0.43 

0.80 

4.44 

0.74 

Mountain  Pass3 

0.54 

0.68 

0.63 

0.92 

0.89 

0.89 

4.55 

0.76 

Mean 

0.74 

0.83 

0.71 

0.72 

0.66 

0.85 

4.50 

0.75 

Western  Regional  Climate  Center  (2012) 

2 Range  of  data  from  1931  to  2011 

3 Range  of  data  from  1955  to  1997 


Due  to  the  absence  of  rainfall  data  for  the  Mountain  Pass  station  since  1997,  data  obtained  from  the 
Horse  Thief  Wash  and  Mid  Hills  stations  were  used  as  a surrogate  for  recent  year  averages.  Total  winter 
rainfall  data  from  Searchlight,  Horse  Thief  Wash,  and  Mid  Hills  from  the  previous  six  winter  periods  were 
tabulated  separately,  provided  in  Appendix  A,  and  were  then  averaged  (Table  7). 


Table  7 - Recent  Winter  Rainfall  Data1  (inches) 


October 

November 

December 

January 

February 

March 

Total 

Monthly 

Average 

2005-2006 

1.79 

0.00 

0.03 

0.24 

0.42 

1.44 

3.92 

0.65 

2006-2007 

1.08 

0.32 

0.58 

0.91 

0.67 

0.02 

3.58 

0.60 

2007-2008 

0.25 

0.63 

1.01 

1.06 

0.50 

0.09 

3.53 

0.59 

2008-2009 

0.02 

0.91 

0.85 

0.14 

1.59 

0.03 

3.53 

0.59 

2009-2010 

0.00 

0.06 

1.12 

2.80 

1.91 

0.36 

6.25 

1.04 

2010-2011 

1.67 

0.27 

7.45 

0.05 

1.29 

0.50 

11.23 

1.87 

2011-2012 

0.37 

0.38 

0.26 

0.35 

0.07 

0.28 

1.72 

0.29 

1 Western  Regional  Climate  Center  (2012):  Searchlight,  Mid  Hills,  and  Horse  Thief  Wash  Stations 


The  historical  average  rainfall  for  Ivanpah  Valley  during  the  winter  months  was  estimated  to  be  0.75 
inches.  By  comparison,  below-average  winter  rainfall  occurred  from  2005  to  2009.  This  four-year  period 
was  characterized  by  gradually  decreasing  rainfall  for  each  subsequent  year.  Winter  rainfall  was  above 
average  from  2009  to  2011,  with  the  highest  amount  of  rainfall  occurring  during  the  most-recent  winter 
of  2010-2011.  The  2011-2012  winter  months  were  substantially  well  below  average. 

2.8  Baseline  Sampling 

Plant  and  wildlife  sampling  were  performed  to  provide  additional  details  of  species  composition  and 
provide  baseline  quantitative  data  for  future  monitoring  associated  with  the  Project  site. 

2.8.1  Selection  of  Sampling  Stations 

Fourteen  primary  sampling  stations  (vegetation,  avian,  and  small  mammal  sampling),  and  forty 
additional  sampling  stations  (vegetation  only)  were  established  (Figure  7).  Sampling  stations  were 
systematically  generated  to  obtain  a sufficient  representation  of  the  area.  The  point  for  each  sampling 
location  represented  the  center  or  corner  point  of  larger  linear  transects  or  grids  depending  on  the 
specific  methodology. 
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2.8.2  Vegetation  Sampling 


Vegetation  sampling  was  conducted  at  all  sampling  stations  during  the  peak  of  the  blooming  season  in 
spring.  In  2010,  a point-intersect  survey  method  was  used  along  a 150-meter  linear  transect.  Along  this 
line,  100  points  approximately  1.5  meters  apart  were  observed  and  the  species  rooted  at  that  point 
were  recorded.  This  method  provides  an  estimate  of  community  composition  and  was  used  to  estimate 
cover.  In  2012,  line-intercept  transects  were  conducted  to  obtain  quantitative  data  on  vegetative 
structure  and  substrate  composition.  Two  100-meter  transects  were  conducted  per  station  (Canfield 
1949).  Perennial  plant  species  including  shrubs  and  succulents  were  recorded.  Annual  plant  species 
were  recorded  using  a 20  by  50  cm  Daubenmire  plot  placed  every  ten  meters  along  each  transect  line 
(Daubenmire  1959).  Soil  type  and  substrate  class  were  described  at  each  corner  of  the  Daubenmire  plots 
according  to  a soil  texture  triangle  (Thien  1979). 

2.8.3  Avian  Point  Counts 

Point  counts  were  conducted  in  the  spring  of  2010,  2011  and  2012  by  ornithologists  Jake  Mohlmann  and 
John  Yerger  using  point  count  methodology  as  described  in  Monitoring  Bird  Populations  by  Point  Counts 
(Ralph  et  al.  1995).  Each  year,  point  counts  were  conducted  at  each  baseline  sampling  station  (Figure  7). 
Point  counts  were  performed  during  the  morning  hours  (i.e.,  between  0600  and  1000  hours)  and  during 
mild  weather  conditions  (i.e.,  avoiding  extreme  temperatures,  rain  and  high  wind  events).  Each  point 
was  visited  for  a fixed  amount  of  time  and  distances  of  all  birds  detected  are  recorded.  Each  count  was 
limited  to  10  minutes  to  minimize  standard  error  introduced  by  double  counting,  flyovers,  etc. 
Additionally,  incidental  flyovers  were  recorded  separately  from  typical  observations  and  each  count  was 
divided  into  three  survey  periods  consisting  of  the  first  three  minutes,  minutes  3 to  5,  and  minutes  5 to 
10. 

2.8.4  Small  Mammal  Surveys 

Trapping  grids  were  established  at  all  sampling  locations  from  April  29  to  30,  2010  and  May  2 to  5,  2011. 
Narrow  grids  consisting  of  100  large  (12-inch-long)  Sherman  live-traps  were  set  at  each  location.  For 
most  sampling  locations,  the  sampling  location  point  represented  the  southwest  corner  of  the  trapping 
grid.  Depending  on  the  width  of  the  habitat  being  sampled,  either  a 4x25  or  a 2x50  trap  configuration 
was  used.  All  traps  were  spaced  approximately  10  meters  apart.  Traps  were  set  and  checked  for  three 
consecutive  nights  at  all  sampling  locations.  Traps  were  opened  near  sunset  and  checked  and  closed  at 
sunrise.  Traps  were  baited  with  standard  small  mammal  bait,  which  includes  seed  and  mill.  All 
individuals  captured  were  identified  to  species  and  released  unharmed  where  trapped. 
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2.9  Golden  Eagle  Surveys 

2.9.1  Aerial  Surveys 

Surveys  to  assess  golden  eagle  occupancy  and  productivity  were  conducted  in  2010  by  the  Wildlife 
Research  Institute  (WRI).  Prior  to  conducting  golden  eagle  occupancy  surveys  of  the  Study  Area,  WRI 
contacted  BLM  to  request  data  (historic  records  and  reports)  pertaining  to  golden  eagle  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  Study  Area.  Data  provided  by  BLM  was  used  to  refine  and  improve  survey  focus. 

WRI  conducted  helicopter  surveys  of  the  Study  Area  and  associated  10-mile  buffer  on  May  7 and  8,  2010 
(Phase  1)  and  June  14,  2010  (Phase  2).  Helicopter  survey  teams  consisted  of  two  golden  eagle  biologists 
and  a helicopter  pilot.  Survey  protocols  were  designed  to  comply  with  current  USFWS  Golden  Eagle 
Inventory  and  Monitoring  Protocols  (USFWS  2010b).  Phase  1 aerial  transects  concentrated  on  habitats 
likely  to  support  golden  eagle  nesting,  with  in  flight  transect  modifications  made  in  response  to  terrain. 
Phase  1 surveys  were  conducted  in  an  effort  to  confirm  reproductive  activity  and  ensure  mountainous 
areas  with  intricate  canyons  were  thoroughly  investigated.  Phase  2 surveys  were  focused  on  revisiting 
potentially  active  territories  identified  during  Phase  1 surveys.  During  both  Phase  1 and  Phase  2 aerial 
transects,  nest  sites  and  other  location-specific  data  were  recorded  using  hand-held  GPS  units,  with 
supplemental  field  notes  documenting  species  and  corresponding  to  each  recorded  waypoint.  A total  of 
32  person-hours  were  logged  during  the  Phase  1 survey  with  an  additional  17  person-hours  logged 
during  Phase  2 surveys. 

During  both  Phase  1 and  Phase  2 surveys,  two  optically-stabilized  zoom  cameras  were  used  to  capture 
high-resolution,  wide-angle  and  close-up,  digital  photographs  of  active  and  inactive  golden  eagle  nests, 
other  raptor  nests,  and  significant  wildlife  species.  Collected  digital  images  were  used  to  confirm  species 
identification,  nest  condition,  nest  activity,  nest  occupation,  and  nest  arrangement  (WRI  2010).  An 
active  nest  was  defined  as  supporting  evidence  of  new  material  having  been  added  during  the  season 
and  typically  included  the  use  of  yucca,  grasses  and  mosses  in  the  construction  of  a bowl,  used  for 
incubation.  An  active  nest  may  or  may  not  have  been  occupied  by  a golden  eagle  (e.g.,  an  incubating 
female  or  a young  bird)  at  the  time  of  survey.  An  occupied  nest  was  defined  an  active  nest  in  which  an 
adult  or  young  golden  eagle,  or  a new  egg,  has  been  observed  during  the  survey. 

2.9.2  Seasonal  Point  Counts 

Golden  eagle  point  count  surveys  were  conducted  during  each  season  (winter,  spring,  summer  and  fall) 
starting  in  spring  of  2011  at  eight  sampling  stations  (Figure  7).  These  surveys  will  be  repeated  during 
each  season  through  winter  of  2012/2013.  Two  surveys  were  conducted  at  each  station.  Compared  to 
the  previously  mentioned  avian  point  count  methodology  employed  under  the  baseline  sampling  study 
(Section  2.8.3),  the  golden  eagle  point  counts  included  increased  point  count  frequency  and  increased 
survey  radius,  per  the  recommendations  in  the  Draft  Eagle  Conservation  Plan  Guidance  (USFWS  2011a). 
The  USFWS  guidance  recommends  non-overlapping  radii  of  800  meters.  To  avoid  overlapping  sampling 
areas,  eight  of  the  original  fourteen  baseline  sampling  stations  were  surveyed.  Each  station  was 
surveyed  at  30-minute  intervals  during  each  visit.  All  bird  species  within  800  meters  of  the  center  point 
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were  recorded.  Eagle  flight  activity  located  more  than  175  meters  above  ground  was  recorded,  but 
separated  from  all  other  data.  Approximate  flight  paths  and  heights  of  eagles  plus  notes  on  general 
behavior  and  activity  were  recorded.  Behavior  that  is  noted  during  each  1-minute  interval  was  recorded 
as  either  soaring  flight,  flapping-gliding,  kiting-hovering,  stooping  or  diving  at  prey,  stooping  or  diving  in 
an  agonistic  context  with  other  eagles  or  other  bird  species,  being  mobbed,  undulating/territorial  flight, 
or  perched.  All  observations  of  foraging  were  documented  and  referenced  on  a map  or  by  GPS 
coordinates. 

2.9.3  Ground-Based  Nest  Monitoring 

Two  territories  identified  in  2010  within  the  Clark  Mountains  (Umberci  Mine  and  Keany  Pass)  were  the 
subject  of  further  ground-based  surveys  from  2010  through  2012.  Ground-based  surveys  of  these 
territories  were  conducted  during  the  breeding  and  nesting  season.  Surveys  stations  were  established 
where  the  biologist  could  view  nests  and  watch  for  eagle  activity  through  binoculars  and  a spotting 
scope.  All  incidental  bird  observations  made  during  these  surveys  were  recorded. 

2.10  Raptor  Nest  Surveys 

Project-specific  surveys  for  raptor  nests  were  conducted  in  April  2012.  These  surveys  included  inspecting 
all  potential  structures  and  trees  in  the  Project  vicinity  for  the  presence  of  raptor  nests.  Due  to  the  lack 
of  trees  within  the  Study  Area,  most  structures  with  the  potential  to  support  nesting  raptors  were 
associated  with  existing  transmission  lines. 

2.11  Raven  Surveys 

Several  methods  were  useful  in  approximating  the  existing  abundance  of  common  ravens  within  the 
Project  Action  Area,  including  those  conducted  by  Ironwood  Consulting  during  focused  desert  tortoise 
surveys  and  point  count  sampling,  as  well  as  Wildlife  Research  Institute  (WRI)  during  aerial  surveys  for 
golden  eagles.  Ravens  were  also  observed  during  general  avian  point  counts  and  golden  eagle  point 
counts  as  described  in  Sections  2.8.3  and  2.9.2.  Point  counts  will  continue  seasonally  and  results  will  be 
added  to  the  baseline  dataset.  Nest  surveys  along  roads  where  structures  exist  that  provide  suitable 
nest  sites  were  conducted  in  2012  to  identify  active  and  inactive  nests.  Additionally,  focused  surveys  for 
desert  tortoise  included  the  documentation  of  all  incidental  observations  of  ravens.  Immediately  prior  to 
construction  (within  30  days  of  ground  disturbance),  biological  monitors  will  conduct  a road  survey 
within  the  Project  site  and  on  all  roadways  within  six  miles  to  determine  the  status  and  location  of 
existing  raven  subsidies.  These  data  will  add  to  the  continued  baseline  information  on  raven  presence. 
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2.12  Bat  Surveys 


A bat  assessment  was  performed  by  Patricia  Brown,  Ph.D.  (Brown-Berry  Biological  Consulting)  on  May 
14,  2010  to  assess  potential  bat  habitat  within  the  full  Study  Area.  Suitable  habitat  for  several  bat 
species  (specifically  those  that  are  known  to  occur  in  the  vicinity  including  pallid  bats,  western 
pipistrelles,  and  California  leaf-nosed  bats)  was  reviewed  in  the  field.  General  areas  that  may  serve  as 
potential  roosts  and  foraging  sites  were  identified. 

Acoustic  monitoring  was  conducted  on  July  28  and  29,  2010  and  from  May  14  to  16,  2011  to  determine 
which  bat  species  utilize  the  Study  Area.  Ultrasonic  detectors  (i.e.,  Anabat  II  and  1A)  recorded 
echolocation  signals  overnight  in  thirteen  locations  in  different  areas  of  the  Study  Area  to  identify  bat 
species  and  document  general  activity  levels. 

Roost  surveys  were  conducted  of  rock  shelters  and  mines  in  the  mountains  adjacent  to  the  project  area 
during  the  day  and  at  night  for  evidence  of  bats  and  guano.  The  Umberci  Mine  (located  approximately 
1.5  miles  northwest  of  the  Study  Area)  was  visited  several  times  to  census  the  species  and  numbers  of 
bats  present.  Occupied  mines  were  monitored  at  dusk  by  surveyors  with  night  vision  equipment  to 
obtain  accurate  exit  counts.  The  surveyors  kept  two  counts  for  at  least  sixty  minutes  after  the  first  bat 
exited  of  how  many  bats  entered  and  exited  the  mines.  Video  cameras  with  auxiliary  infrared  lights  were 
used  to  remotely  monitor  mines  and  to  obtain  permanent  records  of  exiting  bats. 
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3.0  RESULTS 


) 

3.1  Vegetation  Communities 

The  Study  Area  supports  two  macro  vegetation  communities:  Creosote  Bush-White  Bursage  Series 
[Sawyer  and  Keeler-Wolf  1995;  analogous  to  Mojavean  Creosote  Bush  Scrub  (Holland  1986)]  and  Mixed 
Saltbush  Series  [Sawyer  and  Keeler-Wolf  1995;  analogous  to  Alkali  Desert  Scrub  (Holland  1986)]  (Figure 
8).  Plant  species  typical  of  Creosote  Bush-White  Bursage  Series  found  in  the  Study  Area  include 
creosote  bush  (Lorrea  tridentata),  burrobush  (Ambrosia  dumosa),  wirelettuce  (Stephanomeria 
pauciflora),  cheesebush  (Ambrosia  salsola ),  beavertail  cactus  (Opuntia  basilaris),  barrel  cactus 
(Ferocactus  cylindraceous),  Mojave  yucca  (Yucca  schidigera),  and  Nevada  ephedra  (Ephedra  nevadensis). 
Within  this  community,  plant  diversity  was  observed  to  be  higher  within  the  rocky  terrain  of  the 
stabilized  alluvial  fan,  which  occurred  in  the  higher  elevations  (generally  above  2,500  feet)  within  the 
northern-  and  southern-most  extents  of  the  Study  Area.  The  eastern  extent  of  the  Study  Area  borders 
Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  and  supports  Mixed  Saltbush  Series.  This  community  is  situated  within  a relatively 
narrow  band  that  begins  at  the  edge  of  the  non-vegetated  dry  lake  and  extends  to  the  west 
approximately  800  feet.  The  dominant  plant  species  occurring  in  this  community  include  cattlespinach 
(Atriplex  polycarpa),  four-wing  saltbush  ( Atriplex  canescens  ssp.  canescens),  and  wheelscale  (Atriplex 
elegans).  More  than  190  species  of  plants  were  identified  within  Study  Area  during  the  surveys 
(Appendix  B). 

3.2  Wildlife  Communities 

All  wildlife  species  observed  or  detected  within  the  Study  Area  are  listed  in  Appendix  B.  Wildlife 
observed  within  the  Study  Area  were  representative  of  the  northeastern  Mojave  Desert.  Bird  species 
common  to  the  Study  Area,  listed  in  order  of  most-to-least  frequently  observed  during  the  surveys, 
included  black-throated  sparrow  (Amphispiza  bilineata ),  horned  lark  (Eremophila  alpestris),  common 
raven  ( Corvus  corax),  brewer's  sparrow  (Spizella  breweri),  white-crowned  sparrow  (Zonotrichia 
leucophrys),  house  finch  (Carpodacus  mexicanus),  and  ash-throated  flycatcher  ( Myiarchus  cinerascens). 
Reptile  species  common  to  the  Study  Area,  listed  in  order  of  most-to-least  frequently  observed  during 
the  surveys,  included  western  whiptail  (Cnemidophorus  tigris),  side-blotched  lizard  (Uta  stansburiana), 
zebra-tailed  lizard  (Callisaurus  draconoides),  desert  iguana  (Dipsosaurus  dorsalis),  long-nosed  leopard 
lizard  (Gambelia  wislizenii),  and  desert  horned  lizard  (Phrynosoma  platyrhinos).  The  most  common 
mammal  species  observed  was  black-tailed  jackrabbit  (Lepus  californicus)  and  small  mammals  observed 
during  baseline  sampling  included  long-tailed  pocket  mouse  (Chaetodipus  formosus),  Merriam's 
kangaroo  rat  (Dipodomys  merriami),  desert  woodrat  ( Neotoma  lepida),  spiny  pocket  mouse 
(Perognathus  spinatus),  little  pocket  mouse  (Perognathus  longimembris),  and  Great  Basin  pocket  mouse 
(Perognathus  parvus).  No  fish  or  amphibian  species  are  likely  to  inhabit  the  Study  Area  or  immediately 
surrounding  areas  because  of  the  absence  of  suitable  aquatic  habitat. 
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3.3  Special  Status  Plant  Species 


Twenty-two  special  status  species  were  reviewed  for  their  potential  to  occur  within  the  Study  Area 
(Table  8).  These  species  are  not  federal-  or  state-listed  (endangered  or  threatened),  but  are  considered 
special  status  by  the  CNPS.  Species  covered  in  NEMO  that  have  specific  ranges  or  habitat  requirements 
not  occurring  within  an  adjacent  USGS  7.5-minute  topographic  quadrangles  are  considered  absent  and 
not  discussed  further  (e.g.,  Lane  Mountain  milk-vetch).  The  2010  full  coverage  surveys  resulted  in  the 
documentation  of  six  special  status  plant  species  within  the  proposed  Alternatives  (Figure  9).  The 
species  documented  during  each  survey  effort  and  their  distributions  within  the  Study  Area  and  Project 
alternatives  are  discussed  in  more  detail  below. 

The  2010  and  2011  surveys  were  performed  in  the  spring  after  above-average  winter  rainfall  and 
covered  all  current  Project  alternative  footprints  with  the  exception  of  northernmost  extent  (4%)  of 
Alternative  1,  which  was  surveyed  in  2008  and  2012.  Winter  rainfall  was  below  average  in  2008  and 
2012  and  several  species  did  not  germinate;  therefore,  data  was  collected  on  only  those  special  status 
species  that  were  identifiable  (e.g.,  Grusonio  parishi  and  Coryphantha  chlorontho).  Within  the  northern 
4%  of  Alternative  1,  where  results  of  direct  surveys  are  lacking  confidence  due  to  dry  conditions, 
presence  has  been  estimated  based  on  known  abundance  and  distribution  in  adjacent  areas  with  similar 
habitat. 

The  surveys  were  timed  according  to  the  flowering  periods  of  targeted  special  status  species.  Most 
species  with  the  potential  to  occur  within  the  Study  Area  are  known  to  flower  in  spring  and  early 
summer.  Spring  surveys  conducted  in  April  and  May  of  2010  and  2011,  when  winter  rainfall  was  above 
average,  occurred  when  twenty  of  the  twenty-two  species  under  review  were  in  flower.  The  other  two 
species,  small-flowered  bird's-beak  (Cordylanthus  parviflorus)  and  nine-awned  grass  (Enneopogon 
desvauxii),  are  late  summer,  early  fall  bloomers.  These  species  would  be  identifiable  by  examining  other 
vegetative  characteristics  when  surveys  were  conducted. 
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Androstephium  breviflorum  small-flowered  CNPS  2.2  CNPS  Mar-Apr  blooming  period.  Desert  scrub  Present  within  lower-elevation  active 

androstephium  (bajadas)  and  desert  dunes  730  to  2,100  feet  alluvial  fan  with  finer  soils 

(220  to  640  meters)  elevation. (140+ individuals  at  91  locations) 
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IA.  Presumed  extinct  in  California  .1  - Seriously  endangered  in  California 

IB.  Rare  or  Endangered  in  California  and  elsewhere  .2  - Fairly  endangered  in  California 

2.  Rare  or  Endangered  in  California,  more  common  elsewhere  .3  - Not  very  endangered  in  California 

3.  Plants  for  which  we  need  more  information  - Review  list 

4.  Plants  of  limited  distribution  - Watch  list 


I ran  wood  Consulting.  Inc  -April16.  2013 


Mojave  milkweed  (Asclepias  nyctaginifolia)  is  a CNPS  List  2.1,  perennial  herb  belonging  to  the  Asclepiadaceae 
(Milkweed)  family.  It  is  historically  known  to  occur  in  Mojavean  desert  scrub  and  pinyon-juniper  woodland  at 
elevations  ranging  from  3,300  to  5,600  feet  (1,000  to  1,700  meters)  amsl.  Records  of  this  species  exist  in  San 
Bernardino  County  in  California  and  into  Nevada,  Arizona,  and  New  Mexico.  Within  the  Study  Area,  this  species 
was  found  at  higher  elevations  with  rocky  soils.  Over  one-hundred  individuals  were  recorded  at  fifteen  distinct 
locations  during  the  2010  surveys.  Mojave  milkweed  was  also  recorded  during  the  2008  surveys  within  the 
northwest  quarter  of  Section  15,  and  northern  quadrant  of  Section  14. 

Small-flowered  androstephium  (Androstephium  breviflorum)  is  a CNPS  List  2.2,  bulbiferous  herb  belonging  to  the 
Liliaceae  (Lily)  family.  It  typically  occurs  at  elevations  from  730  to  2,100  feet  (220  to  640  meters)  amsl  and  in 
association  with  Mojavean  desert  scrub,  often  within  desert  bajadas,  and  in  some  cases  in  sand  dune  habitat. 
Records  of  existing  and  historical  populations  are  fairly  widespread  and  exist  in  Riverside  and  San  Bernardino 
Counties,  California  and  also  in  portions  of  Arizona,  Nevada,  Utah,  Wyoming,  and  Colorado.  Small-flowered 
androstephium  is  presumed  extant  near  Pisgah,  Cady,  Baker,  and  Cronese  Valley  (Consortium  of  California 
Herbaria  2011).  Within  the  Study  Area,  this  species  is  found  within  the  lower  alluvial  near  the  fringe  of  Ivanpah 
Dry  Lake  where  soils  are  generally  finer.  Over  140  individual  plants  were  recorded  at  91  locations  during  the  2010 
surveys.  This  species  was  not  observed  in  higher  elevations  within  the  alluvial  fan  in  the  northern  and  western 
extents  of  the  Study  Area. 

Desert  pincushion  (Coryphantha  chlorantha)  is  a CNPS  List  2.1,  stem  succulent  belonging  to  the  Cactaceae 
(Cactus)  family.  It  is  historically  known  to  occur  in  Mojavean  desert  scrub,  Joshua  tree  woodland,  and  pinyon- 
juniper  woodland,  often  in  association  with  gravelly  or  rocky  soils,  at  elevations  ranging  from  145  and  5,000  feet 
(45  and  1,525  meters)  amsl.  Records  of  this  species  exist  in  San  Bernardino  and  Inyo  Counties  in  California  and 
into  Nevada,  Arizona,  and  New  Mexico.  Desert  pincushion  was  found  less  than  one  mile  west  of  the  Study  Area  in 
2007  (BrightSource  Energy  2007).  Over  twenty  individuals  were  recorded  at  seventeen  locations  during  the  2010 
surveys.  Desert  pincushion  was  also  recorded  during  the  2008  surveys  within  the  northwest  quarter  of  Section  15, 
and  northern  quadrant  of  Section  14. 

Viviparous  foxtail  cactus  (Coryphantha  vivipara  var.  rosea)  is  a CNPS  List  2.2,  stem  succulent  belonging  to  the 
Cactaceae  (Cactus)  family.  It  is  historically  known  to  occur  in  Mojavean  desert  scrub  and  pinyon-juniper 
woodland,  often  with  carbonate  soils,  at  elevations  ranging  from  4,100  and  8,860  feet  (1,250  and  2,700  meters) 
amsl.  Records  of  this  species  exist  in  San  Bernardino  County  in  California  and  into  Nevada,  and  Arizona.  Desert 
pincushion  was  recorded  during  the  2008  surveys  as  occurring  within  the  northwest  quarter  of  Section  15  and 
northern  quadrant  of  Section  14.  This  species  was  not  found  at  lower  elevations  within  the  Project  alternatives 
footprint  in  2010. 

Utah  vine  milkweed  ( Cynanchum  utahense)  is  a CNPS  List  4.3,  perennial  herb  belonging  to  the  Asclepiadaceae 
(Milkweed)  family.  It  is  historically  known  to  occur  in  Mojavean  desert  scrub,  with  sand  or  gravelly  soils,  at 
elevations  ranging  from  490  and  4,700  feet  (150  and  1,435  meters)  amsl.  This  species  is  relatively  widespread  with 
records  existing  in  Imperial,  Riverside,  San  Bernardino,  and  San  Diego  Counties,  California  and  into  Arizona, 
Nevada,  and  Utah.  Utah  vine  milkweed  was  found  less  than  one  mile  west  of  the  Study  Area  in  2007  (BrightSource 
Energy  2007).  Over  thirty  individuals  were  recorded  at  twelve  locations  during  the  2010  surveys.  Utah  vine 


milkweed  was  also  recorded  during  the  2008  surveys  within  the  northwest  quarter  of  Section  15  and  northern 
quadrant  of  Section  14. 

Nine-awned  pappusgrass  ( Enneapogon  desvauxii)  is  a CNPS  List  2.2,  perennial  herb  belonging  to  the  Poaceae 
(Grass)  family.  It  is  historically  known  to  occur  in  Mojavean  desert  scrub  and  pinyon-juniper  woodland,  often  with 
rocky  soils,  at  elevations  ranging  from  4,180  and  5,990  feet  (1,275  and  1,825  meters)  amsl.  This  species  is  a late 
season  bloomer  that  responds  to  summer  rainfall  events.  This  species  is  relatively  widespread  with  records 
existing  in  San  Bernardino  County,  California  and  into  neighboring  states  as  far  as  Colorado,  Texas,  and  Mexico. 
Nine-awned  pappusgrass  was  recorded  during  the  2008  surveys  as  occurring  within  the  northwest  quarter  of 
Section  15  and  northern  quadrant  of  Section  14.  This  species  was  not  found  at  lower  elevations  within  the  Project 
alternatives  footprint  in  2010. 

Parish's  club-cholla  (Grusonia  parishii)  is  a CNPS  List  2.3,  stem  succulent  belonging  to  the  Cactaceae  (Cactus) 
family.  It  is  historically  known  to  occur  in  Mojavean  desert  scrub,  with  sand  or  rocky  soils,  at  elevations  ranging 
from  980  to  5,000  feet  (300  to  1,525  meters)  amsl.  This  species  is  relatively  widespread  with  records  existing  in 
Imperial,  Riverside,  and  San  Bernardino  Counties,  California  and  into  Arizona,  Nevada,  and  Texas.  Parish's  club- 
cholla  was  found  less  than  one  mile  west  of  the  Study  Area  in  2007  (BrightSource  Energy  2007).  Over  fifty 
individuals  were  recorded  at  twenty-seven  locations  during  the  2010  surveys.  Parish's  club-cholla  was  also 
recorded  during  the  2008  surveys  within  the  northwest  quarter  of  Section  15,  northern  quadrant  of  Section  14, 
and  throughout  Section  12. 

Rusby's  desert  mallow  ( Sphaeralcea  rusbyi  var.  eremicola)  is  a CNPS  List  IB. 2,  NEMO-covered  perennial  herb 
belonging  to  the  Malvaceae  (Mallow)  family.  It  is  historically  know  to  occur  in  Mojavean  desert  scrub  and  Joshua 
tree  woodlands  at  elevations  ranging  from  3,200  to  4,900  feet  (975  to  1,500  meters)  amsl.  Records  of  this  species 
exist  in  Inyo  and  San  Bernardino  Counties,  California,  but  are  known  to  exist  in  Arizona  and  New  Mexico.  The 
Stateline  Study  Area  is  located  within  the  low  end  of  this  species'  typical  elevation  range.  Twelve  individuals  were 
recorded  at  five  locations  during  the  2010  surveys.  Rusby's  desert  mallow  was  also  recorded  during  the  2008 
surveys  within  the  northwest  quarter  of  Section  15,  northern  quadrant  of  Section  14,  and  throughout  Section  12. 

The  locations  of  each  special  status  plant  species  record  was  overlaid  with  the  Project  alternative  layouts  in  GIS. 
Estimated  number  of  individuals  expected  to  be  within  each  alternative  was  calculated  (Table  9). 


Table  9 - Special  Status  Plant  Estimates 


Scientific  Name 

Common  Name 

Alternative 

1 

Alternative 

2 

Alternative 

3 

Alternative 

4 

Androstephium  breviflorum 

Small-flowered  androstephium 

90 

80 

80 

80 

Asclepias  nyctaginifolia 

Mojave  milkweed 

100 

<10 

<10 

<10 

Coryphantha  chlorantha 

Desert  pincushion 

15 

<10 

10 

<10 

Cynancbum  utahense 

Utah  vine  milkweed 

15 

15 

<10 

<10 

Grusonia  parishi 

Parish's  club-cholla 

30 

<10 

20 

<10 

Sphaeralcea  rusbyi  var.  eremicola 

Rusby's  desert  mallow 

15 

<10 

<10 

<10 
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3.4  Cacti  and  Yucca 


Cacti  and  yucca  are  collectively  referred  to  as  succulents.  Cacti  are  generally  characterized  by  fleshy,  high- 
moisture  tissues  that  occur  above  ground.  Many  species  of  cacti  have  relatively  large  rigid  spines  and  small  spines 
called  glochids,  which  makes  handling  and  difficult  and  potentially  dangerous  process.  Species  of  cacti  can  be 
sorted  into  two  fundamental  groups  based  on  the  number  of  stems:  single-stemmed  and  segmented.  Single- 
stemmed cacti  include  California  barrel  cactus  (Ferocactus  lecontii  var.  cylindraceous),  cotton-top  (Echinococtus 
polycepholus),  fish-hook  cactus  (Mammilario  tetrancistra).  Segmented  cacti  include  prickly-pear  (Opuntia  spp.), 
cholla  (Cylindropuntio  spp.),  and  club  cholla  (Grusonia  spp.).  Yucca  species  are  perennial  monocots  belonging  to 
the  Liliaceae  (Lily)  family,  which  are  not  closely  related  to  cacti.  Only  one  species  of  yucca  was  present  within  the 
Study  Area:  Mojave  yucca  ( Yucca  schidigero).  Young  Mojave  yuccas  appear  as  a basal  rosette  of  stiff  leaves  up  to 
two  feet  long  that  are  armed  with  sharp  tips.  Mature  Mojave  yuccas  support  one  to  several  trunks  covered  within 
dead  leaves  and  a rosette  of  live  leaves  at  the  apex  of  the  trunk. 

The  total  number  of  succulents  observed  during  sampling  was  multiplied  by  a factor  (project  site  area/survey 
coverage  area)  to  provide  an  estimate  of  the  number  of  cactus  by  species  (Table  10).  Succulents  were  generally 
found  within  the  rocky  terrain  of  the  stabilized  alluvial  fan,  which  occurred  in  the  higher  elevations  (generally 
above  2,500  feet)  of  the  alluvial  fan  where  plant  diversity  was  found  to  be  generally  higher.  Most  succulents  were 
rare  or  absent  within  lower  elevations  of  the  alluvial  fan  near  the  dry  lakebed  where  soils  are  composed  of  finer 
material  and  lacking  gravel,  rocky  substrates. 


Table  10  - Succulent  Estimates 


Scientific  Name 

Common  Name 

Growth 

Alternative 

Alternative 

Alternative 

Alternative 

Form 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Common  Cacti 

Coryphantho  chlorantha1 

Desert  pincushion 

S 

15 

<10 

10 

<10 

Cylindropuntio  acanthocarpa 

Buckhorn  cholla 

J 

< 10 

< 10 

< 10 

< 10 

Cylindropuntio  echinocarpa 

Silver  cholla 

J 

12,600 

14,000 

9,800 

10,400 

Cylindropuntio  ramosissima 

Pencil  cholla 

J 

32,000 

35,600 

25,000 

26,400 

Echinococtus  polycepholus 

Cottontop 

s 

670 

740 

520 

550 

Echinocereus  engelmanii 

Calico  cactus 

s 

60 

70 

50 

50 

Ferocactus  cylindraceus 

Barrel  cactus 

s 

20 

20 

20 

20 

Grusonio  parishii1 

Parish  club  cholla 

J 

30 

<10 

20 

<10 

Mammillaria  tetrancistra 

Fish-hook  cactus 

s 

30 

30 

20 

20 

Opuntia  basiloris 

Beavertail  prickly- 

J 

2,000 

2,300 

1,600 

1,700 

pear 

Opuntia  erinacea 

Mojave  prickly-pear 

J 

50 

50 

40 

40 

Yucca  schidigera 

Mojave  yucca 

Y 

3,000 

3,400 

2,400 

2,500 

1 Special  Status  Plant  Species;  also  listed  in  Table  8. 

S = single-stemmed  cacti 
J = jointed  (segmented)  cacti 
Y = yucca 

3.5  Special  Status  Wildlife  Species 


Nineteen  special  status  wildlife  species  (excluding  bat  species,  which  are  presented  in  Section  3.6)  were  evaluated 
for  their  potential  to  occur  (Table  11).  One  wildlife  species  that  is  federal-  and  state-listed  as  threatened  is  found 
near  the  Study  Area,  the  desert  tortoise.  Six  additional  special  status  wildlife  species  were  detected  within  or 
adjacent  to  the  primary  Study  Area  including  golden  eagle,  burrowing  owl,  prairie  falcon,  loggerhead  shrike, 
Swainson's  hawk,  and  Le  Conte's  thrasher  (Figure  10).  Special  status  species  detected  within  the  Study  Area  or 
having  a moderate  or  greater  potential  to  occur  are  discussed  further  in  this  section  of  the  report. 


Table  11  - Special  Status  Wildlife  Species 


Scientific  Name 

Common 

Name 

Status 

Source 

Occurrence  within  Study  Area 

BIRDS 

Accipiter  cooperi 

Cooper's 

hawk 

CDFW:  WL 
IUCN:  LC 

NEMO 

Not  observed  - Low  Potential 

Nesting  habitat  limited.  May  be  present  (foraging) 
year-round. 

Aquila  chrysaetos 

golden 

eagle 

BLM:  Sensitive 
CDFW:  Fully 
Protected,  WL 
IUCN:  LC 

NEMO 

Present  - Resident 

Nesting  habitat  absent  within  Project  alternatives,  but 
nests  and  seven  active  territories  are  located  within  10 
mile  buffer.  Umberci  Mine  territory  overlaps  Study 
Area.  Present  (foraging)  year-round. 

Athene  cunicularia 

burrowing 

owl 

BLM:  Sensitive 
CDFW:  SSC 
IUCN:  LC 
USFWS:BCC 

NEMO 

Present  - Likely  Resident 

Two  live  burrowing  owls  recorded  within  Study  Area, 
one  of  which  is  within  Alternative  1.  Six  burrows  with 
sign  in  northern  alternatives.  Fourteen  burrows  with 
sign  in  southern  Alternative  2 footprint.  Likely  present 
in  low  numbers  year-round. 

Buteo  regalis 

ferruginous 

hawk 

FWS:  FSC,  MNBMC; 
CDFW:  WL 
IUCN:  LC 
USFWS:BCC 

NEMO 

Not  observed  - Low  Potential 

Nesting  habitat  absent.  May  be  use  site  vicinity  for 
overwintering. 

Buteo  swainsoni 

Swainson's 

hawk 

CDFW:  Threatened 
IUCN:  LC 
USFWS:BCC 

NEMO 

Present  - Migration 

Two  individuals  observed  in  migration  one  mile  north 
of  Study  Area  in  2011.  Nesting  habitat  absent.  May  be 
present  (foraging)  during  summer  and  fall  during 
migration. 

Chaetura  vauxi 

Vaux's 

swift 

CDFW:  SSC 
IUCN:  LC 

CDFW 

Not  observed  - Low  Potential 

Nesting  habitat  limited.  May  be  present  (foraging) 
during  summer  and  fall  prior  to  migration. 

Charadrius 

alexandrinus 

nivosus 

western 

snowy 

plover 

ESA:  Threatened 
CDFW:  SSC 
USFWS:BCC 

NEMO 

Not  observed  - Low  Potential 

May  be  a rare  migrant  to  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  during 
winter  months. 

Circus  cyaneus 

northern 

harrier 

CDFW:  SSC 
IUCN:  LC 

NEMO 

Present  - Likely  Resident 

One  individual  observed  outside  Primary  Study  Area. 
Nesting  habitat  limited.  May  use  site  vicinity  for 
overwintering. 

Falco  mexicanus 

prairie 

falcon 

CDFW:  WL 
IUCN:  LC 
USFWS:BCC 

NEMO 

Present  - Foraging 

Four  individuals  observed  during  aerial  eagle  surveys. 
One  individual  observed  during  avian  point  counts. 
Nesting  habitat  absent  from  Primary  Study  Area.  May 
be  present  (foraging)  year-round.  Three  nests 
observed  within  10  mile  buffer. 
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Scientific  Name 

Common 

Name 

Status 

Source 

Occurrence  within  Study  Area 

Falco  peregrinus 
anatum 

peregrine 

falcon 

ESA:  Delisted 
CESA:  Delisted 
CDFW:  FP 
USFWS:BCC 

CDFW 

Present  - Migration 

Four  individuals  observed  during  aerial  survey  and 
avian  point  counts.  Nesting  habitat  absent  from 
vicinity  of  Study  Area.  May  be  present  (foraging) 
during  migration. 

Lanius  ludovicianus 

loggerhead 

shrike 

CDFW:  SSC 
IUCN:  NT 
USFWS:BCC 

NEMO 

Present  - Likely  Resident 

Three  individuals  observed  within  Primary  Study  Area. 
Nesting  habitat  present. 

Pyrocephalus 

rubinus 

vermilion 

flycatcher 

CDFW:  SSC 
IUCN:  LC 

NEMO,  USGS 

Not  observed  - Low  Potential 

Nesting  habitat  limited.  May  be  present  (foraging) 
year-round. 

Toxostoma  bendirei 

Bendire’s 

thrasher 

BLM:  Sensitive 
CDFW:  SSC 
IUCN:  VU 
USFWS:BCC 

NEMO 

Not  observed  - Low  Potential 

Nesting  habitat  present. 

Toxostoma  crissate 

Crissale 

thrasher 

CDFW:  SSC 
IUCN:  LC 
USFWS:BCC 

NEMO,  USGS 

Not  observed  - Low  Potential 

Nesting  habitat  present. 

Toxostoma  lecontei 

Le  Conte's 
thrasher 

BLM:  Sensitive 
CDFW:  SSC 
IUCN:  LC 
USFWS:BCC 

NEMO,  USGS 

Present  - Likely  Resident 

Four  individuals  observed  within  Primary  Study  Area. 
Nesting  habitat  present. 

REPTILES 

Gopherus  agassizii 

desert 

tortoise 

CDFW:  Threatened 
FWS:  Threatened 
IUCN:  VU 

NEMO,  BLM,  USFWS 

Present. 

Thirty-three  live  tortoises  observed  within  Study  Area. 
Study  Area  is  located  within  BLM  Category  1 desert 
tortoise  habitat. 

Heloderma 
suspectum  cinctum 

banded 

Gila 

monster 

BLM:  Sensitive 
CDFW:  SSC 
IUCN:  NT 

NEMO,  BLM 

Not  observed  - Moderate  Potential 

May  occur  in  Clark  Mountain  and  Metamorphic  Hill 
west  of  the  Study  Area. 

MAMMALS1 

Ovis  canadensis 
neisoni 

Nelson's 

bighorn 

sheep 

BLM:  Sensitive 

NEMO,  BLM,  CDFW 

Present. 

Observed  within  ten-mile  buffer  in  Clark  Mountains. 
Not  observed  within  Primary  Study  Area.  Clark 
Mountain  herd  was  estimated  in  1988  to  have  150 
sheep.  Bighorn  may  utilize  northern  extent  of  Study 
Area  during  migration. 

Taxidea  taxus 

American 

badger 

CDFW:  SSC 
IUCN:  LC 

CDFW 

Not  observed  - High  Potential 

Documented  near  site  in  2007. 

Vulpes  macrotis 
arsipus 

1 ~ . 

desert  kit 
fox 

CDFW:  CCR 

CDFW 

Present. 

Sign  observed  within  the  Study  Area  and  Project 
alternatives,  generally  associated  within  the  lower 
alluvial  fan  where  soils  consist  of  silt  and  sand.  Less 
than  ten  burrows  with  sign  within  the  northern 
alternative  footprints.  The  southern  footprint  of 
Alternative  2 supported  additional  burrows  and 
scattered  kit  fox  sign  (mostly  scat). 

1 Bat  species  are  listed  in  Table  11 


CDFW  - California  Department  of  Fish  and 
Wildlife 

SSC  - California  Species  of  Special  Concern 
WL-  Watch  List 

CCR  - California  Code  of  Regulations  (Title  14, 
CCR: §460) 


IUCN  - The  World  Conservation  Union 
LC  - Least  Concern 
NT  - Near  Threatened 
VU  - Vulnerable 


FWS  - Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
BCC  - Birds  of  Conservation  Concern 
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□ Proposed  ROW  - Alt  3 


# Le  Conte's  Thrasher 


Note:  golden  eagle  data  shown  on  separate  figure 


‘Alt  4 ,s  equal  to  Alt  2 northern  polygon  # Loggerhead  Shrike 

* Sign  includes  feathers,  pellets,  and/or  whitewash 


3.5.1  Birds 


Golden  eagle  (Aquila  chrysaetos)  is  a California  fully  protected  and  BLM-sensitive  species  and  is 
protected  by  the  federal  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  (MBTA)  and  Bald  and  Golden  Eagle  Protection  Act. 
This  large  eagle  is  found  throughout  the  United  States  typically  occurring  in  open  country,  prairies, 
tundra,  open  coniferous  forest  and  barren  areas,  especially  in  hilly  or  mountainous  regions.  Within  the 
desert  regions,  this  species  usually  builds  nests  on  cliff  ledges.  Breeding  in  Southern  California  starts  in 
January,  nest  building  and  egg  laying  in  February  to  March,  and  hatching  and  raising  the  young  eagles 
occur  from  April  through  June.  Once  the  young  eagles  are  flying  on  their  own,  the  adult  eagles  will 
continue  to  feed  them  and  teach  them  to  hunt  until  late  November  (WRI  2010).  Due  to  the  large 
investment  in  energy  and  time  that  an  adult  golden  eagle  is  required  to  provide  in  raising  young,  some 
eagles  will  forgo  a season  of  reproduction  even  when  food  supply  is  abundant  (WRI  2010). 

Direct  observations  of  golden  eagles  were  recorded  in  vicinities  of  Clark  Mountain  west  (n=l)  and 
Umberci  Mine  (n=2).  A total  of  fifty-five  historic  and  recent  nests  were  observed  within  twelve 
estimated  territories,  seven  of  which  were  potentially  active  (WRI  2010).  Many  of  the  nests  were  likely 
alternative  nest  sites  for  the  same  territory.  None  of  the  territories  were  found  to  be  engaged  or 
successful  in  producing  young  for  the  2010  breeding  season.  The  lack  of  successful  breeding  may  be 
attributed  to  natural  annual  variation  due  to  high  energy  and  time  demands  as  previously  noted.  Also, 
continued  drought  conditions  may  have  an  adverse  effect  on  golden  eagle  reproduction  efforts  (WRI 
2010).  Additionally,  it  is  possible  that  some  golden  eagles  may  have  attempted  to  reproduce  early  in  the 
season  and  subsequently  failed  prior  to  the  Phase  1 survey  effort. 

A standardized  five-mile  buffer  was  applied  to  each  potentially  active  nest  to  model  the  estimated 
territory  size  and  potential  foraging  area.  Based  on  the  standard  territory  size,  one  territory  located  near 
the  Umberci  Mine  was  estimated  to  partially  overlap  the  Project  site  (Figure  11).  The  Umberci  Mine 
territory  contained  two  groups  of  potential  nest  sites,  located  approximately  3,000  feet  east  and  3,500 
feet  southwest  of  the  mine.  This  territory  was  the  subject  of  further  ground-based  surveys  in  2011. 

Ground-based  nest  monitoring  of  the  Umberci  Mine  territory  conducted  in  April  2011  revealed  one 
active,  reproductive  nest  within  the  southwestern  nest  site  group.  One  chick  approximately  one  month 
old  was  observed  on  April  23  and  26,  2011.  This  nest  site  is  located  approximately  two  miles  northwest 
of  the  proposed  Project  site.  No  golden  eagles  were  observed  using  the  eastern  group  during  site  visits 
on  April  24  and  26,  2011.  Surveys  of  the  next  proximate  territory  within  the  Keany  Pass  region 
(approximately  five  miles  west  of  the  Study  Area)  revealed  nest  sites  that  were  occupied  by  red-tailed 
hawks  incubating  up  to  three  chicks.  The  presence  of  active  red-tailed  hawk  nests  may  indicate  that 
these  nest  sites  were  not  used  by  golden  eagles  in  2011. 
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The  spring  2011  golden  eagle  point  count  surveys  revealed  a pair  of  golden  eagles.  The  pair  was 
observed  on  April  24,  2011  during  the  second  visit  at  Station  #12  located  in  the  northern  extent  of  the 
Study  Area.  The  pair  was  observed  exhibiting  aerial  displays  and  undulating  flight  at  an  altitude  of  150 
meters  above  the  ground.  An  adult  golden  eagle  was  observed  perched  on  and  foraging  in  the  vicinity 
of  Metamorphic  Hill  on  several  occasions  during  the  winter/spring  of  2011  (Mohlmann  2011).  No  golden 
eagles  were  observed  during  the  summer  2011  golden  eagle  point  count  surveys,  including  the 
previously  active  Umberci  Mine  nest.  The  lack  of  observations  during  late  summer  may  be  a result  of 
annual  movement  into  higher  elevations  of  the  neighboring  mountain  ranges. 

The  fall  2011  surveys  revealed  one  golden  eagle  on  two  separate  days,  possibly  the  same  individual.  On 
November  19,  the  eagle  was  observed  coursing  low  from  northeast  to  southwest  heading  towards 
Metamorphic  Hill,  circling  up  above  the  hill,  then  flew  to  within  50  meters  of  the  ground  before 
disappearing  to  the  northeast  of  Metamorphic  Hill.  On  November  20,  an  eagle  was  observed  within  5 
meters  of  the  ground  over  the  Project  site.  The  eagles  were  too  distant  to  confirm  sex  or  age;  however, 
they  were  likely  older  than  one  year  due  to  lack  of  white  wing  and  tail  patches.  Winter  surveys 
conducted  in  February  2012,  revealed  one  eagle  (unknown  sex/age)  soaring  high  over  ISEGS  then  bird 
flew  in  a straight  line  with  wings  swept  back  towards  nearest  the  2010  nesting  site  near  the  Umberci 
Mine.  Anecdotal  observations  from  biologists  in  the  region  indicated  the  presence  of  a pair  of  golden 
eagles,  likely  the  Umberci  Mine  pair,  exhibiting  courtship  behavior  in  the  vicinity  of  Metamorphic  Hill 
during  late  winter. 

Western  burrowing  owl  ( Athene  cunicularia)  is  a State  Species  of  Special  Concern  and  addressed  in  the 
NEMO  Plan/EIS.  Burrowing  owls  inhabit  open  dry  grasslands  and  desert  scrubs,  and  typically  nests  in 
mammal  burrows  although  they  may  use  man-made  structures  including  culverts  and  debris  piles.  They 
exhibit  strong  nest  site  fidelity.  Burrowing  owls  eat  insects,  small  mammals  and  reptiles.  Burrowing  owls 
can  be  found  from  California  to  Texas  and  into  Mexico.  In  some  case,  owls  migrate  into  southern  deserts 
during  the  winter. 

The  Phase  1 assessment  concluded  that  the  Study  Area  supported  suitable  habitat  for  burrowing  owls. 
The  Phase  2 burrow  surveys  identified  numerous  suitable  burrows,  primarily  tortoise  and  canid  burrows, 
which  are  generally  suitable  for  burrowing  use.  Two  live  burrowing  owls  were  recorded  during  the  2012 
burrow  surveys  within  the  Study  Area  (Figure  10).  The  northern  burrowing  owl  record  was  associated 
with  a burrow  that  was  previously  recorded  in  2010,  which  infers  some  degree  of  site  fidelity.  This 
location  is  within  Alternative  1,  but  outside  the  boundaries  of  the  other  alternatives.  The  second  live  owl 
record  was  located  outside  of  the  Project  alternatives,  north  of  Colosseum  Road.  Six  burrows  with 
burrowing  owl  sign  (feathers,  pellets,  and/or  whitewash)  were  recorded  in  the  upper  alluvial  fan  within 
the  northern  Project  alternatives.  Fourteen  burrows  with  sign  were  recorded  within  the  southern 
footprint  of  Alternative  2.  Additional  burrows  with  sign  were  found  outside  the  Project  alternatives  and 
Study  Area.  This  species  is  considered  present  within  the  Study  Area;  however,  likely  in  low  numbers. 
Another  set  of  full-coverage  surveys  are  recommended  prior  to  ground  disturbing  activities  to  facilitate 
implementation  of  avoidance  and  minimization  measures. 


Swainson's  hawk  ( Buteo  swainsonii)  is  State-listed  (threatened)  raptor  species  that  breeds  in  much  of 
western  North  America.  Within  California,  nesting  occurs  in  the  Central  Valley,  Great  Basin  and  Mojave 
and  Colorado  Deserts.  Regular  nesting  also  occurs  in  the  high  desert  between  the  Tehachapi  Mountains 
and  Lancaster.  This  species  winters  in  southern  South  America  with  a migration  route  of  over  20,000 
miles  (Woodbridge  2008).  Arrival  at  breeding  areas  generally  occurs  from  late  February  to  early  May 
depending  on  geographical  characteristics  of  the  breeding  area  (Woodbridge  2008).  Nest  sites  have  not 
been  documented  in  the  Sonoran  Desert  of  California.  This  species  was  observed  within  the  study  area 
during  migration.  Two  incidental  records  of  Swainson's  hawks  in  flight  were  documented  in  the  spring  of 
2011  during  surveys  of  the  northern  desert  tortoise  recipient  site  south  of  Stateline  Pass.  This  species 
was  not  observed  foraging  within  the  Study  Area.  Raptor  nest  surveys  conducted  in  April  2012  within  a 
5-mile  buffer  of  the  Project  site  indicated  no  evidence  of  Swainson's  hawk  nesting  activity.  This  species 
is  not  expected  to  nest  or  overwinter  within  the  Project. 

Prairie  falcon  (Falco  mexicanus)  is  a State  Species  of  Special  Concern  and  addressed  in  the  NEMO 
Plan/EIS.  This  large  falcon  typically  builds  nest  sites  on  cliffs,  similar  to  the  golden  eagle.  In  the  desert 
they  are  found  in  most  vegetation  types,  although  sparse  vegetation  provides  the  best  foraging  habitat. 
In  the  Mojave,  mean  home  range  size  has  been  found  to  be  approximately  50  to  70  km2  (Harmata  et  al. 
1978).  A single  prairie  falcon  was  observed  in  flight  over  the  northern  portion  of  the  Study  Area  in  spring 
2008.  The  2010  golden  eagle  aerial  surveys  recorded  four  individual  prairie  falcons  and  three  cavity 
nests,  which  were  attributed  to  prairie  falcons.  Individuals  were  located  in  the  vicinity  of  Clark 
Mountains,  Stateline  Hills,  and  Lucy  Gray  Mountains.  The  nests  were  located  approximately  two  miles 
north  (near  Umberci  Mine),  six  miles  west,  and  nine  miles  southwest  of  the  Study  Area,  all  within  the 
Clark  Mountain  range  (Figure  10).  Nesting  habitat  for  this  species  does  not  occur  within  the  Study  Area. 
The  nearest  possible  nesting  habitat  is  within  the  northern  region  of  the  Clark  Mountain  range  located 
approximately  two  miles  northwest  of  the  Study  Area.  One  prairie  falcon  nest  was  recorded 
approximately  two  miles  north  of  the  primary  Study  Area. 

Peregrine  falcon  (Falco  peregrinus  anatum)  is  a State  Fully  Protected  Species.  This  large  falcon  typically 
builds  nest  sites  on  cliffs,  similar  to  the  golden  eagle  and  prairie  falcon;  however,  peregrine  falcon 
typically  nests  near  large  water  bodies.  This  species  primarily  breeds  in  woodland,  forest,  and  coastal 
habitats  (CDFW  2010).  Peregrine  falcons  are  aerial  predators  and  target  birds  of  a variety  of  sizes;  they 
occasionally  prey  on  mammals,  insects,  and  fish  (CDFW  2010).  The  2010  golden  eagle  aerial  surveys 
recorded  three  individual  peregrine  falcons,  which  were  likely  migrating  individuals.  Two  individuals 
were  located  approximately  nine  miles  north  of  the  Study  Area  in  the  Stateline  Hills  and  one 
approximately  six  miles  west  of  the  Study  Area  within  the  Clark  Mountain  range.  Nesting  habitat  for  this 
species  does  not  occur  within  or  near  the  Study  Area  due  to  the  absence  of  a large  water  body 
supporting  an  adequate  prey  source. 

Loggerhead  shrike  (Lanius  ludovicianus)  is  a State  Species  of  Special  Concern  and  a year-round  resident 
in  parts  of  the  Southern  California  desert.  It  typically  is  found  in  open  habitats  with  scattered  shrubs, 
trees,  posts,  fences,  utility  lines,  or  other  perches.  As  a predatory  bird  its  diet  consists  of  insects, 
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amphibians,  small  reptiles,  small  mammals,  and  other  birds.  Shrikes  typically  build  nests  one  to  three 
meters  above  the  ground  depending  on  the  height  of  the  vegetation.  Three  sightings  of  loggerhead 
shrikes  were  recorded  during  the  surveys,  both  along  the  existing  transmission  corridor  in  the  northern 
extent  of  the  Study  Area  (Figure  10).  This  species  is  considered  to  be  present,  with  suitable  nesting  and 
foraging  habitat  located  within  the  Study  Area. 

Le  Conte's  thrasher  (Toxostoma  lecontei)  is  a State  Species  of  Special  Concern  and  year-round  desert 
resident.  These  species  inhabit  various  desert  scrub  and  wash  habitats  and  typically  breeds  in  desert 
areas  that  support  cactus,  Mojave  yucca  (Yucca  schidigera),  Joshua  trees  (Yucca  brevifolia),  and  large 
thorny  shrubs  such  as  Lycium  spp.  This  species  is  distributed  from  the  Mojave  Desert  east  into  southern 
Utah  and  northern  Arizona,  and  south  into  northern  Mexico.  Four  sightings  of  Le  Conte's  thrasher  were 
recorded  during  the  surveys  (Figure  10).  This  species  is  considered  to  be  present,  with  suitable  nesting 
and  foraging  habitat  located  within  the  Study  Area. 

Raptor  Nests 

In  addition  to  the  prairie  falcon  nests  located  in  the  Clark  Mountain  Range  noted  previously,  thirteen 
red-tail  hawk  (Buteo  jamaicensis)  nests  were  identified  within  and  adjacent  to  the  primary  Study  Area 
from  2010  to  2012  (Figure  10).  Several  red-tail  hawk  nests  were  repeatedly  used  as  nest  sites  between 
the  years.  Nesting  of  other  raptor  species  were  not  observed;  however,  two  unidentifiable  nest  sites, 
which  possibly  belonged  to  a raptor  species,  were  identified  by  WRI  in  the  2010  (Figure  10). 

3.5.2  Reptiles 

Desert  tortoise  (Gopherus  agassizii)  is  a Federal-  and  State-listed  threatened  species.  Desert  tortoises 
are  well  adapted  to  living  in  a highly  variable,  and  often  harsh,  desert  environment.  They  spend  much  of 
their  lives  in  burrows,  even  during  their  seasons  of  activity.  In  late  winter  or  early  spring,  desert  tortoises 
emerge  from  over-wintering  burrows  and  typically  remain  active  through  fall.  Activity  does  decrease  in 
summer,  but  tortoises  often  emerge  after  summer  rain  storms.  Activity  and  movement  is  generally 
influenced  by  temperature  and  precipitation,  which  correlate  with  potential  food  and  water  resources. 
Extreme  temperatures,  both  high  and  low,  and  periods  of  drought  typically  result  in  reduced  tortoise 
activity  (Franks  et.  al.  2011).  Mating  occurs  both  during  spring  and  fall.  Tortoises  are  long-lived  and  grow 
slowly,  requiring  13  to  20  years  to  reach  sexual  maturity  [at  approximately  180mm  mean  carapace 
iength  (MCL)].  Eggs  are  generally  laid  in  friable  soil  at  near  burrow  entrances  between  April  and  June 
and  occasionally  September  and  October.  Eggs  hatch  within  three  to  four  months. 

Desert  tortoises  inhabit  a variety  of  habitats  from  flats  and  slopes  dominated  by  creosote-white  bursage 
communities,  where  a diversity  of  perennial  plants  is  relatively  high,  to  a variety  of  habitats  in  higher 
elevations.  Throughout  most  of  the  Mojave  Desert  in  California,  tortoises  are  found  most  often  on 
gentle  slopes  with  sandy-gravel  soils.  Soils  must  be  appropriately  soft  for  digging  burrows,  but  firm 
enough  so  that  burrows  do  not  collapse.  Tortoises  typically  prefer  habitats  with  abundant  annual  forbs, 
grasses  and  cactus,  which  constitute  its  primary  food  sources.  Studies  within  the  Eastern  Mojave 


indicated  that  tortoises  consumed  Booth's  evening  primrose  ( Comissonio  boothii),  Panamint  cryptantha 
(Cryptantha  angustifolia),  smooth  desert  dandelion  (Molacothrix  glabrata),  beavertail  cactus  (Opuntia 
basilaris),  desert  chicory  (Rofinesquia  neomexicana),  Mediterranean  grass  (Schismus  barbato),  small 
wirelettuce  ( Stephonomeria  exigua)  and  other  species  (Avery  1998).  Current  research  has  suggested 
that  plant  species  that  have  high  potential  for  potassium  excretion  (high-PEP)  may  be  critical  to  the  diet 
of  desert  tortoise  (Oftedal  2002;  Oftedal  et.  al  2002).  Excess  potassium  can  be  detrimental  to  the  health 
tortoises.  When  excreting  potassium  salts  from  their  bladder,  tortoises  risk  expelling  valuable  water  and 
protein  in  the  process.  Site-specific  information  for  high-PEP  plants  is  provided  in  later  in  this  section. 

Desert  tortoises  occupy  home  ranges,  which  are  generally  defined  as  the  area  traversed  while  carrying 
out  a range  of  normal  activities  (e.g.,  foraging  and  mating).  The  size  of  desert  tortoise  home  ranges  can 
vary  with  respect  to  sex,  geographic  location,  substrate,  topography,  and  year  depending  on  climate 
factors  such  as  rainfall  and  temperature.  Ernst  and  Lovich  (1994)  provided  a summary  of  available 
literature  that  indicated  the  size  of  desert  tortoise  home  ranges  within  the  Mojave  Desert  are  between 
0.4  ha  and  89  ha  (1  to  220  acres).  Data  available  from  a study  site  in  Bird  Springs  Valley,  Nevada, 
provides  the  relevant  and  proximate  information  for  home  ranges  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  (personal 
communication  Nussear  2011).  The  large  sample  size  and  duration  of  study  is  substantially  greater  than 
available  published  data  sets  and  therefore  serves  as  a valuable  surrogate  for  the  estimation  of  a 
lifetime  utilization  area,  which  is  presented  here  as  cumulative  home  range.  These  data  indicated  an 
average  cumulative  home  range  of  14  ha  (35  ac)  for  females  and  20  ha  (50  ac)  for  males,  and  a 
maximum  cumulative  home  range  of  for  110  ha  (271  ac)  females  and  102  ha  (253  ac)  for  males 
(personal  communication  Nussear  2011).  From  this  dataset,  the  maximum  cumulative  home  range  is 
considerably  larger  than  the  average,  which  suggests  a high  degree  of  variability  in  the  dataset.  This  is 
likely  representative  of  tortoise  populations.  Home  ranges  of  females  are  generally  smaller  than  those  of 
males  (Duda  et  al.  1999).  Some  tortoises  have  been  known  to  travel  great  distances,  although  these 
movements  occur  may  occur  outside  their  usual  home  range  (Berry  1986). 

2008-2010  Results 

Sign  of  desert  tortoise  (i.e.,  live  tortoises,  active  burrows/pallets,  and  recent  scat,  and  tracks)  were 
found  throughout  the  Study  Area.  Thirty-three  live  tortoises  [twenty-eight  adults  (>160  mm)  and  five 
immature  (<160  mm)]  and  234  good-to-excellent  burrows/pallets  were  observed  within  the  Study  Area 
during  the  surveys.  In  addition,  159  other  inactive  burrows/paliets  ranging  in  quality  from  poor-to-fair 
were  recorded.  Live  tortoise  observations  were  not  evenly  distributed  throughout  the  Study  Area.  One 
group  was  located  in  the  northeast  quadrant  of  Section  22  and  southeast  quadrant  of  Section  15,  and 
another  group  was  located  the  southeastern  quadrant  of  Section  22.  The  remaining  tortoise 
observations  were  more  broadly  distributed,  but  generally  occurred  at  higher  elevations  within  the 
study  area  that  supported  a stabilized  alluvial  fan  consisting  of  rocky,  gravelly  soils. 

Noticeable  concentrations  of  tortoises  and  their  sign  were  apparent.  One  concentration  was  located  in 
the  northeast  quadrant  of  Section  22  (Ivanpah  Lake  7.5-Minute  U.S.  Geological  Survey  topographic 
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quadrangle)  and  southeast  quadrant  of  Section  15,  and  another  group  was  located  the  southeastern 
quadrant  of  Section  22.  The  remaining  tortoise  observations  were  more  broadly  distributed,  but 
generally  occurred  at  higher  elevations  within  the  study  area  that  supported  a stabilized  alluvial  fan 
consisting  of  rocky,  gravelly  soils.  Siting  of  the  Project  avoided  these  concentrations  and  avoided 
occupied  habitat  within  the  upper  alluvial  fan  to  the  extent  feasible. 

2012  Results 

The  concentrations  of  tortoises  apparent  in  2008  were  not  obvious  in  2012.  Live  tortoise  observations 
were  more  evenly  distributed  across  upper  elevations  of  the  alluvial  fan  within  areas  that  supported  a 
stabilized  soils  consisting  of  rocky,  gravelly  soils.  Within  the  boundaries  of  the  Project  site  (2,150  acres), 
sixteen  live  adult  tortoises  (>160  mm  MCL)  were  recorded  (Figure  12).  Using  the  USFWS  estimation 
formula  in  of  the  (USFWS  2010a),  The  estimated  number  of  tortoises  was  calculated  using  the  formula  in 
Table  3 of  the  USFWS's  Revised  Pre-Project  Survey  Protocols  for  the  Desert  Tortoise  (Gopherus  agassizii) 
(USFWS  2010a): 

( Number  of  tortoises  > 


( Estimated  number  of  tortoises  \ 

1 observed  above  ground  i 

( Size  of  action  area 

within  action  area  ,) 

Probability  that 
a tortoise  is 

ij  Probability  of 
|i  detecting  a tortoise. 

1 Size  of  area  surveyed 

i above  ground  (Pa)  t if  above  ground  (Pd) 

A value  of  0.64  was  used  for  the  Pa  (probability  that  a tortoise  is  above  ground)  because  winter  rainfall 
monthly  averages  for  the  Study  Area  during  the  majority  of  surveys  were  estimated  to  be  less  than  1.5 
inches  during  winter  prior  to  the  surveys  (Table  7).  Pd  (probability  of  detecting  a tortoise,  if  above 
ground)  is  a constant  value  of  0.63  based  on  regional  sampling  data  (USFWS  2010).  Four  more  adult  live 
tortoises  were  recorded  in  2012  than  in  2008  and  abundance  estimates  were  updated  (Table  12). 

Table  12  - Desert  Tortoise  Estimates1 


Alternative  1 

Alternative  2 

Alternative  3 

Alternative  4 

Live  Tortoises  Observed 

16 

25 

14 

18 

Estimated  Number  of  Tortoises 

40 

62 

35 

45 

Lower  95%  Confidence  Interval 

15 

24 

14 

17 

Upper  95%  Confidence  Interval 

107 

160 

94 

118 

i Includes  only  adult  tortoises  >160mm  mean  carapace  length  (MCL 
age  classes  were  treated  as  adult  tortoises,  which  may  result  in  high 

; estimates  rounded  to  nearest  whole  number.  Unknown 
er  estimates 
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"Alt  4 is  equal  to  All  2 northern  polygon 


One  immature  tortoise  was  found  1,300  meters  from  the  western  edge  of  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  and  one 
adult  tortoise  was  found  1,400  meters  from  the  western  edge  of  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake.  These  observations 
indicate  that  the  habitat  near  the  dry  lakebed  is  lower  quality  than  higher  in  the  alluvial  fan.  Based  on 
rainfall  patterns  over  the  previous  five  years  and  observations  of  limited  movement  in  2012,  it  is  likely 
that  the  distribution  of  tortoises  did  not  change  substantially  between  2008  and  2010;  however,  due  to 
above-average  winter  rainfall  in  winter  of  2010/2011,  it  is  likely  that  tortoise  activity  increased  in  the 
spring  of  2011  to  take  advantage  increased  forage.  The  lack  of  rainfall  in  the  winter  of  2011/2012 
resulted  in  limited  tortoise  movement  within  the  survey  area  and  it  is  expected  that  tortoise  had  not 
moved  great  distances  from  their  2011  winter  burrows.  The  majority  of  burrows  found  in  spring  of  2012 
had  collapsed  due  to  heavy  monsoonal  rain  that  fell  in  late  summer,  early  fall  of  2012. 

Current  research  has  suggested  that  certain  plant  species  may  be  critical  to  the  diet  of  desert  tortoise 
(Oftedal  2002;  Oftedal  et.  al  2002).  Excess  potassium  can  be  detrimental  to  the  health  tortoises.  When 
excreting  potassium  salts  from  their  bladder,  tortoises  risk  expelling  valuable  water  and  protein  in  the 
process.  Tortoises  have  been  theorized  to  select  plants  species  with  high  potential  for  potassium 
excretion  (high-PEP)  to  assist  in  overcoming  this  challenge.  Many  high-PEP  plants  only  germinate 
following  winters  with  high  rainfall.  Although  a systematic  study  for  high-PEP  plants  has  not  been 
completed  in  the  Mojave  Desert,  ongoing  research  has  revealed  valuable  data  on  this  subject  (Oftedal 
2002).  Botanical  studies  performed  on  the  Stateline  Study  Area  did  not  include  collecting  specific  data 
on  high-PEP  plant  distribution;  however,  a qualitative  evaluation  of  the  abundance  of  high-PEP  plants 
within  the  Study  Area  was  performed  by  referencing  the  species  list  from  the  Study  Areas  and  published 
information  on  high-PEP  plants  (Table  13).  It  should  be  noted  that  the  PEP  values  can  vary  greatly  within 
each  species  depending  on  the  growth  phased  on  the  specimen  plant.  Based  on  the  values  in  Table  13, 
several  species  that  were  common  within  the  Study  Area  contained  moderate  to  high  PEP  values 
including  Malocothrix  globrota,  Cryptontha  angustifolia,  Cryptontho  nevodensis,  Opuntia  bosiloris, 
Cylindropuntio  ramosissima,  Chomoesyce  albomarginata,  Erodium  cicutarium,  and  Plontogo  ovate. 
However,  many  of  the  high-PEP  plants  (>15  g/kg  DM)  as  indicated  were  determined  to  be  uncommon  or 
rare  including  Descurainia  pinnata,  Lepidium  lasiocarpum,  Chamaesyce  micromera,  Astragalus 
dldymocarpus,  Lotus  strigosus,  Mentzelia  alblcaulls,  and  Camissonla  claviformis. 

As  previously  noted,  plant  diversity  was  greater  within  the  upper  alluvial  fan,  which  contained  stabilized 
rocky  soils,  than  lower  regions  of  the  alluvial  fan  where  diversity  was  substantially  lower.  Many  of  these 
species  that  contain  medium  to  high  PEP  values  were  also  found  within  the  upper  alluvial  fan  with  rocky 
gravelly  soils.  The  correlation  between  the  distribution  of  active  tortoise  sign  and  areas  containing 
relatively  higher  plant  diversity  may  suggest  that  tortoises  within  the  Study  Area  are  occupying  areas 
that  may  support  higher  abundance  of  high-PEP  plant  species.  However,  it  should  be  noted  that  several 
other  factors  including  presence  of  friable  soils  and  seasonal  water  availability  may  also  contribute  to 
the  distribution  of  tortoises  within  the  Study  Area. 
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Table  13  - Relative  Abundance  and  PEP  Values 


Family/Species 

PEP  (g/kg  DM)1 

Occurrence  within  Study  Area2 

ASTERACEAE 

Malacothrix  giabrata 

5.3 

C 

Prenanthella  exigua 

9.4 

R 

Stephanomeria  exigua 

-4.0 

R 

BORAGINACEAE 

Cryptantha  angustifolia 

0.1 

C 

Cryptantha  circumscissa 

2.6 

U 

Cryptantha  micrantha 

5.5 

U 

Cryptantha  nevadensis 

6.6 

C 

BRASSICACEAE 

Descurainia  pinnata 

16.7 

U 

Lepidium  lasiocarpum 

19.1 

U 

CACTACEAE 

Opuntia  basilaris 

22.4 

c 

Cylindropuntia  ramosissima 

12.2 

c 

EUPHORBIACEAE 

Chamaesyce  albomarginata 

14.2 

c 

Chamaesyce  micromera 

15.9 

R 

FABACEAE 

Astragalus  didymocarpus 

24.6 

R 

Lotus  strigosus 

20.6 

R 

GERANIACEAE 

Erodium  cicutarium 

19.9 

C 

LOASACEAE 

Mentzelia  albicaulis 

15.0 

U 

MALVACEAE 

Sphaeralcea  ambigua 

9.6 

LC 

NYCTAGINACEAE 

Allionia  incarnata 

7.5 

U 

Mirabilis  laevis 

12.2 

U 

ONAGRACEAE 

Camissonia  boothii 

12.3 

U 

Camissonia  claviformis 

18.4 

U 

PLANTAGINACEAE 

Plantago  ovata 

13.9 

C 

POACEAE 

Aristida  adscensionis 

13.6 

R 

Bouteloua  barbata 

13.6 

R 

Bromus  rubens 

4.2 

C 

Bromus  tectorum 

1.9 

R 

Erioneuron  pulchellum 

9.1 

R 

Muhlenbergia  porteri 

5.4 

R 

Pleuraphis  rigida 

8.0 

C 

Schismus  barbatus 

6.9 

C 

Sporobolus  flexuosus 

5.7 

R 

Vulpia  octoflora 

6.7 

U 

1 DM  - PEP  Values  derived  from  Oftedal  2002  and  Oftedal  et.  al  2002 
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Banded  Gila  monster  ( Heloderma  suspectum  cinctum)  is  a State  Species  of  Special  Concern  and  BLM- 
Sensitive  lizard  that  typically  inhabits  lower  mountain  slopes,  rocky  bajadas,  canyon  bottoms,  and 
arroyos.  It  occurs  from  southwest  Utah  into  southern  Nevada  and  extreme  eastern  Riverside  and  San 
Bernardino  Counties.  This  is  the  largest  native  lizard  in  California  measuring  up  to  fourteen  inches  long 
and  the  only  venomous  lizard  in  the  United  States.  The  Gila  monster  is  a terrestrial  species  that  spends 
most  of  its  life  underground  within  mammal  burrows,  under  rocks  and  other  natural  cavities.  It  is 
typically  active  for  only  a few  weeks  within  the  months  of  April  and  May.  There  are  historical  records  of 
this  species  occurring  within  the  Mojave  National  Preserve  and  Clark  Mountains  (Lovich  and  Beaman, 
2007).  Suitable  habitat  is  located  in  the  rocky  foothills  surrounding  the  Study  Area,  including 
Metamorphic  Hill.  Although  this  species  was  not  detected  during  the  various  biological  surveys 
performed  within  the  Study  Area,  the  proximity  of  Suitable  habitat  indicates  that  this  species  has  a 
limited  potential  to  occur. 

3.5.3  Mammals 

Desert  kit  fox  ( Vulpes  macrotis  arsipus)  is  protected  by  the  California  Code  of  Regulations  (Title  14,  CCR: 
§460)  and  Fish  and  Game  Commission  Section  4000  as  a fur-bearing  mammal.  Desert  kit  foxes  are 
fossorial  mammals  that  occur  in  arid  open  areas,  shrub  grassland,  and  desert  ecosystems  within  the 
Mojave  Desert.  Desert  kit  fox  typically  consume  small  rodents,  primarily  kangaroo  rats,  rabbits,  lizards, 
insects,  and  in  some  cases  immature  desert  tortoises.  Dens  typically  support  multiple  entrances,  but 
desert  kit  fox  may  utilize  single  burrows  for  temporary  shelter.  Litters  of  one  to  seven  young  are  typically 
born  in  February  through  April  (Egoscue  1962;  McGrew  1979).  This  species  was  detected  within  the 
Study  Area.  Full-coverage  burrow  surveys  revealed  fewer  than  10  burrows/complexes  with  kit  fox  sign 
within  the  northern  alternative  footprints.  The  southern  footprint  of  Alternative  2 supported  additional 
burrows  and  scattered  kit  fox  sign  (mostly  scat).  Kit  fox  sign  was  more  common  within  the  lower  alluvial 
fan  where  soils  are  generally  loose  and  consist  of  silt  and  sand. 

Nelson's  bighorn  sheep  (Ovis  canadensis  nelsoni)  is  a California  fully  protected,  BLM-sensitive  and 
NEMO-covered  species  that  inhabits  open  rocky  steep  areas  with  available  water  sources.  Bighorn  sheep 
habitat  requirements  include  steep,  rugged  terrain  used  for  escape  from  predators  and  lambing  areas, 
boulder-strewn  slopes  used  for  protection  against  the  sun  or  wind;  alluvial  fans  and/or  washes  that  may 
provide  higher  quantities  and  qualities  of  forage  than  that  found  in  the  rocky  terrain;  and  water 
availability.  The  most  proximate  herd  is  the  Clark  Mountain  herd,  which  was  estimated  in  1988  to  have 
150  sheep.  Forty-one  bighorn  sheep  were  observed  during  golden  eagle  surveys:  ten  on  Devil's  Peak 
(three  during  Phase  1 and  seven  during  Phase  2),  one  in  Devil's  Canyon  (Phase  2),  three  in  Ivanpah  Valley 
(Phase  1),  and  twenty-seven  in  the  Stateline  Hills  (Phase  1)  (WRI  2010). 
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Bighorn  sheep  regularly  travel  between  different  ranges,  and  some  movement  between  the  Clark 
Mountains,  Spring  Mountains,  and  New  York  Mountains,  including  neighboring  ranges  in  Nevada  (BLM 
2002).  Although  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  supports  a seasonal  supply  of  water,  it  is  not  likely  that  sheep  would 
utilize  the  lower  basin  area  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  near  the  lakebed,  therefore  crossing  the  Study  Area 
(personal  communication  Wehausen  2008).  The  northernmost  section  of  the  Study  Area  may  be  used 
infrequently  by  bighorn  sheep  during  foraging  and  periods  of  movement  between  the  Clark  Mountains 
and  Stateline  Hills.  Metamorphic  Hill  contains  steep  rocky  terrain  and  may  attract  sheep  lower  into  the 
Ivanpah  Valley;  however,  this  habitat  is  relatively  isolated  from  other  portions  of  the  Clark  Mountain 
range.  A habitat  evaluation  tool  was  developed  for  the  Desert  National  Wildlife  Range  in  Nevada  and 
includes  an  assessment  of  seven  factors  important  to  the  use  and  presence  of  bighorn  sheep  (Monson 
and  Sumner  1980).  A review  of  the  evaluation  criteria  indicates  that  the  majority  of  the  Study  Area  is  not 
defined  as  important  big  horn  sheep  habitat  due  to  low  to  moderate  scores  in  the  seven  assessment 
factors. 

American  badger  (Taxidea  taxus)  is  a State  Species  of  Special  Concern  associated  with  open  grassland 
and  desert  communities.  This  species  is  associated  with  dry  open  forest,  shrub,  and  grassland 
communities  with  an  adequate  burrowing  rodent  population.  Environmental  conditions  associated  with 
the  presence  of  this  species  occur  on  the  site  and  this  species  was  found  approximately  one  mile  west  of 
the  site  in  2007  (BrightSource  Energy  2007);  therefore,  this  species  has  high  potential  to  occur  within 
the  Study  Area.  This  species  was  not  directly  observed  during  the  focused  surveys. 

Bat  Species 

Eight  bat  species  were  detected  within  or  near  the  Study  Area  and  nine  species  have  the  potential  to 
occur  (Table  14;  Brown  2010).  Four  of  the  detected  species  are  State  Species  of  Special  Concern 
including  pallid  bat  ( Antrozous  pollidus),  Townsend's  big-eared  bat  (Plecotus  townsendii),  Small-footed 
myotis  ( Myotis  ciliolobrum),  and  Yuma  myotis  (Myotis  yumonensis).  Canyon  bats  (Porostrellus  hesperus ) 
and  California  myotis  (Myotis  colifornicus),  and  Mexican  free-tailed  bats  (Todorido  brasiliensis)  were  the 
most  common  species  detected  during  echolocation  surveys  (Brown  2011).  The  rocky  hills  immediately 
adjacent  to  the  Study  Area  (e.g.,  Stateline  Hills,  Metamorphic  Hills,  and  Clark  Mountains)  provide  ample 
crevice  roosting  habitat  for  several  bat  species. 


52 


Table  14  - Bat  Species  Potentially  Occurring  within  Study  Area 


Species 

State 

Status 

Federal 

Detection  within  Study  Area 

FAMILY  MOLOSSIDAE  (FREE-TAILED  BATS) 

Eumops  perotis 

Western  mastiff  bat 

SSC 

FSOC 

Not  Detected 

Nyctinomops 

Pocketed  free-tailed 

- 

- 

Not  Detected 

Tadarida  brasiliensis 

Mexican  free-tailed  bat 

- 

- 

Present  - all  sites 

FAMILY  VESPERTILIONIDAE  (MOUSE-EARED  BATS) 

Antrozous  pallidus 

Pallid  bat 

SSC 

- 

Present  - rock  outcrops  and  near  dry 

Corynorhinus 

Townsend's  big-eared 

SSC 

FSOC 

Present  - Umberci  Mine 

Eptesicus  fuscus  pallidus 

Big  brown  bat  (So.  CA) 

- 

- 

Not  Detected 

Euderma  maculatum 

Spotted  bat 

SSC 

FSOC 

Not  Detected 

Lasionycteris 

Silver  haired  bat 

- 

- 

Not  Detected 

Lasiurus  blossevillii 

Red  bat 

SSC 

- 

Not  Detected 

Lasiurus  cinereus 

Hoary  bat 

- 

- 

Present  - in  migration  near  Primm 

Myotis  californicus 

California  myotis 

- 

- 

Present  - all  sites 

Myotis  ciliolabrum 

Small-footed  myotis 

- 

FSOC 

Present  - rock  outcrops 

Myotis  evotis 

Long-eared  myotis 

- 

FSOC 

Not  Detected 

Myotis  thysanodes 

Fringed  myotis 

- 

FSOC 

Not  Detected 

Myotis  vo  la  ns 

Long-legged  myotis 

- 

FSOC 

Not  Detected 

Myotis  yumanensis 

Yuma  myotis 

- 

FSOC 

Present  - near  Primm  Valley  GC 

Parastrellus  Hesperus 

Canyon  bat 

- 

- 

Present  - rock  outcrops  and  near  dry 

SSC  - California  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife,  Mammal  of  Special  Concern  or  Sensitive  Species  (MSSC) 
FSOC  - Former  Candidate  (Category  2)  for  listing  under  U.S.  Endangered  Species  Act;  Species  of  Concern 


Guano  of  pallid  bats  was  found  in  a shallow  rock  cave  in  the  foothills  approximately  one  miie  north  of 
the  Study  Area.  Use  of  this  cave  was  further  confirmed  during  evening  surveys.  A mine  shaft  was  located 
near  the  active  cave.  This  species  has  been  found  to  roost  in  rock  crevices  during  the  day  and  congregate 
for  socialization  in  boulder  caves  and  mines  during  the  night  (Brown  2011).  Such  habitat  is  present 
within  and  adjacent  to  the  Study  Area.  Echolocation  signals  were  recorded  early  in  the  evening  near  the 
dry  lakebed,  which  could  suggest  that  pallid  bats  are  roosting  within  small  rock  crevices  on  the  ground 
and  burrows  throughout  other  portions  of  the  Study  Area.  The  small-footed  myotis  may  occupy  similar 
habitat  within  and  near  the  Study  Area. 

The  Umberci  Mine,  located  in  the  Clark  Mountain  Range  approximately  two  miles  northwest  of  the 
Study  Area,  serves  as  a maternity  colony  and  hibernation  site  for  Townsend's  big-eared  bats.  Over  one- 
hundred  bats  exited  the  mine  on  May  16,  2011  and  a torpid  Townsend's  big-eared  bat  was  found  when 
the  mine  was  entered  (Brown  2011).  Although  not  detected  during  echolocation  surveys  within  the 
Project  site,  this  species  could  forage  over  the  project  area  and  not  be  detected  due  to  their 
characteristically  faint  calls. 
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The  Yuma  myotis  is  typically  found  near  open  water  and  feeds  on  emerging  aquatic  insects.  Based  on 
the  absence  of  such  habitat  within  the  primary  Study  Area,  this  species  was  most  likely  in  the  vicinity  as 
a result  of  the  lakes  at  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course. 

3.7  Sensitive  Habitats 

The  site  is  located  in  Category  III  desert  tortoise  habitat  (BLM  2002).  The  site  is  located  outside  the 
boundaries  of  an  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC),  Desert  Wildlife  Management  Area 
(DWMA),  BLM  wilderness  area,  or  USFWS  designated  critical  habitat  unit  (CHU)  for  desert  tortoise.  The 
Study  Area  is  less  than  2 miles  west  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  DWMA/ACEC  and  approximately  3.5  miles 
northwest  from  the  Ivanpah  CHU  (Figure  2).  The  Clark  Mountain  ACEC  is  approximately  4 miles  west  of 
the  site.  The  BLM-designated  Stateline  Wilderness  Area  is  located  less  than  one  mile  northwest  of  the 
Study  Area.  The  Mesquite  Wilderness  Area  is  located  immediately  west  of  the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area 
and  located  approximately  6 miles  west  of  the  Study  Area.  The  Mojave  National  Preserve  is  located 
three  miles  west  of  the  western  boundary  and  six  miles  south  of  the  southern  boundary  of  the  Study 
Area. 

The  conservation  of  wildlife  corridors  and  habitat  connectivity  is  increasingly  important  as  more  is 
understood  about  population  dynamics  and  genetic  exchange  for  all  wildlife  species.  The 
ccharacterization  of  connectivity  varies  based  on  the  scale  of  assessment.  On  a fine  scale  within  the 
Study  Area,  desert  washes  within  the  alluvial  fan  likely  support  local  wildlife  movement.  In  general, 
larger  washes  containing  increased  vegetation  cover  would  be  expected  to  attract  more  wildlife  use 
than  unvegetated,  narrow  washes.  Large  mammal  species  including  Nelson's  big  horn  sheep,  mountain 
lion,  bobcat,  and  mule  deer  are  expected  to  occupy  steep,  rugged  terrain  and  boulder-strewn  slopes  for 
cover  and  protection,  primarily  in  the  Stateline  Hills  and  Clark  Mountains,  but  they  may  migrate  down 
the  alluvial  fans  in  search  of  food  and  water.  The  site  is  located  low  in  the  bajada,  adjacent  to  the  dry 
lakebed,  where  washes  are  more  weakly  expressed  at  lower  elevations.  On  a broad  scale,  the  site  is 
located  within  a portion  of  Ivanpah  Valley  that  is  bounded  by  topographic  and  anthropogenic  features 
that  influence  habitat  connectivity.  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  represents  an  expansive  area  void  of  vegetation 
and  is  not  expected  to  serve  as  a functional  movement  corridor.  Furthermore,  Interstate  15  bisects 
Ivanpah  Dry  Lake,  inhibiting  east-west  migration  within  the  valley.  Interstate  15  contains  two  box 
culverts,  each  approximately  25  meters  wide  and  5 meters  high,  located  between  Yates  Well  Road  and 
Nipton  Road.  These  represent  the  sole  linkages  connecting  the  west  and  east  extents  of  the  valley  south 
of  Primm.  The  developed  footprint  associated  with  the  town  of  Primm  abuts  the  Stateline  Hills,  creating 
a sizeable  barrier  to  movement. 

For  desert  tortoise,  the  Clark  Mountain  Range  located  along  the  western  and  northwestern  boundary  of 
the  valley  serves  as  a substantial  topographic  barrier,  dividing  the  Ivanpah  Valley  from  Shadow  Valley 
and  the  Amargosa  Valley  and  South  Las  Vegas  genotypic  sub-clusters  (Hagerty  and  Tracey  2010).  The 
southern  extent  of  the  Spring  Mountain  Range  and  the  Stateline  Hills  are  also  major  topographic 
features  posing  potential  restrictions  to  tortoise  movement.  Although  these  features  are  substantial, 
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there  are  opportunities  for  tortoise  movement  in  and  out  of  this  portion  of  Ivanpah  Valley.  Two 
potential  linkages  exist  between  Ivanpah  Valley  and  Mesquite  Valley  to  the  north.  The  Stateline  Pass 
linkage  is  identified  as  a least  cost  path  (Haggerty  et  al.  2010).  This  linkage  becomes  constrained  by  the 
neighboring  hills  to  less  than  1/2  mile  wide.  Based  on  distance  from  active  tortoise  sign  observed  during 
surveys  conducted  in  2011,  this  linkage  is  presumed  viable  for  tortoise.  The  other  possible  linkage 
passes  through  the  northern  Clark  Mountain  Range,  west  of  Umberci  Mine.  The  connection  into 
Mesquite  Valley  is  important  as  it  may  allow  for  gene  flow  to  continue  north  and  ultimately  to  the  east 
into  Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  and  west  through  Mesquite  Pass  and  into  Shadow  Valley.  Hagerty's 
cumulative  current  map  indicates  moderate  gene  flow  potential  for  the  bajadas  surrounding  Mesquite 
Lake  and  high  gene  flow  potential  through  Mesquite  Pass  itself. 

Within  the  western  lobe  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  the  ISEGS  project  is  expected  to  result  in  increasde 
habitat  fragmentation  (USFWS  2011b).  There  currently  exists  a half  mile  wide  gap  between  ISEGS  Unit  1 
and  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course.  This  gap  corresponds  roughly  with  a least-cost  path  modeled  by 
Hagerty  et  al.  (2010);  however,  the  existing  tortoise  exclusion  fencing  along  Colosseum  Road  likely 
undermines  this  area's  ability  to  support  substantial  connectivity.  Under  existing  conditions,  the  most 
reasonable  route  for  north-south  tortoise  connectivity  in  this  portion  of  the  valley  exists  west  of  ISEGS 
and  north  through  the  upper  elevation  passes  within  the  Clark  Mountain  Range. 

Sensitive  plant  communities  (e.g.;  desert  dry  wash  woodland)  or  wetlands  are  not  present  on  the  site; 
however,  washes  associated  with  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Section  1600  jurisdiction 
are  present.  These  washes  tend  to  support  assemblages  of  plant  species,  some  of  which  are  special 
status,  that  differ  from  the  surrounding  upland  areas.  The  site  does  not  support  aeolian  sand  deposits. 
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4.0  RECOMMENDED  PROTECTION  MEASURES 


The  following  information  is  intended  to  provide  the  CEQA/NEPA  document  preparers  an  outline  for 
general  avoidance  and  minimization  measures  potentially  relevant  to  the  Stateline  Project.  The  following 
measures  are  considered  standard  practices  for  large-scale  utility  projects  and  are  consistent  with  the  Best 
Management  Practices  and  Guidance  Manual:  Desert  Renewable  Energy  Projects  (Renewable  Energy  Action 
Team  2010). 

4.1  General  Measures 

This  section  describes  a range  of  design  features,  construction  and  operation  best  management  practices 
(BMPs),  and  avoidance  practices  that  when  implemented  as  part  of  Project  construction  and/or  operation, 
should  collectively  avoid,  reduce  or  eliminate  potential  adverse  effects  to  biological  resources.  Each 
category  of  features,  practices  and  plans  is  described  separately  below. 

Environmental  Inspection  and  Compliance  Monitoring  Program  and  Plan 

A comprehensive  Environmental  Inspection  and  Compliance  Monitoring  Program  and  Plan,  covering  both 
construction  and  operation  and  maintenance  (O&M),  should  be  developed.  A qualified  individual  should  be 
designated  to  serve  as  the  Project  Environmental  Manager.  The  Environmental  Manager  should  be 
responsible  for: 

• development  and  implementation  of  the  overall  Project  compliance  program, 

• communication  and  coordination  with  the  applicable  regulatory  agencies, 

• ensuring  compliance  with  the  various  conditions  and  requirements  of  permits  and  approvals, 

• record  keeping  and  reporting  required  by  permits  and  approvals, 

• ensuring  that  all  applicable  environmental  plans  are  up  to  date, 

• advising  management  of  actual  and  potential  compliance  issues,  and 

• ensuring  that  Project  planning  takes  appropriate  account  of  compliance  issues  in  advance. 

Construction  Related  Plans 

The  following  construction  related  plans  should  be  developed,  as  necessary.  These  plans  have  specific 
objectives  that  would  indirectly  help  reduce  potential  adverse  effects  to  biological  resources. 

• Storm  Water  Pollution  Prevention  Plan 

• Dust  Control  Plan 

• Waste  Management  Plan 

• Spill  Prevention  Control  and  Countermeasure  Plan 

• Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan 

• Fire  Prevention  Plan 
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Construction  Related  BMPs 


The  following  general  measures  should  be  implemented  during  construction,  which  would  assist  with 
reducing  potential  adverse  effects  to  biological  resources: 

• Construction  and  O&M  activities  should  be  limited  to  daylight  hours  to  the  extent  possible, 

• Water  required  for  construction  purposes  should  not  be  stored  in  open  containers  or  structures 
and  should  be  transported  throughout  the  site  in  enclosed  water  trucks, 

• Water  sources  (such  as  wells)  should  be  checked  periodically  by  monitors  to  ensure  they  are  not 
creating  open  water  sources  through  leaking  or  consistently  overfilling  trucks, 

• All  vehicles  leaking  fuel  or  other  liquids  should  be  immediately  removed  to  the  staging  area  and 
repaired  - all  spills  should  be  cleaned  up  promptly  and  disposed  of  correctly, 

• All  construction  activities  conducted  outside  the  fenced  areas  should  be  monitored  by  a qualified 
biological  monitor, 

• Vegetation  removal  should  be  limited  to  the  smallest  area  necessary, 

• Construction  traffic  should  remain  on  existing  roads  when  possible  - new  roads,  passing  areas,  and 
turning  areas  should  be  limited  to  permitted  area  of  direct  effect, 

• Speed  limits  on  all  unpaved  areas  of  the  Project  site  should  be  a maximum  of  15  miles  per  hour, 

• Trash  should  always  be  contained  within  raven-proof  receptacles  and  removed  from  the  site 
frequently,  including  trash  collected  in  vehicles  in  the  field, 

• No  dogs  or  firearms  should  be  allowed  on  the  Project  site  during  construction  or  O&M,  and 

• Plant  and  wildlife  collection  by  Project  staff  during  construction  or  operation  should  be  prohibited 
except  as  allowed  by  the  Project's  permits. 

Worker  Environmental  Awareness  Program 

A formal  Worker  Environmental  Awareness  Program  (WEAP)  should  be  completed  for  every  individual 
working  on  the  Project  site.  All  individuals  completing  the  training  should  sign  an  attendance  sheet  and 
receive  wallet  cards  and  stickers  to  show  they  have  completed  this  training.  The  training  should  include  the 
following  information  and  include  photos  of  all  resources: 

• Discussion  of  the  fragile  desert  ecosystem,  vegetation  and  wildlife  communities  within  and 
surrounding  the  Project  site, 

• Discussion  of  rare  plant  species  and  other  sensitive  species  found  within  and  surrounding  the 
Project  site, 

• Desert  tortoise  ecology,  threats,  legal  protections,  permitting,  and  penalties  (including  both  legal 
and  imposed  by  Project  permits), 

• Project-specific  protection  measures,  and 

• Worker  responsibilities,  communication  protocol,  and  monitor  responsibilities,  including  the 
authority  for  monitors  to  halt  Project  activities  if  warranted. 
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4.2  Desert  Tortoise  Protection  Measures 


Due  to  the  expected  presence  of  desert  tortoise  within  the  Project  site,  formal  consultation  between  the 
BLM  and  USFWS  would  be  necessary.  A biological  assessment  that  fully  addresses  the  impacts  to  desert 
tortoise  would  be  required  to  initiate  formal  consultation.  Additionally,  an  incidental  take  permit  would  be 
required  from  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  in  compliance  with  the  California  Endangered 
Species  Act. 

The  measures  described  in  this  section  reflect  standard  requirements  and  may  be  incorporated  as  part  of 
the  proposed  Project,  which  would  also  be  included  in  the  biological  assessment.  The  Biological  Opinion 
(BiOp)  would  provide  specific  conditions  and  requirements  that  may  supersede  some  of  the  following 
measures.  A Lead  Biologist  should  be  designated  for  the  Project  and  should  be  responsible  for  all  aspects  of 
clearance  surveys,  monitoring,  desert  tortoise  translocation,  contacts  with  agency  personnel,  reporting,  and 
long-term  monitoring  and  reporting. 

Exclusion  Fencing 

Prior  to  beginning  clearance  surveys,  desert  tortoise  exclusion  fencing  should  be  constructed  in  specified 
areas  consistent  with  clearance  survey  areas.  The  Project  site  should  be  completely  fenced  with  security 
and  desert  tortoise  exclusion  fencing,  including  desert  tortoise  exclusion  gates  at  access  points.  Fence 
installation  should  be  monitored  as  a linear  component.  Exclusion  fencing  should  be  maintained  over  the 
course  of  construction  and  operations,  as  necessary. 

Preconstruction  Clearance  Surveys 

Clearance  surveys  should  be  conducted  consistent  with  the  USFWS  Desert  Tortoise  Field  Manual  and 
current  translocation  guidance  (USFWS  2009b  and  2010c).  If  a desert  tortoise  or  active  burrow  is  found 
within  a planned  area  of  construction,  surveys  should  stop  at  that  time  until  the  tortoise  is  translocated  in 
the  active  season.  If  two  complete  passes  are  completed  in  a construction  area  (north-south  and  east-west) 
without  a desert  tortoise  being  found,  construction  may  commence  within  that  area  outside  of  active 
season.  Fencing  should  continue  to  be  checked  on  a daily  basis  throughout  construction. 

Translocation 

A Desert  Tortoise  Translocation  Plan  should  be  prepared  for  the  Project.  The  purpose  of  the  plan  is  to 
describe  the  process  of  translocation,  minimize  mortality  of  desert  tortoises,  and  assess  the  effectiveness  of 
the  translocation  effort  through  a long-term  monitoring  program.  Injured  tortoises  should  be  transported 
to  a rehabilitation  facility  approved  by  the  USFWS  and  CDFW.  Tortoises  found  recently  killed  should  be 
salvaged  and  transported  to  a veterinary  pathologist,  who  is  familiar  with  desert  tortoise  and  approved  by 
the  USFWS  and  CDFW.  Procedures  for  salvaging  and  transport  should  generally  follow  Guidelines  for  the 
Field  Evaluation  of  Desert  Tortoise  Health  and  Disease  (Berry  and  Christopher  2001).  Detailed  health 
assessments  on  all  live  tortoises  should  be  conducted  following  current  USFWS  guidance  by  individuals 
approved  and  permitted  by  the  USFWS  and  CDFW  to  conduct  such  assessments.  Detailed  health 
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assessments  should  be  performed  prior  to  translocation  and  repeated  periodically  during  long-term 
monitoring.  Any  individual  tortoise  that  exhibits  clinical  signs  of  Upper  Respiratory  Tract  Disease  (URTD) 
should  be  transported  to  the  Desert  Tortoise  Conservation  Center  (DTCC)  near  Las  Vegas,  Nevada  for 
further  evaluation.  Tortoises  should  only  be  prepared  for  transport  to  the  DTCC  by  individuals  authorized 
for  these  activities  under  the  BiOp.  The  tortoise  should  be  transported  to  the  DTCC  within  48  hours  of  it 
being  discovered  with  clinical  signs  of  disease. 

Avoidance  - Construction 

During  the  construction  of  linear  features  (fencing,  transmission  lines,  and  access  roads),  all  live  tortoises 
and  active  burrows  should  be  avoided  to  the  extent  possible.  All  activities  should  be  monitored  by  qualified 
biologists.  The  biological  monitor  should  instruct  crews  to  provide  approximately  one  hour  for  a live 
tortoise  to  leave  an  active  construction  area  without  assistance.  If  the  tortoise  does  not  leave  the  area  on 
its  own  an  Authorized  Biologist  (listed  under  the  BiOp  to  handle  tortoises)  should  carefully  move  the 
tortoise  out  of  the  construction  area  and  into  a translocation  area  pursuant  to  the  conditions  of  the  BiOp. 
Biological  monitors  should  flag  an  avoidance  area  approximately  20  meters  from  any  active  burrow  to  be 
avoided  and  construction  activities  should  continue  around  this  avoidance  area  while  a biologist  monitors 
the  burrow.  If  an  active  burrow  cannot  be  avoided  by  construction  activities,  the  burrow  should  be 
excavated  using  protocols  in  USFWS  Desert  Tortoise  Field  Manual  (USFWS  2009b). 

Avoidance  - Operations  and  Maintenance 

During  the  operation  phase  of  the  project,  all  applicable  desert  tortoise  protection  measures  identified 
under  construction  should  be  implemented.  For  example,  this  may  include  the  need  for  a biological  monitor 
outside  the  fenced  facility  during  road,  fence  and  utility  maintenance  involving  ground  disturbance,  annual 
Worker  Environmental  Awareness  Program  refresher,  actions  to  take  if  a tortoise  is  encountered,  etc. 
Additionally,  a biological  monitor  should  be  designated  and  responsible  for  overseeing  compliance  with  the 
desert  tortoise  protection  measures.  The  biological  monitor  should  have  a copy  of  all  measures  including 
the  BiOp  when  work  is  being  conducted  on  site.  The  monitor  should  be  on  site  during  all  project 
maintenance  activities  to  ensure  compliance  with  the  desert  tortoise  measures.  The  monitor  should  have 
the  authority  to  halt  all  non-emergency  activities  that  are  in  violation  of  the  measures.  Work  should 
proceed  only  after  hazards  to  desert  tortoise  are  removed,  the  species  is  no  longer  at  risk,  or  the  individual 
has  been  moved  from  harm's  way  by  an  authorized  biologist.  An  annual  compliance  report  should  be 
submitted  to  the  BLM  annually. 

Common  Raven  Management  Plan 

A Common  Raven  Management  Plan  should  be  developed  for  the  Project.  The  primary  objective  of  the  plan 
is  to  protect  the  juvenile  and  hatchling  desert  tortoises  from  predation  by  common  ravens.  This  should  be 
accomplished  in  part  by  eliminating  or  minimizing  all  aspects  of  human  impact  that  attract  ravens  (i.e., 
garbage,  surface  water,  animal  and  plant  waste  materials,  perching  sites,  nesting  sites,  and  roosting  sites). 
The  secondary  objective  is  to  avoid  lethal  removal  of  ravens  by  installing  passive  bird  deterrents.  The  final 


objective  of  this  plan  is  to  comply  with  the  regional  management  actions  of  the  agencies  cooperating  in  the 
effort  to  promote  tortoise  recovery  pursuant  to  the  Final  Environmental  Assessment  to  Implement  a Desert 
Tortoise  Recovery  Plan  Task:  Reduce  Common  Raven  Predation  on  the  Desert  Tortoise  (USFWS  2008b). 

4.3  Other  Biological  Resource  Protection  Measures 

Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan 

An  Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan  (IWMP)  should  be  prepared  to  reduce  and/or  eliminate  the 
propagation  and  further  spread  of  noxious  and  invasive  weeds  in  the  Mojave  Desert  due  to  construction, 
operation  and  decommissioning  of  the  Project.  The  objectives  of  the  IWMP  would  be  as  follows: 

• Identify  weed  species  currently  present  within  the  Project  components, 

• Identify  weeds  not  seen  on  the  Project  components  that  may  have  the  potential  to  be  present  in 
the  Project  area  and  have  the  potential  to  invade  the  Project  site  due  to  construction  activities, 

• Identify  construction  and  maintenance  activities  that  may  increase  the  presence  of  weeds  or 
introduce  new  weed  species  on  and  adjacent  to  the  Project  components,  and 

• Specify  steps  that  should  be  taken  to  ensure  that  the  presence  of  weed  populations  on  and 
adjacent  to  the  Project  components  should  not  increase  because  of  construction  activities.  These 
steps  should  be  intended  to:  (1)  prevent  weeds  not  currently  found  on  the  Project  site  from 
becoming  established  there,  and  (2)  prevent  weeds  already  present  on  the  site  from  spreading  to 
other  areas. 

Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy 

Due  to  the  potential  presence  of  golden  eagle,  raptors,  and  bat  species  within  the  Project  site,  a Bird  and 
Bat  Conservation  Strategy  (BBCS)  should  be  developed.  The  goal  of  the  BBCS  would  be  to  reduce  the 
potential  risks  for  avian  and  bat  mortality  potentially  resulting  from  construction  and  operation  of  the 
Project.  The  objectives  of  this  plan  are  as  follows: 

• Identify  baseline  conditions  for  raptor  and  bat  species  currently  present  at  the  Project  components, 

• Identify  construction  and  operational  activities  that  may  increase  the  potential  of  adverse  effects  to 
these  species  on  and  adjacent  to  the  Project  components, 

• Specify  steps  that  should  be  taken  to  avoid,  minimize  and  mitigate  any  potential  adverse  effects  on 
these  species,  and 

• Detail  long-term  monitoring  and  reporting  goals. 
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Vegetation  Resources  Management  Plan 


The  Vegetation  Resources  Management  Plan  (VRMP)  will  provide  details  regarding  the  proposed  salvage 
and  transplantation  of  target  species  [eight  special  status  plant  species  (listed  by  the  California  Native  Plant 
Society)  and  ten  additional  species  of  succulents].  The  VRMP  will  include  the  following: 

• Distribution  of  target  plants  within  the  Project  site; 

• Criteria  for  determining  whether  an  individual  plant  is  appropriate  for  salvage; 

• Equipment  and  methods  for  salvage,  propagation,  transport,  and  planting; 

• Procedures  for  marking  and  flagging  target  plants  during  preconstruction  clearances  surveys; 

• Storage  and/or  pre-planting  requirements; 

• Proposed  transplantation  sites; 

• A requirement  for  ten  years  of  maintenance  of  the  transplanted  individuals,  including  removal  of 

invasive  species  and  irrigation  (if  necessary);  and 

• A requirement  for  ten  years  of  monitoring  to  determine  the  percentage  of  surviving  plants  each 

year  and  to  adjust  maintenance  activities  using  an  adaptive  management  approach. 

4.4  Compensatory  Mitigation 

Consistent  with  BLM  NEMO  requirements  and  conditions  likely  to  be  imposed  on  the  Project  by  CDFW  and 
USFWS,  areas  of  desert  tortoise  habitat  should  be  acquired  to  partially  offset  the  potential  adverse  effects 
of  the  Project.  A Compensatory  Mitigation  Plan,  or  Habitat  Compensation  Plan,  would  be  a valuable  tool  to 
document  the  details  of  mitigation  opportunities.  Land  acquisition  should  be  considered  the  first  priority; 
however,  it  is  evident  that  the  land  purchase  opportunities  within  the  eastern  and  northwestern  Mojave 
Desert  are  limited.  Supplemental  mitigation  actions  should  be  considered.  These  actions  could  be  in  the 
form  of  habitat  restoration  and  enhancement  throughout  the  Mojave  Desert.  Continued  coordination  with 
the  BLM,  CDFW,  and  USFWS  would  be  beneficial  in  identifying  all  possible  compensatory  mitigation 
opportunities  as  they  arise. 
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Plant  Species  Detected  - Primary  Study  Area 
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Liliaceae  Androstephium  breviflorum  pink  funnel  lily 

Yucca  schidigera  Mojave  yucca 

Loasaceae  Mentzelia  albicaulis  small  flowered  blazing  star 

Malvaceae  Eremalche  exilis  white  mallow 

Sphaeralcea  ambigua  var.  ambigua  desert  globemallow 
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Family  Genus  Species  Var./Sp.  Common  name  Status 

Sporobolus  flexuosus  mesa  dropseed 
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Eriogonum  trichopes  var.  trichopes  little  desert  buckwheat 
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Appendix  C 


Wildlife  Species  Detected  - Primary  Study  Area 


Common  Name 

Scientific  Name 

Sign 

Birds  — 

American  Kestrel 

Falco  sparverius 

0 

Ash-throated  Flycatcher 

Myiarchus  cinerascens 

0,V 

Bank  Swallow 

Riparia  riparia 

0 

Barn  Swallow 

Hirundo  rustica 

0 

Black  Phoebe 

Sayornis  nigricans 

o,v 

Black-tailed  Gnatcatcher 

Polioptila  melanura 

o,v 

Black-throated  Sparrow 

Amphispiza  bilineata 

o,v 

Blue-gray  Gnatcatcher 

Polioptila  caerulea 

o,v 

Brewer's  Sparrow 

Spizella  breweri 

0 

Bullock's  Oriole 

Icterus  bullockii 

0 

Burrowing  Owl 

Athene  cunicularia 

0,  S,  F 

Common  Poorwill 

Phalaenoptilus  nuttallii 

0 

Common  Raven 

Corvus  corax 

0,V,  N 

Cooper's  Hawk 

Acclpiter  cooperii 

0 

Costa's  Hummingbird 

Calypte  costae 

0 

Gambel's  Quail 

Callipepla  gambelii 

o,v 

Golden  Eagle 

Aquila  chrysaetos 

0 

Great  Blue  Heron 

Ardea  herodias 

0 

Greater  Roadrunner 

Geococcyx  californianus 

0 

Horned  Lark 

Eremophila  alpestris 

o,v 

House  Finch 

Carpodacus  mexicanus 

o,v 

Le  Conte's  Thrasher 

Toxostoma  lecontei 

0 ,v 

Lesser  Goldfinch 

Carduelis  psaltria 

0 

Lesser  Nighthawk 

Chordeiles  acutipennis 

0 

Loggerhead  Shrike 

Lanius  ludovicianus 

o,v 

Mourning  Dove 

Zenaida  macroura 

0,v 

Northern  Harrier 

Circus  cyaneus 

0 

Northern  Rough-winged  Swallow 

Stelgidopteryx  serripennis 

0 

Osprey 

Pandion  haliaetus 

0 

Peregrine  Falcon 

Falco  peregrinus 

0 

Phainopepla 

Phainopepla  nitens 

o,v 

Prairie  Falcon 

Falco  mexicanus 

0,V,  N 

Red-tailed  Hawk 

Buteo  jamaicensis 

0,v,  N 

Rock  Wren 

Salpinctes  obsoletus 

o,v 

Sage  Thrasher 

Oreoscoptes  montanus 

o,v 

Say's  Phoebe 

Sayornis  saya 

o,v 

Scott's  Oriole 

Icterus  parisorum 

0 

Sharp-shinned  Hawk 

Accipiter  striatus 

0 

Swainson's  Hawk 

Buteo  swainsoni 

0 

Tree  Swallow 

Tachycineta  bicolor 

0 

Common  Name 

Scientific  Name 

Sign 

Turkey  Vulture 

Cathartes  aura 

0 

Verdin 

Auriparus  flaviceps 

0 

Violet-green  Swallow 

Tachycineta  thalassina 

0 

Western  Kingbird 

Tyrarmus  verticalis 

o,v 

Western  Scrub-Jay 

Aphelocoma  californica 

o,v 

White-crowned  Sparrow 

Zonotrichia  leucophrys 

o,v 

White-throated  sparrow 

Zonotrichia  albicollis 

0 

White-throated  Swift 

Aeronautes  saxatalis 

0 

Wilson's  Warbler 

Wilsonia  pusilla 

0 

Yellow-rumped  Warbler 

Dendroica  coronata 

o,v 

Reptiles 

Desert  Tortoise 

Gopherus  agassizii 

0,B,  T,  S,  C 

California  Kingsnake 

Lampropeltis  getula  californiae 

0 

Coachwhip 

Masticophis  flagellum 

0 

Desert  Horned  Lizard 

Phrynosoma  platyrhinos 

0,  s 

Desert  Iguana 

Dipsosaurus  dorsalis 

0,  s 

Gopher  Snake 

Pituophis  melanoleucus 

0 

Long-nosed  Leopard  Lizard 

Gambelia  wislizenii 

0 

Long-tailed  Brush  Lizard 

Urosaurus  graciosus 

0 

Side-blotched  Lizard 

Uta  stansburiana 

0 

Sidewinder 

Crotlus  cerastes 

0 

Speckled  Rattlesnake 

Crotalus  mitchelli 

0 

Western  Patch-nosed  Snake 

Salvadora  hexalepis 

0 

Western  Shovel-nosed  Snake 

Chionactis  occipitalis 

0 

Western  Whiptail 

Cnemidophorus  tigris 

0 

Zebra-tailed  Lizard 

Callisaurus  draconoides 

0 

Mammals 

Black-tailed  Jackrabbit 

Lepus  californicus 

0,  T,  S 

Burro  Deer 

Odocoileus  hemionus  eremicus 

o,  T,  S 

California  Myotis 

Myotis  californicus 

V 

Canyon  Bat 

Parastrellus  hesperus 

V 

Coyote 

Canis  latrans 

T,  S,  B 

Desert  Cottontail 

Sylvilagus  audubonii 

0,  T,  S,  B 

Desert  Kit  Fox 

Vulpes  macrotis  arsipus 

B,  T,  S 

Desert  Woodrat 

Neotoma  lepida 

0,  B 

Great  Basin  Pocket  Mouse 

Perognathus  parvus 

0 

Hoary  Bat 

Lasiurus  cinereus 

V 

Little  Pocket  Mouse 

Perognathus  longimembris 

0 

Long-tailed  Pocket  Mouse 

Chaetodipus  formosus 

0 

Merriam's  Kangaroo  Rat 

Dipodomys  merriami 

0,  B 

Mexican  Free-tailed  Bat 

Tadarida  brasiliensis 

V 

Pallid  Bat 

Antrozous  pallidus 

V 

Common  Name 

Scientific  Name 

Sign 

Palm  Spring  Round-tailed  Ground  Squirrel 

Spermophilus  teriticaudus  chlorus 

0 

Small-footed  Myotis 

Myotis  ciliolabrum 

V 

Spiny  Pocket  Mouse 

Perognathus  spinatus 

V 

Townsend's  Big-eared  Bat 

Corynorhinus  townsendii 

o,  V 

White-tailed  Antelope  Ground  Squirrel 

Ammospermophilus  leucurus 

0 

Yuma  Myotis 

Myotis  yumanensis 

V 

0 - Observed  Directly 


B - Burrow 
T -Tracks 
V - Vocalization 
S - Scat 
C - Carcass 
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APPENDIX  F 


PUBLIC  COMMENTS 


Grace,  Erika 


Comment  Letter  1 


^ From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Monday,  December  10,  2012  10:44  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  "Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


— Forwarded  message 

From:  <eleiia@elenaray.com> 

Date:  Sat,  Dec  8,  2012  at  7:00  AM 

Subject:  "Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 

To:  SilverStateSouthEIS@blm.gov 
Cc:  ichilders@blrn.gov 


The  BLM  should  evaluate  a more  robust  conservation  alternative  that  amends  land  use  plans  to 
protect  remaining  desert  habitat  in  the  Ivanpah  Valiev  from  industrial  development,  consistent  with 
a 2011  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  recommendation.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM) 
should  ask  First  Solar  to  build  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  power  projects  on  already- 
disturbed  lands,  and  reject  the  current  proposals. 


1-1 


1-2 


The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar 
projects  do  not  properly  evaluate  the  extent  to  which  each  project  would  obstruct  an  important 
desert  tortoise  habitat  linkage.  Without  this  habitat  linkage,  the  desert  tortoise's  recovery  and 
resilience  in  the  face  of  multiple  threats  — habitat  loss,  disease,  and  climate  change  — could  be 
jeopardized. 


1-3 


The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  South  projects 
should  be  revised  and  reissued  after  research  on  tortoise  habitat  in  Ivanpah  is 
completed.  Biologists  began  research  in  2012  specifically  to  determine  how  large  solar  plants 
would  impact  habitat  connectivity  for  the  species.  The  research  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  in 
mid-2013,  at  which  time  the  BLM  can  make  a more  thoroughly  informed  decision  regarding  the 
future  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  and  the  desert  tortoise. 


l 


Comment  Letter  1 


Elena  Ray 

Antaratma  Art  & Photography 

7011  Outpost  Road 

Joshua  Tree,  CA 

92252 

USA 

760-333-0387 

fu@antaratma.me 

www.antaratma.me 
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Grace,  Erika 


Comment  Letter  2 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Monday,  December  10,  2012  10:44  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  Jane  Huff  <ianenhuff@aol.com> 

Date:  Sat,  Dec  8,  2012  at  7:09  AM 

Subject:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 

^ To:  SilverStateSouthEIS@blm.gov,  jchilders@blm.gov 


Please  do  not  allow  additional  industrial  development  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley.  BLM  and  First 
Solar  should  consider  less  destructive  locations  for  the  two  solar  projects.  There  are  wild 
desert  creatures,  such  as  desert  tortoises,  that  call  these  habitats  home. 


The  BLM  should  evaluate  a more  robust  conservation  alternative  that  amends  land  use  plans 
to  protect  remaining  desert  habitat  in  the  Ivanpah  Valiev  from  industrial  development, 
consistent  with  a 201 1 US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  recommendation.  The  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM)  should  ask  First  Solar  to  build  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar 
power  projects  on  already-disturbed  lands,  and  reject  the  current  proposals. 


2-2 


2-3 


The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline 
Solar  projects  do  not  properly  evaluate  the  extent  to  which  each  project  would  obstruct  an 
important  desert  tortoise  habitat  linkage.  Without  this  habitat  linkage,  the  desert  tortoise's 
recovery  and  resilience  in  the  face  of  multiple  threats  --  habitat  loss,  disease,  and  climate 
change  --  could  be  jeopardized. 


2-4 


The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  South 
projects  should  be  revised  and  reissued  after  research  on  tortoise  habitat  in  Ivanpah  is 
completed.  Biologists  began  research  in  2012  specifically  to  determine  how  large  solar  plants 
would  impact  habitat  connectivity  for  the  species.  The  research  is  scheduled  to  be  completed 
in  mid-2013,  at  which  time  the  BLM  can  make  a more  thoroughly  informed  decision  regarding 
the  future  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  and  the  desert  tortoise. 


2-5 


1 


Sincerely, 

Jane  Netting  Huff,  Ph  D. 


Comment  Letter 


Jane  Netting  Hun,  rn.u. 

Behavioral  Ecologist/Environmental  Educator 


Comment  Letter  3 


Grace,  Erika 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Monday,  December  10,  2012  10:44  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  "Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects"(No 
subject) 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  <tomblumenfeld@aol.com> 

Date:  Sat,  Dec  8,  2012  at  7:58  AM 

^ Subject:  "Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects"(No  subject) 

To:  Si  lverStateSouthElS@blm.gov,  ichildersf@blm.gov 


No  additional  industrial  development  should  be  allowed  in  the  Ivanpah 
Valley,  and  First  Solar  should  consider  less  destructive  locations  for 
the  two  solar  projects. 


3-1 


The  BLM  should  evaluate  a more  robust  conservation  alternative  that  amends  land  use  plans  to  protect 
remaining  desert  habitat  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  from  industrial  development,  consistent  with  a 201 1 US  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  recommendation.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  should  ask  First  Solar  to  build  the” 
Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  power  projects  on  already-disturbed  lands,  and  reject  the  current 
proposals.  _ 


3-2 


3-3 


The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  projects  do 
not  properly  evaluate  the  extent  to  which  each  project  would  obstruct  an  important  desert  tortoise  habitat 
linkage.  Without  this  habitat  linkage,  the  desert  tortoise's  recovery  and  resilience  in  the  face  of  multiple  threats  - 
- habitat  loss,  disease,  and  climate  change  --  could  be  jeopardized. 


3-4 


The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  South  projects  should  be 
revised  and  reissued  after  research  on  tortoise  habitat  in  Ivanpah  is  completed.  Biologists  began  research  in 
2012  specifically  to  determine  how  large  solar  plants  would  impact  habitat  connectivity  for  the  species.  The 
research  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  mid-2013,  at  which  time  the  BLM  can  make  a more  thoroughly 
infonned  decision  regarding  the  future  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  and  the  desert  tortoise. 


l 


Grace,  Erika 


Comment  Letter  4 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Monday,  December  10,  2012  10:45  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  "Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 
DSC_2447-5jpg;  Ivanpah +Overview+Stateline+ Alt3.jpg 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


— Forwarded  message 

From;  Liz  or  Steve  Robbins  <srobbins@gvtc.com> 

Date:  Sat,  Dec  8,  2012  at  8:06  AM 

Subject:  "Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 

To:  S il verStateSouthElSfalblm . gov,  jchi lders@blm . gov 


Please  consider  using  rooftops  and  existing  disturbed  habitat  for  these  solar  panels . Read  on ...  Liz  Robbins 
Near  Bergheim,  Texas 
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• The  BLM  should  evaluate  a more  robust  conservation  alternative  that  amends  land  use  plans  to 
protect  remaining  desert  habitat  in  the  Ivanpah  Valiev  from  industrial  development,  consistent  with  a 
2011  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  recommendation.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  should  ask 
First  Solar  to  build  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  power  projects  on  already-disturbed  lands, 
and  reject  the  current  proposals. 


• The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar 
projects  do  not  properly  evaluate  the  extent  to  which  each  project  would  obstruct  an  important 
desert  tortoise  habitat  linkage.  Without  this  habitat  linkage,  the  desert  tortoise's  recovery  and 
resilience  in  the  face  of  multiple  threats  - habitat  loss,  disease,  and  climate  change  - could  be 
jeopardized. 
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• The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  South  projects 
should  be  revised  and  reissued  after  research  on  tortoise  habitat  in  Ivanpah  is  completed.  Biologists 
began  research  in  2012  specifically  to  determine  how  large  solar  plants  would  impact  habitat 
connectivity  for  the  species.  The  research  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  mid-2013,  at  which  time  the 
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BLM  can  make  a more  thoroughly  informed  decision  regarding  the  future  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  and  the 
desert  tortoise. 


v 


(Click  on  image  to  expand)  This  Google  Earth  image  shows  the  extent  to  which  First  Solar's  Stateline  and 
Silver  State  solar  projects  would  destroy  desert  habitat  at  the  Ivanpah  Valley's  narrowest  point,  thereby 
constricting  north/south  tortoise  connectivity.  BrightSource  Energy's  Ivanpah  Solar  project  is  already  under 
construction,  and  shown  in  red  on  the  map,  but  First  Solar's  projects  would  more  than  double  the  current 

amount  of  destruction. 


This  photo  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  shows  the  desert  habitat  where  First  Solar  plans  to  build  the  Stateline  Solar 
power  project.  The  Silver  State  South  project  would  be  built  in  the  distance  beyond  the  dry  lake  bed.  Nearly  8 
square  miles  of  intact  desert  habitat  will  be  bulldozed  when  already-disturbed  land  exists  elsewhere  to 

accommodate  the  solar  panels. 
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Grace,  Erika 


Comment  Letter  5 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Monday,  December  10,  2012  10:45  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  Anna  Scotti  <akscotti@yahoo.com> 

Date:  Sat,  Dec  8,  2012  at  8:57  AM 

Subject:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 
To:  "ichilders(q)blm.gov"  <ichilders@blm.gov> 


Dear  J.  Childers, 

No  additional  industrial  development  should  be  allowed  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  and  First  Solar  should  consider 
less  destructive  locations  for  the  two  solar  projects. 

Thank  you 

Anna  Scotti 
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Grace,  Erika 
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V 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Monday,  December  10,  2012  10:45  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  Mary  Elizabeth  Raines  <infof^Jaughingcherub.eom> 

Date:  Sat,  Dec  8,  2012  at  9:37  AM 

Subject:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 

^ To:  silverstatesoutheis@blm.gov,  ichilders@blm.gov 

To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

While  I am  strongly  in  favor  of  solar  energy,  I am  also  concerned  because  the  proposed 
plan  would  damage  habitat  to  desert  tortoises  and  other  creatures.  My  understanding  is 
that  the  current  plan  would  disturb  critical  links  between  habitats  and  might  threaten  the 
tortoises. 

I am  appalled  that  eight  pristine  acres  of  desert  habitat  would  be  bulldozed  for  this  project.  There  are  better 
places  to  put  solar  projects  than  in  the  middle  of  habitat. 

The  BLM-which  represents  the  public,  M E-needs  to  do  more  environmental  impact  studies,  particularly  as  it 
relates  to  tortoises,  but  also  other  desert  habitat. 

The  whole  point  of  solar  energy  is  to  begin  conserving  the  earth  and  protecting  her  creatures.  Unfortunately, 
this  plan  misses  the  point  and  will  harm,  not  help,  the  natural  environment. 

Thank  you  for  considering  my  comments. 

Kind  regards, 

^ M.  E.  Raines 
Waukaunaka  St. 
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Grace,  Erika 


j 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Monday,  December  10,  2012  10:46  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  "Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  Sherri  Gallant  <psgallant2009@gmaiLcom> 

Date:  Sat,  Dec  8,  2012  at  9:57  AM 

Subject:  "Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 

To:  silverstatesoutheis@blm.gov,  ichilders@blm.gov 


No  additional  industrial  development  should  be  allowed  in  the  Ivanpah 
Valley,  and  First  Solar  should  consider  less  destructive  locations  for 
the  two  solar  projects. 

The  BLM  should  evaluate  a more  robust  conservation  alternative  that 
amends  land  use  plans  to  protect  remaining  desert  habitat  in  the 
Ivanpah  Valley  from  industrial  development,  consistent  with  a 201 1 US 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  recommendation. 


The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  should  ask  First  Solar  to  build 
the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  power  projects  on 
already-disturbed  lands,  and  reject  the  current  proposals. 


The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Silver  State 
South  and  Stateline  Solar  projects  do  not  properly  evaluate  the 
extent  to  which  each  project  would  obstruct  an  important  desert 
tortoise  habitat  linkage.  Without  this  habitat  linkage,  the  desert 
tortoise's  recovery  and  resilience  in  the  face  of  multiple  threats  — 
habitat  loss,  disease,  and  climate  change  --  could  be  jeopardized. 

The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Stateline  and 
Silver  State  South  projects  should  be  revised  and  reissued  after 
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research  on  tortoise  habitat  in  lvanpah  is  completed.  Biologists 
began  research  in  2012  specifically  to  determine  how  large  solar 
plants  would  impact  habitat  connectivity  for  the  species.  The 
research  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  mid-2013,  at  which  time  the 
BLM  can  make  a more  thoroughly  informed  decision  regarding  the  future 
of  the  lvanpah  Valley  and  the  desert  tortoise. 

Sherri  Gallant 
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Grace,  Erika 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Monday,  December  10,  2012  10:46  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  julie  barrett  <baiTettiewel@yahoo.com> 

Date:  Sat,  Dec  8,  2012  at  9:59  AM 

Subject:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 

To:  "SiiverStateSouthElS@blm.gov"  <SilverStateSQuthElS@blm.gov>,  "ichilders@blm.gov" 
<ichilders@blm.gov> 


Dear  BLM,  — j 

Please,  please  consider  our  tortoises  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley. 

The  BLM  should  evaluate  a more  robust  conservation  alternative  that  amends  land  use  plans  to  protect 
remaining  desert  habitat  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  from  industrial  development,  consistent  with  a 201 1 US  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  recommendation.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  should  ask  First  Solar  to  build  the  — 
Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  power  projects  on  already-disturbed  lands,  and  reject  the  current 
proposals.  — 

The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  projects  do  not 
properly  evaluate  the  extent  to  which  each  project  would  obstruct  an  important  desert  tortoise  habitat  linkage. 
Without  this  habitat  linkage,  the  desert  tortoise's  recovery  and  resilience  in  the  face  of  multiple  threats  — habitat 
loss,  disease,  and  climate  change  — could  be  jeopardized.  — 

The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  South  projects  should  be 
revised  and  reissued  after  research  on  tortoise  habitat  in  Ivanpah  is  completed.  Biologists  began  research  in 
2012  specifically  to  determine  how  large  solar  plants  would  impact  habitat  connectivity  for  the  species.  The 
research  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  mid-2013,  at  which  time  the  BLM  can  make  a more  thoroughly 
informed  decision  regarding  the  future  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  and  the  desert  tortoise. 

Thank  You, 

Julie  Barrett 

1117  Elmer  St.  Chico,  Ca.  95928 
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Grace,  Erika 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Monday,  December  10,  2012  10:46  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  COLIN  SMITH  <col  insmith42@msn.com> 

Date:  Sat,  Dec  8,  2012  at  10:10  AM 

Subject:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 

To:  silverstatesoutheis@blm.gov,  jchi1ders@blm.gov 


J.  Childers, 

I am  writing  to  give  comment  that  no  additional  industrial  development  should  be  allowed  in  the  Ivanpah 
Valley,  and  First  Solar  should  consider  less  destructive  locations  for  the  two  solar  projects  under 
consideration.  We  know  enough  in  our  time  about  population  biology  that  we  can  make  informed  decisions  to 
protect  our  natural  heritage,  especially  by  developing  already  disturbed  lands.  Please  consider  the  ongoing 
research  during  this  EIS  period. 

The  BLM  should  evaluate  a more  robust  conservation  alternative  that  amends  land  use  plans  to  protect 
remaining  desert  habitat  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  from  industrial  development,  consistent  with  a 201 1 US  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  recommendation.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  should  ask  First  Solar  to  build  the  ' 
Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  power  projects  on  already-disturbed  lands,  and  reject  the  current 
proposals. 


The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  projects  do  not 
properly  evaluate  the  extent  to  which  each  project  would  obstruct  an  important  desert  tortoise  habitat  linkage. 
Without  this  habitat  linkage,  the  desert  tortoise's  recovery  and  resilience  in  the  face  of  multiple  threats  — habitat 
loss,  disease,  and  climate  change  — could  be  jeopardized. 
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The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  South  projects  should  be 
revised  and  reissued  after  research  on  tortoise  habitat  in  Ivanpah  is  completed.  Biologists  began  research  in 
2012  specifically  to  determine  how  large  solar  plants  would  impact  habitat  connectivity  for  the  species.  The 
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research  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  mid-2013,  at  which  time  the  BLM  can  make  a more  thoroughly 
informed  decision  regarding  the  future  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  and  the  desert  tortoise. 

Future  generations  will  ask  why  we  in  our  generation  were  not  more  mindful  about  reusing  land  instead  of 
bulldozing  undisturbed  lands.  Please  consider  your  decision  carefullly  and  act  to  protect  desert  tortoises. 


J 
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Sincerely, 
Colin  Smith 
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Grace,  Erika 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Monday,  December  10,  2012  10:47  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  "Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  Judith  Greer  Essex  <i  udith@arts4ehange.com> 

Date:  Sat,  Dec  8,  2012  at  2:16  PM 

Subject:  "Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 

To:  iehilders@blm.gov 


Dear  sir, 

Please  do  not  dedicate  pristine  desert  land  to  solar  panels!  We  have  LOTS  of  parking  lots  and  urban  rooftops  that  would  be 
wonderful  sites  without  destroying  the  habitat  of  the  desert  tortoise. 

I am  a native  Californian  and  remember  seeing  them  as  a child.  I haven't  even  seen  one  in  decades! 

And  - there  would  be  no  loss  in  transporting  the  energy.  Let's  make  it  where  we  use  it!  It  could  even  cover  hot  parking  lots. 

There  are  MANY  better  solutions  than  this.  NO  not  destroy  more  delicate  desert  to  order  to  make  energy  for  the  city.  We 
need  refuge  and  we  need  desert  tortoises.  Do  not  destroy  wild  commons  for  this  type  of  development. 

Thank  you, 

Judith  essedx.1706  Whaley  aVenue 
San  diego  Ca  92014 
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Grace,  Erika 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Monday,  December  10,  2012  10:47  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message  — 

From:  Juliet  Lamont  <graywaggle@mae.com> 

Date:  Sat,  Dec  8,  2012  at  4:55  PM 

Subject:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 

To:  silverstatesoutheis@bhn.gov,  ichilders@bhn.gov 


BLM  representatives: 


I am  writing  to  ask  that  NO  additional  industrial  development  should  be  allowed  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  and  First 
Solar  should  consider  less  destructive  locations  for  its  two  solar  projects.  We  can  - and  must  - achieve  our  solar 
energy  goals  without  degrading  and  damaging  rare  habitat,  species,  and  open  space.  There  are  more  logical 
solar  alternatives  that  could  allow  this  to  happen  without  impacting  the  desert  - and  other  - open  lands.  _ 


11-1 


• The  BLM  should  evaluate  a more  robust  conservation  alternative  that  amends  land  use  plans  to  protect 
remaining  desert  habitat  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  from  industrial  development,  consistent  with  a 201 1 US  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  recommendation.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  should  ask  First  Solar  to  build  the  Silver  State  South 
and  Stateline  Solar  power  projects  on  already-disturbed  lands,  and  reject  the  current  proposals. 
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• The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  projects  do  not 

properly  evaluate  the  extent  to  which  each  project  would  obstruct  an  important  desert  tortoise  habitat  linkage.  Without  this 
habitat  linkage,  the  desert  tortoise's  recovery  and  resilience  in  the  face  of  multiple  threats  --  habitat  loss,  disease,  and 
climate  change  --  could  be  jeopardized.  _ 

• The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  South  projects  should  be 

revised  and  reissued  after  research  on  tortoise  habitat  in  Ivanpah  is  completed.  Biologists  began  research  in  2012 
specifically  to  determine  how  large  solar  plants  would  impact  habitat  connectivity  for  the  species.  The  research  is 
scheduled  to  be  completed  in  mid-2013,  at  which  time  the  BLM  can  make  a more  thoroughly  informed  decision  regarding 
the  future  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  and  the  desert  tortoise.  _ 
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Sincerely, 
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Grace,  Erika 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Monday,  December  10,  2012  10:47  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  linda  hoffpauir  <anmluvr(d-l,be11soiith.net> 

Date:  Sat,  Dec  8,  2012  at  5:27  PM 

Subject:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 

To:  SnverStateSouthElSfriblm.gov,  ichilders@blm.gov 


No  additional  industrial  development  should  be  allowed  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  and  First  Solar  should  consider 
less  destructive  locations  for  the  two  solar  projects.  _ 

• The  BLM  should  evaluate  a more  robust  conservation  alternative  that  amends  land  use  plans  to  protect 

remaining  desert  habitat  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  from  industrial  development,  consistent  with  a 2011  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  _ 
Service  recommendation.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  should  ask  First  Solar  to  build  the  Silver  State  South- 
and  Stateline  Solar  power  projects  on  already-disturbed  lands,  and  reject  the  current  proposals.  — 

• The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  projects  do  not 
properly  evaluate  the  extent  to  which  each  project  would  obstruct  an  important  desert  tortoise  habitat  linkage.  Without  this 
habitat  linkage,  the  desert  tortoise's  recovery  and  resilience  in  the  face  of  multiple  threats  - habitat  loss,  disease,  and 
climate  change  --  could  be  jeopardized. 

• The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  South  projects  should  be  — 

revised  and  reissued  after  research  on  tortoise  habitat  in  Ivanpah  is  completed.  Biologists  began  research  in  2012 
specifically  to  determine  how  large  solar  plants  would  impact  habitat  connectivity  for  the  species.  The  research  is 
scheduled  to  be  completed  in  mid-2013,  at  which  time  the  BLM  can  make  a more  thoroughly  informed  decision  regarding 
the  future  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  and  the  desert  tortoise.  _ 

• The  purpose  of  developing  solar  is  to  save  the  planet  and  the  life  thereon.  Let's  not  forget  that. 
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Grace,  Erika 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Monday,  December  10,  2012  10:46  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From;  Kathrine  Jenkins  <montanaokie@gmail.com> 

Date:  Sat,  Dec  8,  2012  at  10:31  AM 

Subject:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 

To:  silverstatesoutheis@blm.gov,  ichilders@blm.gov 


Dear  Sir  or  Madam, 

No  additional  industrial  development  should  be  allowed  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley 
and  First  Solar  should  consider  less  destructive  locations  for  the  two 
solar  projects. 

This  can  be  accomplished  by  having  the  First  Solar  to  build  the  Silver  State 
South  and  Stateline  Solar  power  projects  on  already-disturbed  lands,  and 
reject  the  current  proposals.  There  are  plenty  of  roof  tops  that  are  not 
being  used  and  the  technology  is  there  to  place  all  the  solar  collectors  on 
them  without  occupying  anymore  land. 

There  are  many  animals,  insects  and  birds  that  call  this  area  their  home. 

The  most  endangered  by  this  destruction  of  the  land  is  the  desert  tortoise. 
Their  recovery  and  resilience  in  the  face  of  multiple  threats  — habitat 
loss,  disease,  and  climate  change  — will  be  jeopardized  that  much  more  with 
this  loss  of  habitat. 

Thank  you 

Kathrine  Jenkins 


K 
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Ulin,  Montana 

I'm  in  Love  with  Montana. 

— For  other  states  I have  admiration,  respect,  recognition,  even  some 
affection, 

but  with  Montana,  it  is  Love* 

Pray  for  the  president  Psalm  109:8 
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Comment  Letter  14 


Grace,  Erika 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Monday,  December  10,  2012  10:47  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  <cyndiric@.netscape.net> 

Date:  Sun,  Dec  9,  2012  at  5:17  AM 

Subject:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 

To:  SilverStateSouthElS@blm.gov,  ichilders@blm.gov 


Please  protect  the  habitat  of  the  desert  tortoise  by  using  already  disturbed  rather  than  undisturbed 
habitat  land.  Also  please  protect  150  species  of  plants,  36  species  of  birds,  12  reptile  species,  up  to 
nine  species  of  bats,  and  numerous  other  mammals,  such  as  the  desert  bighorn  sheep. 

Please  make  sure  the  habitat  areas  connect  so  that  the  tortoises  can  move  freely  from  one  to 
another,  Tortoises  do  not  understand  skinny  "roadways"  so  please  make  sure  the  connections  are 
large. 

BLM  can  make  a more  thoroughly  informed  decision  in  mid-2013  regarding  the  future  of  the  Ivanpah 
Valley  and  the  desert  tortoise  after  the  research  has  been  completed  by  scientists  studying  the  impact 
of  large  solar  plants. 
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Grace,  Erika 


Comment  Letter  15 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Monday,  December  10,  2012  10:48  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  "Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  Peg  Hardman  <doc.hardmaii@:gmail.coni> 

Date:  Sun,  Dec  9,  2012  at  6:46  AM 

Subject:  "Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 

To:  silverstatesoutheis@blm.gov,  ichilders@blm.gov 


No  additional  industrial  development  should  be  allowed  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  and  First  Solar  should 
consider  less  destructive  locations  for  the  two  solar  projects.  _ 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  should  ask  First  Solar  to  build  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline 
Solar  power  projects  on  already-disturbed  lands,  and  reject  the  current  proposals.  _ 

Without  this  habitat  linkage,  the  desert  tortoise's  recovery  and  resilience  in  the  face  of  multiple  threats  — habitat 
loss,  disease,  and  climate  change  — could  be  jeopardized.  — 

Biologists  began  research  in  2012  specifically  to  determine  how  large  solar  plants  would  impact  habitat 
connectivity  for  the  species.  The  research  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  mid-2013,  at  which  time  the  BLM 
can  make  a more  thoroughly  informed  decision  regarding  the  future  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  and  the  desert 
tortoise. 

I repeat:  already-disturbed  land  exists  elsewhere  to  accommodate  the  solar  panels.  It  is  imperative  this  nation 
protect  and  nurture  all  species  inhabiting  it.  Fragile  environments  already  pose  their  own  threats  to  species,  so 
please.  Reject  this  location  and  go  where  less  invasive  activity  can  be  done.  Thank  you. 

Peg  Hardman 
Socorro,  N M 
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Comment  Letter  16 


Grace,  Erika 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Monday,  December  10,  2012  10:47  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  "Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  Karla  Walker  <karlakwalkerfdjgmail.com> 

Date:  Sat,  Dec  8,  2012  at  6: 10  PM 

Subject:  "Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 

To:  silverstatesoutheis@blm.gov,  iehi1ders@blm.gov 


To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

I believe  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  should  protect  the  desert  habitat  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  from  intrusive 
development,  consistent  with  a 2011  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  recommendation. 

You  should  ask  First  Solar  to  I build  the  Slver  State  Soutn  and  Stateline  Solar  per  project  on  already  disturbed  lands,  and  1 1 6 - 2 
reject  the  current  proposals. 
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Animals  have  their  place  in  the  scheme  of  things  and  we  have  already  done  so  many  of  them  a great  disservice  by 
removing,  displacing,  and  otherwise  interfering  in  their  lives.  This  is  a totally  unnecessary  invasion  of  their  space  as  there 
is  no  Qualitative  reason  for  putting  the  Solar  project  in  the  proposed  area  when  there  are  a multitude  of  places  that  would 
suffice. 
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The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  projects  do  not  properly 
evaluate  the  extent  to  which  each  project  would  obstruct  an  important  desert  tortoise  habitat  linkage. 

Without  this  habitat  linkage,  the  desert  tortoise's  recovery  and  resilience  in  the  face  of  multiple  threats  --  habitat  loss, 
disease,  and  climate  change  --  could  be  jeopardized. 


The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  South  projects  should  be  revised  and 
reissued  after  research  on  tortoise  habitat  in  Ivanpah  is  completed.  Biologists  began  research  in  2012  specifically  to 
determine  how  large  solar  plants  would  impact  habitat  connectivity  for  the  species.  The  research  is  scheduled  to  be 
completed  in  mid-2013,  at  which  time  the  BLM  can  make  a more  thoroughly  informed  decision  regarding  the  future  of  the 
Ivanpah  Valiev  and  the  desert  tortoise.  “ 
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Please  find  another  place  for  this  proposed  project  that  doesn't  displace  any  critters. 

Thank  you  for  your  time, 

Karla  Walker 
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Grace,  Erika 


Comment  Letter  17 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Monday,  December  10,  2012  10:48  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  "Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  a my  vitellaro  <amc  I i a83  83  (a\  hotmai  1 .com> 

Date:  Sun,  Dec  9,  2012  at  7:56  AM 

Subject:  "Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 

To:  silverstatesoutheisf6tblm.gov 
Cc:  jciiilders7tblin.gov 


NO  additional  industrial  development  should  be  allowed  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley!  First  Solar  should  pick 
somewhere  that  is  less  destructive  to  our  precious  deserts  and  the  animals  and  plants  that  call  it  home.  Im  sure 
there  is  land  that  has  already  been  'disturbed'  that  you  could  use  instead.  You  are  going  TO  KILL  THE 
DESERT  TORTOISE!  They  are  already  threatened  by  the  harm  and  destruction  that  humans  have  caused 
unintentionally,  or  without  care.  I am  urging  you  and  begging  you  to  make  the  correct  decision  and  to  really 
give  this  more  thought-for  the  sake  of  the  tortoises  and  ALL  of  the  other  species  that  call  the  desert 
home.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  time.  ;) 

Amy  Jemc 
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Grace,  Erika 


Comment  Letter  18 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Monday,  December  10,  2012  10:48  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  Marine's  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power 
projects 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  Maurice  Carriere  <equah~evoludQn@gmail.com> 

Date:  Sun,  Dec  9,  2012  at  1 1:41  AM 

Subject:  Marine's  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 

To:  silverstatesoutheis@blin.gov,  ichilders@blm.gov 


Hi,  I'm  a Marine  Veteran  who  was  born  and  raised  in  Rhode  Island  and  now  live  in  California.  I moved  to  California 
in  2002  and  have  fallen  in  love  with  the  desert  because  of  how  abused  our  cities  are.  I have  seen  already  too 
much  wildlife  damaged  already  through  natural  as  well  as  industrial  causes  on  my  road  trips  for  photography. 

We  have  rare  species  I wish  to  fight  for  as  precious  history.  We  must  preserve  our  roots.  No  additional  industrial 
development  should  be  allowed  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  and  First  Solar  should  consider  less  destructive  locations 
for  the  two  solar  projects. 
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Respectfully, 

Kaleb  Bajakian  aka  Maurice  Carriere(legal  name) 
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Grace,  Erika 


Comment  Letter  19 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Monday,  December  10,  2012  10:48  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From;  Cristy  Wojdac  <knitwit76@yahoo.com> 

Date:  Sun,  Dec  9,  20 1 2 at  1:12  PM 

Subject:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 

To:  "SilverStateSouthElSrdiblm.gov"  <SilverStateSouthE lSfriblm.gov>,  "ichilders@blm.gov11 
<i  chi  lders@blm.gov> 


No  additional  industrial  development  should  be  allowed  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  and  First  Solar  should  consider 
less  destructive  locations  for  the  two  solar  projects. 

• The  BLM  should  evaluate  a more  robust  conservation  alternative  that  amends  land  use  plans  to  protect  remaining  desert 

habitat  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  from  industrial  development,  consistent  with  a 201 1 US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
recommendation.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  should  ask  First  Solar  to  build  the  Silver  State  South  and 
Stateline  Solar  power  projects  on  already-disturbed  lands,  and  reject  the  current  proposals.  _ 

• The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  projects  do  not  properly 
evaluate  the  extent  to  which  each  project  would  obstruct  an  important  desert  tortoise  habitat  linkage.  Without  this  habitat 
linkage,  the  desert  tortoise's  recovery  and  resilience  in  the  face  of  multiple  threats  --  habitat  loss,  disease,  and  climate 
change  --  could  be  jeopardized. 

• The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  South  projects  should  be  revised  and 
reissued  after  research  on  tortoise  habitat  in  Ivanpah  is  completed.  Biologists  began  research  in  2012  specifically  to 
determine  how  large  solar  plants  would  impact  habitat  connectivity  for  the  species.  The  research  is  scheduled  to  be 
completed  in  mid-2013,  at  which  time  the  BLM  can  make  a more  thoroughly  informed  decision  regarding  the  future  of  the 
Ivanpah  Valley  and  the  desert  tortoise. 

T hanky  on, 

Cristy  Wojdac 
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Grace,  Erika 


Comment  Letter  20 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Monday,  December  10,  2012  10:48  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd;  "Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  Mimi  Chen  <Mimi@cognitivccode.com> 

Date:  Sun,  Dec  9,  2012  at  6:23  PM 

Subject:  "Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 

To:  "SilverStateSouthElS@blm.gov"  <ichilders@.blm.gov> 


Attention: 

The  Desert  Tortoise  is  endangered.  Please  consider  the  following: 

The  BLM  should  evaluate  a more  robust  conservation  alternative  that 
amends  land  use  plans  to  protect  remaining  desert  habitat  in  the  Ivanpah 
Valley  from  industrial  development,  consistent  with  a 201 1 US  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  recommendation.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM) 
should  ask  First  Solar  to  build  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar 
power  projects  on  already-disturbed  lands,  and  reject  the  current 
proposals. 

The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Silver  State  South 
and  Stateline  Solar  projects  do  not  properly  evaluate  the  extent  to  which 
each  project  would  obstruct  an  important  desert  tortoise  habitat  linkage. 
Without  this  habitat  linkage,  the  desert  tortoise's  recovery  and 
resilience  in  the  face  of  multiple  threats  — habitat  loss,  disease,  and 
climate  change  — could  be  jeopardized. 

The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Stateline  and 
Silver  State  South  projects  should  be  revised  and  reissued  after  research 
on  tortoise  habitat  in  Ivanpah  is  completed.  Biologists  began  research  in 
2012  specifically  to  determine  how  large  solar  plants  would  impact  habitat 
connectivity  for  the  species.  The  research  is  scheduled  to  be  completed 
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in  mid-2013,  at  which  time  the  BLM  can  make  a more  thoroughly  informed 
decision  regarding  the  future  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  and  the  desert 
tortoise. 

Please  protect  our  desert  Tortoises.  Move  solar  projects  elsewhere! 

Thank  you 

Mimi  Chen 


Mi  mi  Chen 
Co-Founder/President 
Cognitive  Code  Corporation 

www.cognitivecode.com 

818-32 1-3728 
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Grace,  Erika 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Comment  Letter  21 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Monday,  December  10,  2012  10:48  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  Public  comment  on  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  Chris  <hennosa.bruin@gmail.com> 

Date:  Sun,  Dec  9,  2012  at  8:14  PM 

Subject:  Public  comment  on  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 

To:  silverstatesoutheis@blm.gov,  iehilders@bhn.gov 


Our  desert  tortoise  is  already  under  enough  stress  without  scraping  its  habitat  for  these  mega  "green"  energy 
projects.  This  is  not  wise  use  of  our  public  lands.  - 

Our  family  (Independents  and  Democrats)  agrees  with  this.  The  BLM  should  evaluate  a more  robust  conservation 
alternative  that  amends  land  use  plans  to  protect  remaining  desert  habitat  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  from  industrial 
development,  consistent  with  a 201 1 US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  recommendation.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  ~ 
(BLM)  should  ask  First  Solar  to  build  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  power  projects  on  already-disturbed  lands, 
and  reject  the  current  proposals.  — 

We  normally  think  that  "more  study"  is  a waste  of  time,  but  in  this  case  this  ancient  habitat  is  not  well  enough  understood 
to  decide  its  fate.  The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar 
projects  do  not  properly  evaluate  the  extent  to  which  each  project  would  obstruct  an  important  desert  tortoise  habitat 
linkage.  Without  this  habitat  linkage,  the  desert  tortoise's  recovery  and  resilience  in  the  face  of  multiple  threats  ~ habitat 
loss,  disease,  and  climate  change  --  could  be  jeopardized.  — 

Please  fulfill  your  mission  and  quit  sacrificing  irreplaceable  wildlife  for  this  cockamamie  subsidy  grab  and  land  rush.  It  is 
not  something  to  be  proud  of  at  all.  _l 

Best, 

Chris  Howell  & Family 
74654  Yucca  Tree  Drive 
Palm  Desert,  CA 

hermosa.bruin@qmail.com 
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Grace,  Erika 

From:  Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Sent:  Monday,  December  10,  2012  10:49  AM 

To:  Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Subject:  Fwd:  "Public  comment  on  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


— — Forwarded  message 

From:  Ken  Wilson  <ken@talontours.com> 

Date:  Sun,  Dec  9,  2012  at  10:55  PM 

Subject:  "Public  comment  on  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 

To:  silverstatesoutheis@blm.gov,  ichilders@bhn.gov 


• The  BLM  should  evaluate  a more  robust  conservation  alternative  that  amends  land  use  plans  to  protect 

remaining  desert  habitat  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  from  industrial  development,  consistent  with  a 201 1 US  Fish  and  Wildlife  _ 
Service  recommendation.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  should  ask  First  Solar  to  build  the  Silver  State  South 
and  Stateline  Solar  power  projects  on  already-disturbed  lands,  and  reject  the  current  proposals.  _ _ 

• The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  projects  do  not 

properly  evaluate  the  extent  to  which  each  project  would  obstruct  an  important  desert  tortoise  habitat  linkage.  Without  this 
habitat  linkage,  the  desert  tortoise's  recovery  and  resilience  in  the  face  of  multiple  threats  --  habitat  loss,  disease,  and 
climate  change  — could  be  jeopardized.  — 
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• The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  South  projects  should  be 
revised  and  reissued  after  research  on  tortoise  habitat  in  Ivanpah  is  completed.  Biologists  began  research  in  2012 
specifically  to  determine  how  large  solar  plants  would  impact  habitat  connectivity  for  the  species.  The  research  is 
scheduled  to  be  completed  in  mid-2013,  at  which  time  the  BLM  can  make  a more  thoroughly  informed  decision  regarding 
the  future  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  and  the  desert  tortoise. 
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Ken  Wilson 

509  Jack  London  Drive, 

Santa  Rosa.Ca.  95409 

ken@talontours.CQm 

www.talontours.com 

(707)  843-521 1 

https://www.facebook.com/KenWilsonsT  alonT  ours 

<< 
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Grace,  Erika 


Comment  Letter  23 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Monday,  December  10,  2012  11:02  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  Jenny  <iensoasis@aol.com> 

Date:  Mon,  Dec  10,  2012  at  7:52  AM 

Subject:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 

To:  SilverStateSouthElS@blm.gov 
Cc:  ichilders@bhn.gov 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  South  Solar  Power  Projects. 


Industrial  scale  solar  should  not  be  built  on  prime  tortoise  habitat.  No  additional  industrial  development 
should  be  allowed  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  and  First  Solar  should  consider  less  destructive  locations  for  the 
two  solar  projects.  - 
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The  BLM  must  fully  consider  the  impacts  to  the  Desert  Tortoise,  including  important  habitat  linkages  and 
provide  adequate  alternatives,  including  less  destructive  places  to  put  the  solar  panels:  including  brownfields, 
rooftops  and  parking  lots  where  the  energy  will  be  used. 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  should  reject  the  current  proposals  and  ask  First  Solar  to  build  the 
Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  power  projects  on  already-disturbed  lands. 


The  BLM  should  evaluate  a more  robust  conservation  alternative  that  amends  land  use  plans  to  protect 
remaining  desert  habitat  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  from  industrial  development,  consistent  with  a 201 1 US  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  recommendation.  Without  habitat  linkage,  the  desert  tortoise's  recovery  and  resilience  in  the  face  of 
multiple  threats  — habitat  loss,  disease,  and  climate  change  — could  be  jeopardized. 

Biologists  began  research  in  2012  specifically  to  determine  how  large  solar  plants  would  impact  habitat 
connectivity  for  the  species. The  research  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  mid-2013,  at  which  time  the  BLM  can 
make  a more  thoroughly  informed  decision  regarding  the  future  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  and  the  desert  tortoise. 
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Sincerely, 

Jenny  Wilder, 

19607  Sandy  Ln,  Apple  Valley,  CA  92308 
760  220  0730 

iensoasis@aol.com 


The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  South  projects  should  be 
revised  and  reissued  after  research  on  tortoise  habitat  in  Ivanpah  is  completed.  The  Ivanpah  Valley  hosts  an 
above-average  biodiversity  of  desert  wildlife  on  a beautiful  stretch  of  desert  spanning  the  Nevada  and  California 
border.  — 


“The  success  of  a society  lies  in  the  willingness  of  its  citizens  to  give  of  themselves,  to  perform  or 

give  a service  of  their  own  free  will.” 

Ralph  Waldo  Emerson 


2 


Grace,  Erika 


> 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Comment  Letter  24 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Monday,  December  10,  2012  3:34  PM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  "Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  Diana  Cao  <sissy4m@hotmail.com> 

Date:  Mon,  Dec  10,  2012  at  12:25  PM 

Subject:  "Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 

* To:  "silverstatesoutheis@Thn.gov"  <silverstatesoutheis@blm.gov>.  "ichilders@blm.gov"  <ichilders@blm.gov> 


No  additional  industrial  development  should  be  allowed  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  and  First  Solar  should 
consider  less  destructive  locations  for  the  two  solar  projects. 
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The  BLM  should  evaluate  a more  robust  conservation  alternative  that  amends  land  use  plans  to  protect 
remaining  desert  habitat  in  the  Ivanpah  Valiev  from  industrial  development,  consistent  with  a 201 1 US 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  recommendation.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  should  ask  First 
Solar  to  build  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  power  projects  on  already-disturbed  lands,  and 
reject  the  current  proposals. 
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Protect  the  lands  and  the  wildlife  from  destruction. 

Sincerely, 

Diana  Cao 
Venice,  FL  34293 


l 


Grace,  Erika 


Comment  Letter  25 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Monday,  December  10,  2012  7:09  PM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  "Public  comment  on  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  Anne  Butterfield  <ApneFarr45(a)comcast.net> 

Date:  Mon,  Dec  10,  2012  at  4:06  PM 

Subject:  "Public  comment  on  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 

To:  SilverStateSouthEIS(ajblm.gov,  ichilders@blm.gov 
Cc:  BUTTERFIELD  ANNE  <annefarr45@comcast.net> 


"Public  comment  on  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 


To  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management: 


I have  been  a committed  advocate  for  renewable  energy  for  many  years  yet  I am  truly  troubled  by  industrial 
scale  solar  projects  being  built  - needlessly  in  wilderness  areas  - where  sensitive  populations  of  animals  exist, 
as  is  the  case  in  the  two  projects  named  above.  Of  particular  concern  is  the  federally  threatened  Desert 
Tortoise,  (please  see  http://www.kcet.org/news/rewire/solar/photovoltaic-pv/draft-environmental-statement- 
out-for-statellne-solar.html) 


People  who  closely  watch  the  much  needed  advance  of  renewable  energy  in  the  United  States  know  that 
building  large  solar  projects  in  urban  or  suburban  centers  can  save  money  and  wildlife  as  compared  with 
building  in  remote  areas.  When  solar  projects  are  built  close  to  the  end  users,  it  can  save  on  transmission 
expenses  and  deliver  value-enhancing  *shade*  over  parking  lots,  roads,  highways,  canals,  and  commercial 
centers  where  those  solar  farms  get  built. 


Also,  building  solar  arrays  to  float  on  reservoirs  or  stand  over  canals  is  a huge  saver  of  water  from  evaporation, 
(please  see  http://www.nvtimes.com/20 1 1 /04/20/business/energy- 

eiwironmcnt/20float.html?pagewanted=alD  First  Solar  should  offer  to  build  a huge  solar  farm  to  float  on 
nearby  Lake  Mead  which  is  constantly  losing  water  level  due  to  the  effects  of  global  warming,  and  where  huge 
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transmission  capacity  exists  for  the  power  station  at  Hoover  Dam.  Bureau  of  Reclamation  is  already  seeking 
projects  this  way: 

"Evaporation  rates  at  Colorado  River  reservoirs  (Powell,  Mead,  etc.)  constitute  major  losses  of  water  in  the 
Colorado  River  system  - losses  that  are  not  put  to  'beneficial  use',  as  defined  by  most  water  users.  In  fact, 
evaporation  rates  at  Lake  Powell  and  Lake  Mead  (330,000  acre-feet  (af)  and  740,000  af,  respectively)  are 
greater  than  water  amounts  transported  to  Las  Vegas  and  Salt  Lake  City  metro  areas  (290,000  af  and  140,000 
af,  respectively).  Evaporation  rates  of  these  two  major  reservoirs  are  so  high  primarily  because  of  the  desert 
environments  in  which  they  are  located.  These  environments  have  high  summer  temperatures,  low  relative 
humidity,  and  intense  solar  inputs.... 

In  an  effort  to  reduce  evaporation  rates  at  these  reservoirs,  while  also  producing  clean,  renewable  energy,  the  BOR  and  other  land  and  water 
management  agencies  should  consider  covering  many  portions  of  Lake  Powell  and  Lake  Mead  will  solar  panels.  Solar  panels  would  simultaneously 
utilize  solar  inputs  to  create  electricity  and  prevent  evaporation.  Electricity  produced  could  be  transported  by  existing  lines  from  Hoover  and  Glen 

Canyon  Dams.  Solar  panels  could  be  mounted  to  dry  land  and  span  arms  of  reservoirs,  or  could  be  harnessed  on  floating  ’piers’.  " _ 


see  http://www.usbr.gov/lc/regioii/programs/crbstudv/44  Evaporation  Reduction  from  Reservoirs  and  Canal 
s.pdf 


I am  asking  the  BLM  to  direct  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  projects  away  from  the  sensitive  tortoise  habitat  in 
Ivanpah  Valley  and  ask  "First"  Solar  to  build  "First"  on  BUILT  ENVIRONMENTS.  I hope  they  will  discover 
superior  project  value  as  well  as  superior  social  acceptance  by  building  on  already  existing  infrastructure.  This 
is  a values  issue;  solar  power  is  about  preserving  the  environment  and  should  exhibit  that  value  in  every 
possible  way.  — 
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thank  you  for  your  consideration, 


Anne  B Butterfield 
209  Boulder  View  Lane 
Boulder  CO  80304 
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Grace,  Erika 


Comment  Letter  26 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 
Tuesday,  December  11,  2012  11:17  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 
Fwd:  Turtle  Habitat 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  Wayne  Johnson  <wavnezorro@gmaiLcom> 
Date:  Mon,  Dec  10,  2012  at  4:33  PM 
Subject:  Turtle  Habitat 

To:  SilverstatesouthElS@blm.gov 
Cc:  J € h i I dcrs@;b hn . gov 


The  Tortoise  deserves  the  benefit  of  the  doubt  in  any  development  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley.  Wayne  Johnson  Ph.D. 
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Grace,  Erika 


Comment  Letter  27 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Tuesday,  December  11,  2012  11:19  AM 

Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  Comments  in  defense  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  Aida  Shirley  <aidasl]irley7/  yahoo.coni> 

Date:  Mon,  Dec  10,  2012  at  5:58  PM 

Subject:  Comments  in  defense  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley 

To:  "SilverStateSouihElSr^'blm.gov"  <SilverStateSouthEIS@blm.gov>,  'bchilders@blm.gov'1 
<ich  ildcrs@blm.gov> 


To  whom  it  may  concern, 

The  project  by  First  Solar  should  be  moved  to  a different  location.  The  Ivanpah  Valley  is  not  a place  for  it. 

Please  have  them  use  roof  tops,  or  other  already  developed  land,  to  install  the  panels. 

These  undisturbed  land  is  home  to  many  species,  including  the  desert  tortoise,  and  their  annihilation  is  not  necessary  at 
all. 

I saw  a European  design  solution  where  the  panels  were  installed  on  the  side  of  the  freeway. 

That  would  be  a more  sustainable  approach  for  the  development  of  solar  energy. 

Thank  you, 

Aida  Shirley 

8734  Stockholm  Avenue 
Las  Vegas,  NV  89147 
702-567-6300 
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Grace,  Erika 


Comment  Letter  28 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Tuesday,  December  11,  2012  11:19  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  John  St.  Clair  <iohn.stclair(aiinlandstor\Tellers.or<j> 

Date:  Mon,  Dec  10,  2012  at  9:21  PM 

Subject:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 

To:  silverstatesoutheis@blm.gov,  ichilders@blm.gov 


The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  projects  do  not 
properly  evaluate  the  extent  to  which  each  project  would  obstruct  an  important  desert  tortoise  habitat 
linkage.  Without  this  habitat  linkage,  the  desert  tortoise's  recovery  and  resilience  in  the  face  of  multiple  threats: 
such  as  habitat  loss,  disease,  and  climate  change;  could  be  jeopardized.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
(BLM)  should  ask  First  Solar  to  build  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  power  projects  on  already- 
disturbed  lands,  and  reject  the  current  proposals. 
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John  St . Clair 
Storyteller 

iohn@inlandst.orytellers  . ora 
inlandstorytellers . orq 

Retired  teacher  of  Logo  and  Lego 
LogoForum  moderator 

groups . yahoo . com/group/logof orum 

Global  SchoolNet  Foundation 

www . gsn . org 
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Grace,  Erika 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Comment  Letter  29 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Tuesday,  December  11,  2012  11:19  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  Dave  Kwinter  < h d k 9 2 5 @ s b c g 1 o b a t. n e t> 

Date:  Mon,  Dec  10,  2012  at  10:29  PM 

Subject:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 

To:  SilverStateSouthElS@blm.gov,  ichilders@blm.gov 

• The  BLM  should  evaluate  a more  robust  conservation  alternative  that  amends  land  use  plans  to  protect  remaining 
desert  habitat  in  the  Ivanpah  Valiev  from  industrial  development,  consistent  with  a 201 1 US  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  recommendation.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  should  ask  First  Solar  to  build  the  Silver  State- 
South  and  Stateline  Solar  power  projects  on  already-disturbed  lands,  and  reject  the  current  proposals. 

• The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  projects  do  not 

properly  evaluate  the  extent  to  which  each  project  would  obstruct  an  important  desert  tortoise  habitat  linkage. 
Without  this  habitat  linkage,  the  desert  tortoise's  recovery  and  resilience  in  the  face  of  multiple  threats  --  habitat 
loss,  disease,  and  climate  change  --  could  be  jeopardized.  _ 

• The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  South  projects  should  be 

revised  and  reissued  after  research  on  tortoise  habitat  in  Ivanpah  is  completed.  Biologists  began  research  in  2012 
specifically  to  determine  how  large  solar  plants  would  impact  habitat  connectivity  for  the  species.  The  research  is 
scheduled  to  be  completed  in  mid-2013,  at  which  time  the  BLM  can  make  a more  thoroughly  informed  decision 
regarding  the  future  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  and  the  desert  tortoise  ~ 

Dave  Kwinter 

350  N.  Civiv  Drive,  #301 

Walnut  Creek,  Ca  94596 
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Grace,  Erika 


Comment  Letter  30 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Tuesday,  December  11,  2012  11:19  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  Juanita  <iuanita@eclectic-resources.net> 

Date:  Mon,  Dec  10,  2012  at  5:54  PM 

Subject:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 

To:  SilverStateSouthElS@bhn.gov,  ichilders@blm.gov 


I consider  myself  a proponent  of  solar  energy,  but  this  site  causes  concern. 


Nearly  8 square  miles  of  intact  desert  habitat  will  be  bulldozed  when  already-disturbed  land  exists  elsewhere  to 
accommodate  the  solar  panels. 


The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  should  ask  First  Solar  to  build  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline 
Solar  power  projects  on  already-disturbed  lands  along  the  existing  power  grid  lines,  and  reject  the  current 
proposals. 
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The  BLM  should  evaluate  a more  robust  conservation  alternative  that  amends  land  use  plans  to  protect 
remaining  desert  habitat  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  from  industrial  development,  consistent  with  a 201 1 US  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  recommendation. 
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Thank  You. 


Ms  Juanita  Colucci 
Bullhead  City,  AZ  86442 


l 


Grace,  Erika 

► 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Comment  Letter  31 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Tuesday,  December  11,  2012  11:20  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  Nat  Ladik  <platoniclovve@gmail.com> 

Date:  Tue,  Dec  1 1,  2012  at  1:02  AM 

^ Subject:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 

To:  silverstatesoutheis@blm.gov,  ichilders@blm.  go  v 


• The  BLM  should  evaluate  a more  robust  conservation  alternative  that  amends  land  use  plans  to  protect 
remaining  desert  habitat  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  from  industrial  development,  consistent  with  a 201 1 US 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  recommendation.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  should  ask  First  ~~ 
Solar  to  build  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  power  projects  on  already-disturbed  lands,  and 
reject  the  current  proposals. 

• The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar 

projects  do  not  properly  evaluate  the  extent  to  which  each  project  would  obstruct  an  important  desert 
tortoise  habitat  linkage.  Without  this  habitat  linkage,  the  desert  tortoise's  recovery  and  resilience  in  the 
face  of  multiple  threats  — habitat  loss,  disease,  and  climate  change  — could  be  jeopardized.  _ 

• The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  South  projects 

should  be  revised  and  reissued  after  research  on  tortoise  habitat  in  Ivanpah  is  completed.  Biologists 
began  research  in  2012  specifically  to  determine  how  large  solar  plants  would  impact  habitat 
connectivity  for  the  species.  The  research  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  mid-2013,  at  which  time  the 
BLM  can  make  a more  thoroughly  informed  decision  regarding  the  future  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  and  the 
desert  tortoise.  — 

ft 


31-1 

31-2 

31-3 

31-4 


l 


Natalie  Ladik 
NRL  Photography 
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Grace,  Erika 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Comment  Letter  3 2 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Tuesday,  December  11,  2012  11:20  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  Public  Comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  Solar  Power  Projects 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  Evelyn  Gajowski  <shakespe(<r  u n 1 v . ne vada. edu> 

Date:  Tue,  Dec  1 1 , 20 1 2 at  1 :09  AM 

I Subject:  Public  Comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  Solar  Power  Projects 

To:  SilverStateSouthElSfeblm.gov,  ichilders@blm.gov 


Dear  BLM, 

I urge  you  to  evaluate  a conservation  alternative  that  amends  land  use  plans  to  protect  remaining  desert  habitat  in  the 
Ivanpah  Valley  from  industrial  development.  Doing  so  would  be  consistent  with  the  201 1 recommendation  of  the  US  Fish_ 
and  Wildlife  Service.  Please  reject  the  current  proposals.  Instead,  First  Solar  should  build  the  Silver  State  South  and 
Stateline  solar  power  projects  on  already-disturbed  lands.  - 

Your  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  solar  power  projects  fail  to  evaluate 
the  extent  to  which  they  would  obstruct  the  crucial  linkage  of  desert  tortoise  habitat.  Loss  of  habitat  connectivity  will 
jeopardize  the  recovery  and  resilience  of  the  desert  tortoise  in  confronting  multiple  threats  --  habitat  loss,  disease,  and 
climate  change  - caused  by  humans.  _ 

I urge  you  to  complete  research  on  desert  tortoise  habitat  in  Ivanpah.  Then,  taking  that  research  into  account,  please 
revise  and  reissue  your  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  solar  power 
projects.  In  2012,  biologists  initiated  research  to  determine  the  impact  of  large  solar  plants  on  desert  tortoise  habitat, 
including  habitat  linkage.  That  research  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  mid-2013.  You  could  make  a genuinely  informed 
decision  at  that  time  regarding  the  future  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  and  the  desert  tortoise. 

Sincerely, 

Evelyn  Gajowski,  PhD 
^ 22  Golf  View  Drive 

Henderson,  NV  89074 

l 
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702-896-1029 


Grace,  Erika 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Tuesday,  December  11,  2012  11:21  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  project 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From;  Danielle  Cannady  <daniellecannady@hotmail.com> 

Date:  Tue,  Dec  1 1 , 20 1 2 at  5 :08  AM 

| Subject:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  project 

To:  silverstatesoutheis@blm.gov,  ichilders@blm.gov 


The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  South  projects 
should  be  revised  and  reissued  after  research  on  tortoise  habitat  in  Ivanpah  is  completed.  Biologists 
began  research  in  2012  specifically  to  determine  how  large  solar  plants  would  impact  habitat 
connectivity  for  the  species.  The  research  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  mid-2013,  at  which  time 
the  BLM  can  make  a more  thoroughly  informed  decision  regarding  the  future  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley 
and  the  desert  tortoise. 
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Grace,  Erika 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Jeffery  Childers  <jchilders@blm.gov> 
Wednesday,  December  12,  2012  10:36  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 
Fw:  Ivanpah  Valey 


Original  Message 

From:  fredrinne@monkeybrains.net  [mailto:fredrinne@monkevbrains.netl 

Sent:  Tuesday,  December  11,  2012  09:58  PM 

To:  silverstatesoutheis@blm.gov  <silverstatesoutheis@blm.gov> 

Cc:  ichiiders@blm.gov  <;chiiders@blm.gov> 

Subject:  Ivanpah  Valey 

To  whom  it  may  concern: 

I feel  strongly  that  the  BLM  should  work  to  minimize  industrialization  of  the  desert  wilderness  in  Ivanpah  Valley  along  the 
lines  of  the  USFWS  recommendations  on  wildlife  habitat  and  connectivity. 

Large-scale  solar  developments  should  take  place  on  already  disturbed  lands,  not  undisturbed  wilderness. 

Thank  you  for  your  time, 

Fred  Rinne 
San  Francisco,  CA 
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Grace,  Erika 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Jeffery  Childers  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Wednesday,  December  12,  2012  7:08  PM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fw:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 


From:  Stephanie  Murray  fmailto:murs2000(g)hotmail.com1 
Sent:  Wednesday,  December  12,  2012  01:36  PM 

To:  silverstatesoutheis@blm.gov  <silverstatesoutheis@blm.qov>;  ichilders@blm.gov  <ichilders@blm.qov> 

Subject:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 


Public  lands  should  be  preserved  for  the  use  of  the  public  and  not  provide  a space  from  privet  business  to  destroy  animal 
habitat  and  damage  a working  echo  system. 

If  big  business  want  to  build  these  solar  project  for  profit  they  should  be  buying  privet  lands  not  jeopardize  use  of  public 
lands  and  harming  a habitat . 

The  BLM  should  evaluate  a more  robust  conservation  alternative  that  amends  land  use  plans  to  protect  remaining  desert 
habitat  in  the  Ivanpah  Valiev  from  industrial  development,  consistent  with  a 2011  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
recommendation.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  should  ask  First  Solar  to  build  the  Silver  State  South  and 
Stateline  Solar  power  projects  on  already-disturbed  lands,  and  reject  the  current  proposals. 


Stephanie  Murray 

~ ~A  friend  will  help  you  move.  A really  good  friend 
will  help  you  move  a body  r\j  r\j 
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Grace,  Erika 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Jeffery  Childers  <jchilders@blm.gov> 
Friday,  December  14,  2012  11:15  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 
Fw:  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Comment 
EIS  Solar  Farm.docx 


From:  Megan  Murphy  f mailto:mmurphy40@yahoo.coml 
Sent:  Thursday,  December  13,  2012  09:14  PM 

To:  ichilders@bim.gov  <ichilders@blm.qov> 

Subject:  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Comment 


My  name  is  Megan  Murphy  and  I am  an  Undergraduate  student  at  Metropolitan 
State  University  of  Denver  and  a conservation  biologist  in  the  making.  Renewable 
resources  could  help  now  and  in  future  generations  but  not  at  the  cost  to  wildlife  and 
habitat.  There  are  pros  and  cons  to  every  project  and  I want  to  make  you  aware  of  the 
negatives  and  how  they  could  possibly  be  avoided  or  solutions  to  think  about  before 
building. 

Sometimes  the  benefits  of  a project  outweigh  the  costs  but  after  researching  I 
believe  that  there  are  other  viable  options  than  building  a solar  farm  on  BLM  land  in  San 
Bernardino  County.  The  San  Bernardino  County  solar  farm  project  does  have  its 
advantages  such  as  creating  jobs,  providing  educational  opportunities,  electricity  with  no 
air  emissions,  no  waste  products,  little  water  use,  a small  carbon  footprint,  minimal 
noise,  little  visual  impact,  and  economic  benefits  to  local  businesses.  Although  there  are  36-i 
many  precautions  that  would  be  taken  during  the  building  and  running  of  the  solar  farm 
these  measure  are  not  enough.  Wells  being  drilled  for  water  use  to  help  with  dust  in  an 
area  where  there  is  already  scarce  water  due  to  droughts  from  global  warming  (Vastag 
2005).  The  idea  of  recycling  the  panels  after  their  useful  lifespan  is  great  but  the 
technology  is  new  and  still  being  researched.  The  manufacturing  of  the  solar  panels 
themselves  and  the  construction  of  the  facility  also  has  a negative  environmental 
impact.  " 

The  project  would  be  built  in  the  habitat  of  the  already  threatened  desert  tortoise, 
Gopherus  agassizii.  The  tortoise  when  frightened  empties  its  bladder  and  this  could 
prove  fatal  because  of  the  loss  of  water  (Department  of  Public  Works  2007). 

Construction  could  not  only  scare  tortoises  and  cause  an  increase  in  deaths  but  can  also 
cause  habitat  loss  and  fragmentation.  This  would  decrease  population  size  because  it  will 
be  more  difficult  to  find  food,  water,  shelter,  and  protection  from  predators  like  ravens  36-2 
(Lieberman,  Erin  et  al.2012).  Also  during  construction  more  ravens  are  present,  to  prey 
on  the  young  tortoise,  due  to  their  attraction  to  human  garbage  (Lieberman,  Erinet  al. 

2012).  After  construction  and  the  solar  farm  is  operating,  the  shade  produced  by  the  PV 
panels  could  change  the  microclimate  and  cause  damage  to  vegetation  (Lieberman,  Erin 
et  al.  2012;  Turney  & Fthenakis  2011).  Desert  tortoises  receive  most  of  their  water 
through  the  vegetation  they  eat  so  a loss  of  vegetation  would  decrease  their  likelihood  of 
surviving  an  extended  period  even  after  construction  was  over  (Department  of  Public  y 


i 
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Works  2007).  If  the  desert  tortoise  is  relocated  to  help  prevent  any  of  these  dilemmas 
from  occurring  there  is  still  only  a 50  percent  long  term  survival  rate  of  tortoises 
relocated  to  different  areas  (Lieberman,  Erin  et  al.  2012).  = 

I would  like  to  make  a suggestion  on  the  location  of  the  solar  farm.  Instead  of 
building  on  threatened  species  habitat  why  not  avoid  impacts  on  wildlife  and  vegetation 
all  together  and  develop  renewable  energy  projects  on  degraded  land.  Brownfields  were 
the  land  is  not  being  used  would  be  a perfect  location  to  have  a solar  farm  and  produce 
electricity  in  an  area  that  can't  be  used  for  anything  else.  Another  suggested  cite  is  in 
the  cities.  Solar  panels  on  top  of  buildings  and  parking  garages  would  not  take  up 
anymore  land  but  use  an  area  that's  already  in  use.  Having  solar  panels  on  roofs  would 
not  have  a negative  effect  on  habitat  or  vegetation  because  the  land  is  already 
developed  on.  Creating  electricity  closer  to  where  it  is  needed  makes  it  so  there  is  less 
needing  to  be  transported  over  distances.  Building  directly  in  the  city  would  also  open  up 
job  opportunities  and  help  local  businesses.  No  species  would  be  threatened  during 
construction  or  while  the  solar  panels  were  operational  and  producing  electricity.  - 

BLM  has  to  take  into  account  the  multiple  use  mandate  for  future  generations, 
but  not  at  a cost  of  habitat  and  wildlife.  Optimally  the  project  should  not  be  approved 
including  amendment  of  the  CDCA  Plan  to  find  the  Project  area  unsuitable  for  solar 
development.  The  permit  approval  for  groundwater  and  monitoring  wells  should  also  be 
rejected.  However,  if  passed  I hope  the  least  amount  of  land  is  used  in  the  solar  project 
with  the  least  harm  to  the  environment  and  the  species  living  there.  Renewable 
resources  should  be  considered  in  replacement  of  coal  and  other  C02  and  pollutant 
factories.  Ultimately,  funds  should  be  put  towards  research  of  improving  our  renewable 
resources  in  areas  that  have  already  been  claimed  by  humans,  such  as  cities  and 
1 suburbs,  and  not  on  land  that  should  be  set  aside  for  wildlife.  — 

I hope  that  those  factors  listed  in  the  EIS  and  those  that  I have  emphasized  are 
considered  before  making  a final  decision.  The  goal  is  a cleaner  earth  with  less  pollution 
and  a solution  is  the  use  of  more  renewable  resources.  Let's  not  rush  right  into  it  and 
cause  more  problems  without  trying  to  make  the  best  decision  for  our  environment  and 
all  those  that  inhabit  it.  Thanks. 
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Grace,  Erika 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Jeffery  Childers  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Friday,  December  14,  2012  2:06  PM 

Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fw:  Attn:  Stateline  Solar  Project,  Public  Comment 

Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.docx 


From:  Elizabeth  Hedrick  f mailto:izziechickadee@qmail.com1 
Sent:  Friday,  December  14,  2012  11:32  AM 

To:  ichilders@blm.gov  <ichilders@blm.gov> 

Subject:  Attn:  Stateline  Solar  Project,  Public  Comment 

My  comment  document  is  attached. 

Respectfully, 

Elizabeth  Hedrick 
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Elizabeth  Hedrick 
December  14,  2012 


Public  Comment  on  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  EIS 

The  proposed  action  is  to  construct,  maintain,  and  decommission  a solar  energy  facility  on 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  lands  in  Ivanpah  Valley  in  eastern  San  Bernardino  County, 
California.  The  proposed  action  would  entail  generating  300  MW  on  a single  contiguous 
footprint  of  2,143  acres  using  cadmium-telluride  (CdTe)-based  photovoltaic  panels  produced  by 
First  Solar.  It  would  also  change  the  existing  boundaries  of  the  Ivanpah  Desert  Wildlife 
Expansion  Management  Area  in  the  form  of  a net  addition  of  23,254  acres. 

I feel  that  I have  sufficient  background  to  provide  a public  comment  on  this  proposal.  I have 
been  enrolled  in  Dr.  Christy  Carello's  Issues  in  Conservation  Biology  class  at  Metropolitan  State 
University  of  Denver.  In  that  class,  I have  learned  about  the  National  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  (NEPA)  process  involving  Environmental  Impact  Statements,  and  about  the  impacts  and 
benefits  of  alternative  energy  sources  such  as  photovoltaic  (PV)  solar  panels.  Due  to  recent 
technological  advancements,  PV  solar  panels  provide  a much  cleaner  and  cost-effective 
renewable  source  of  energy  as  compared  to  energy  from  fossil  fuels. 

After  reading  the  proposal,  I agree  with  the  BLM  and  San  Bernardino  County  in  supporting  the 
applicants'  Alternative  3.  This  alternative  has  the  smallest  potential  impact  on  natural  resources 
and  connectivity  that  is  so  important  to  local  fauna.  Alternative  3 uses  2,151  acres  of  public 
lands,  and  offers  a beneficial  expansion  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  by  23,246  acres.  The  applicants 
objectives  in  this  alternative  proposal  also  coincide  with  California's  goal  to  increase  the  state's 
Renewable  Energy  Standard  to  33%  renewable  power  by  2020,  and  national  goals  to  meet  our 
increasing  energy  demands  with  renewable  energies  while  meeting  greenhouse  gas  emissions 
reduction  requirements. 

The  benefits  of  this  alternative  action  outweigh  the  costs.  First  Solar's  thin  film  CdTe  PV  panels 
have  been  proven  to  be  environmentally  sustainable  at  a level  superior  to  their  competitors, 
most  notably  by  having  the  smallest  carbon  footprint  of  any  other  existing  PV  panel  technology. 
They  have  the  fastest  energy  payback  time  of  less  than  one  year,  and  are  less  expensive  to 
produce.  More  than  95%  of  the  materials  used  to  produce  their  panels  can  be  reused,  and 
several  indipendent  studies  have  shown  that  there  is  no  risk  of  cadmium  emissions  from  these 
panels  in  any  circumstance.  Not  only  are  these  panels  beneficial  to  the  public,  their 
construction  and  maintenance  provide  benefits  as  well. 

Approximately  400  people  will  be  employed  during  the  sites  2-4  year  construction  period,  and 
when  construction  is  finished  the  community  will  continue  to  benefit  from  additional  sales  tax 
revenues,  new  jobs,  and  increased  spending  in  local  businesses.  There  will  be  little  impact  on 
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the  communities'  groundwater  since  the  facility  will  be  placed  so  as  to  avoid  two  main 
drainages.  In  a state  where  water  is  precious  and  sun  is  plentiful,  this  solar  facility  can  produce 
energy  with  minimal  water  loss. 

There  will  be  some  unavoidable  land  loss  and  disturbance  of  special  status  plant  and  animal 
species,  and  some  land  scarring  will  occur  as  a result  of  such  a large  impact  area  in  a desert 
environment  that  takes  a long  time  to  recover.  In  particular,  there  will  be  temporary 
disturbance  and  permanent  loss  of  threatened  and  endangered  Desert  Tortoise  habitat,  and 
some  individuals  may  be  impacted  if  present  during  construction.  This  is  why  the  BLM  worked 
with  the  applicant  to  change  the  project  footprint  as  reflected  in  Alternative  3 in  order  to 
minimize  these  impacts.  It  should  be  noted  that  despite  these  losses,  there  will  be  a beneficial 
impact  on  Special  Management  Areas  due  to  the  adjustment  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  boundaries 
that  will  improve  BLM's  management  capability  and  provide  additional  protection  to  other 
resources  in  the  area. 

There  will  also  be  removal  of  acreage  for  grazing  and  recreation,  and  Alternative  3 is  within 
view  of  Interstate  15.  It  is  also  directly  adjacent  to  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake,  where  land  sailing  and 
other  recreation  is  common.  This  land  has  formerly  been  undisturbed  and  after  construction 
would  be  largely  industrial  in  appearance.  It  is  however  in  proximity  to  existing  solar 
infrastructure  including  the  Eldorado-lvanpah  transmission  line,  which  greatly  reduces  the 
amount  of  additional  infrastructure  in  that  federally-designated  transmission  corridor. 

Other  impacts  include  some  air  pollutant  emissions  during  construction  in  the  form  of  nitrogen 
oxides  and  particulate  matter  less  than  ten  microns  in  size.  The  Mojave  Desert  Air  Quality 
Management  District  that  oversees  the  project  location  has  designated  that  the  project  has 
satisfied  the  federal  and  state  standards  for  nitrogen  dioxide,  sulfur  dioxide,  carbon  monoxide, 
and  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns;  but  has  only  moderately  satisfied  the  state 
standard  for  ozone  and  not  attained  the  standards  for  particulate  matter  less  than  ten  microns. 
Some  water  pollution  may  occur  through  increased  salinity  of  the  project  well  areas.  The 
alternative  action  would  also  use  1,900  acre-feet  of  water  during  the  construction  period, 
mostly  during  the  first  year. 

Bearing  all  these  impacts  and  benefits  in  mind,  I believe  that  a Right  of  Way  should  be  granted 
to  the  project  for  construction  of  Alternative  3.  During  this  time  when  sustainable,  renewable 
energy  can  be  so  hard  to  come  by,  I feel  it  would  be  a shame  to  not  take  advantage  of  an  area 
with  such  high  solar  insolation  and  take  the  chance  to  expand  the  DWMA,  despite  the  potential 
and  unavoidable  impacts  that  the  applicant  will  be  working  to  mitigate. 
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Grace,  Erika 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Jeffery  Childers  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Tuesday,  December  18,  2012  8:24  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fw:  "Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 


From:  Deborah  Balderaz  rmailto:dbalderaz@ satx.rr.com! 

Sent:  Tuesday,  December  18,  2012  05:37  AM 
To:  ichilders@blm.gov  <ichilders@blm.qov> 

Subject:  "Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 


Please  consider  using  rooftops  and  existing  disturbed  habitat  for  these  solar  panels.  Read  on... 

D Balderaz  - Near  San  Antonio,  Texas  Z 

• The  BLM  should  evaluate  a more  robust  conservation  alternative  that  amends  land  use  plans  to 

protect  remaining  desert  habitat  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  from  industrial  development,  consistent  with  a 
2011  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  recommendation.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  should  ask 
First  Solar  to  build  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  power  projects  on  already-disturbed  lands, 
and  reject  the  current  proposals.  - 

• The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar 

projects  do  not  properly  evaluate  the  extent  to  which  each  project  would  obstruct  an  important 
desert  tortoise  habitat  linkage.  Without  this  habitat  linkage,  the  desert  tortoise's  recovery  and 
resilience  in  the  face  of  multiple  threats  — habitat  loss,  disease,  and  climate  change  - could  be  _ 

jeopardized.  _ 

• The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  South  projects 
should  be  revised  and  reissued  after  research  on  tortoise  habitat  in  Ivanpah  is  completed.  Biologists 
began  research  in  2012  specifically  to  determine  how  large  solar  plants  would  impact  habitat 
connectivity  for  the  species.  The  research  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  mid-2013,  at  which  time  the 
BLM  can  make  a more  thoroughly  informed  decision  regarding  the  future  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  and  the 
desert  tortoise. 
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(Click  on  image  to  expand)  This  Google  Earth  image  shows  the  extent  to  which  First  Solar's  Stateline  and 
Silver  State  solar  projects  would  destroy  desert  habitat  at  the  Ivanpah  Valley's  narrowest  point,  thereby 
constricting  north/south  tortoise  connectivity.  BrightSource  Energy's  Ivanpah  Solar  project  is  already  under 
construction,  and  shown  in  red  on  the  map,  but  First  Solar's  projects  would  more  than  double  the  current  \y 
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amount  of  destruction. 
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This  photo  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  shows  the  desert  habitat  where  First  Solar  plans  to  build  the  Stateline  Solar 
power  project.  The  Silver  State  South  project  would  be  built  in  the  distance  beyond  the  dry  lake  bed.  Nearly  8 
square  miles  of  intact  desert  habitat  will  be  bulldozed  when  already-disturbed  land  exists  elsewhere  to 

accommodate  the  solar  panels. 


2 


Grace,  Erika 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Jeffery  Childers  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Wednesday,  December  19,  2012  9:57  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fw:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 


From:  Meagan  Papp  rmailto:meaqan.papp@qmail.com1 
Sent:  Wednesday,  December  19,  2012  06:42  AM 

To:  silverstatesoutheis(a)blm.qov  <silverstatesoutheis(Q)blm.qov>:  ichilders@blm.qov  <ichilders@blm.qov> 
Subject:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 


DEAR  BLM, 


You  are  supposed  to  "manage"  the  federal  lands  for  US,  the  PEOPLE  of  the  United  States.  NOT  let  contractors 
build  on  it  and  profit  off  of  the  destruction  of  what  is  left  of  our  deserts. 
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The  BLM  should  evaluate  a more  robust  conservation  alternative  that  amends  land  use  plans  to  protect 
remaining  desert  habitat  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  from  industrial  development,  consistent  with  a 201 1 US  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  recommendation.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  should  ask  first  Solar  to  build  the= 
Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  power  projects  on  already-disturbed  lands,  and  reject  the  current 
proposals. 

REJECT  THEM!!!  I WANT  MY  DESERT,  NOT  A BUNCH  OF  SOLAR  PANELS.  THEY  CAN  PUT  THEM 
ON  ROOFTOPS!  EXISTING  ROOFTOPS,  WHICH  IN  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA  ALONE  NUMBER  IN 
THE  MULTI  MILLIONS!!!  HELLOOOOOOOOOO! !!!!!!!!!  -1 
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The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  projects  do  not 
properly  evaluate  the  extent  to  which  each  project  would  obstruct  an  important  desert  tortoise  habitat  linkage. 
Without  this  habitat  linkage,  the  desert  tortoise's  recovery  and  resilience  in  the  face  of  multiple  threats  — habitat 
loss,  disease,  and  climate  change  — could  be  jeopardized.  - 


The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  South  projects  should  be 
revised  and  reissued  after  research  on  tortoise  habitat  in  Ivanpah  is  completed. 

We  don't  know  everything  about  tortoises,  but  we  do  know  that  they  can  only  live  in  these  deserts.  SOLAR 
PANELS  CAN  "LIVE"  ANYWHERE. 

PLEASE  DO  NOT  LET  THE  DESERT  BE  FURTHER  DESTRUCTED.  Wild  spaces  in  southern  California  are 
already  too  few,  and  our  actions  may  have  consequences  far  beyond  what  we  can  predict  or  imagine.  There  is 
NO  NEED  for  the  IVANPAH  PROJECT.  PLEASE  ACT  CONSCIENTIOUSLY,  on  behalf  of  the  citizens  you 
are  supposed  to  represent.  This  is  nothing  I want.  _ 
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Sincerely, 
Meagan  E.  Papp 


l 


Grace,  Erika 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Jeffery  Childers  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Thursday,  December  20,  2012  9:25  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fw:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 


From:  kjwegner  f mailto:kweqner@satx.rr.coml 
Sent:  Wednesday,  December  19,  2012  07:05  PM 

To:  ichilders@blm.qov  <ichilders@blm.qov>;  blm  nv  sndo  silverstatesoutheis@blm.gov 
<blm  nv  sndo  silverstatesoutheis@blm.qov> 

Subject:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 
From  Kermit  Wegner,  Helotes,  TX  78023 


As  regards  the  above  subject,  Please  consider  using  rooftops  and  existing  disturbed  habitat  for  these  solar 
panels,  or  other  alternatives. 


) 


The  BLM  should  evaluate  a more  robust  conservation  alternative  that  amends  land  use  plans  to  protect 
remaining  desert  habitat  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  from  industrial  development,  consistent  with  a 2011  US  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  recommendation.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  should  ask  First  Solar  to  build 
the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  power  projects  on  already-disturbed  lands,  and  reject  the  current 
proposals.  — 

• The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar 

projects  do  not  properly  evaluate  the  extent  to  which  each  project  would  obstruct  an  important 
desert  tortoise  habitat  linkage.  Without  this  habitat  linkage,  the  desert  tortoise's  recovery  and 
resilience  in  the  face  of  multiple  threats  - habitat  loss,  disease,  and  climate  change  - could  be 
jeopardized.  z 

• The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  South  projects 
should  be  revised  and  reissued  after  research  on  tortoise  habitat  in  Ivanpah  is  completed.  Biologists 
began  research  in  2012  specifically  to  determine  how  large  solar  plants  would  impact  habitat 
connectivity  for  the  species.  The  research  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  mid-2013,  at  which  time  the 
BLM  can  make  a more  thoroughly  informed  decision  regarding  the  future  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  and  the 
desert  tortoise. 
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(Click  on  image  to  expand)  This  Google  Earth  image  shows  the  extent  to  which  First  Solar's  Stateline  and 
Silver  State  solar  projects  would  destroy  desert  habitat  at  the  Ivanpah  Valley's  narrowest  point,  thereby 
constricting  north/south  tortoise  connectivity.  BrightSource  Energy's  Ivanpah  Solar  project  is  already  under 
construction,  and  shown  in  red  on  the  map,  but  First  Solar's  projects  would  more  than  double  the  current 

amount  of  destruction. 
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This  photo  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  shows  the  desert  habitat  where  First  Solar  plans  to  build  the  Stateline  Solar 
power  project.  The  Silver  State  South  project  would  be  built  in  the  distance  beyond  the  dry  lake  bed.  Nearly  8 
square  miles  of  intact  desert  habitat  will  be  bulldozed  when  already-disturbed  land  exists  elsewhere  to 

accommodate  the  solar  panels.  _ 


2 


Grace,  Erika 
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Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Friday,  December  21,  2012  12:56  PM 

Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  Do  NOT  allow  Ivanpah  Valley  development 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 

— — Forwarded  message 

From:  Patricia  Cook  <lightningbug54@vahoo.com> 

Date:  Mon,  Dec  10,  2012  at  2:41  PM 

Subject:  Do  NOT  allow  Ivanpah  Valley  development 

')  To:  "Silvers  tateSo^lthEIS@blm.gov,,  <SilverStateSouthEIS@blm.gov>.  "icliilders@blm.gov" 
<ichilders@blm.gov> 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


There  has  already  been  too  much  destruction  of  desert  habitat.  Any  further  development  should  be  placed  in 
some  of  the  already  ruined  areas,  not  areas  that  still  support  wildlife.  No  additional  industrial  development 
should  be  allowed  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  and  First  Solar  should  consider  less  destructive  locations  for  the  two 
solar  projects. 
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Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 


Patricia 

http:  / / patriciacook.webs.com/index.htm 


$ 
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Grace,  Erika 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


* 

Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Friday,  December  21,  2012  12:57  PM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  "Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  Jeanette  Shin  <deepdesert  1 0 1 @yahoo.com> 

Date:  Mon,  Dec  10,  2012  at  7:58  PM 

Subject:  "Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 

To:  SilverStateSouthElS@blm.gov  £■ 

Cc:  ichilders@blm.gov 


1 oppose  any  industrial  development  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  and  hope  that  BLM  will  be  mindful  of  the  ongoing 
destruction  of  America's  desert  habitats  by  poorly  conceptualized  energy  projects!  Please  plan  wisely. 
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Jeanette  Shin 


* 


i 


Grace,  Erika 


I 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Comment  Letter  43 


Jeffery  Childers  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Wednesday,  January  09,  2013  11:28  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fw:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 


From:  Nicole  f mailto:skpuppeel@yahoo.com1 
Sent:  Tuesday,  January  08,  2013  08:09  PM 

To:  SilverStateSouthEIS@blm.gov  <SilverStateSouthEIS@blm.qov>:  ichilders@blm.gov  <ichilders@blm.qov> 

Subject:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 

To  whom  it  may  concern: 

The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  projects  do  not  properly 
evaluate  the  extent  to  which  each  project  would  obstruct  an  important  desert  tortoise  habitat  linkage.  Without  this  habitat 
linkage,  the  desert  tortoise's  recovery  and  resilience  in  the  face  of  multiple  threats  --  habitat  loss,  disease,  and  climate 
change  --  could  be  jeopardized. 

In  addition  to  the  desert  tortoise,  the  valley  also  supports  over  150  species  of  plants,  36  species  of  birds,  12  reptile 
species,  up  to  nine  species  of  bats,  and  numerous  other  mammals,  such  as  the  desert  bighorn  sheep. 

Please  consider  alternatives  to  these  projects  as  the  same  solar  panels  can  be  installed  on  rooftops  in  our  cities  or  on 
already-disturbed  lands.  The  purpose  of  solar  panels  is  to  protect  the  environment  not  to  destroy  wildlife  habitat. 

Thank  you  for  your  time. 

Nicole  Miller 


I 
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Grace,  Erika 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Tuesday,  January  08,  2013  1:04  PM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  Michelle  Ray  <michelle.rayaia@gmail.com> 

Date:  Tue,  Jan  8,  2013  at  10:02  AM 

Subject:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 

To:  silverstatesoiitheis@bhn.gov.  i ch i Id crs@b  1 m. gov 


I believe  that  no  additional  industrial  development  should  be  allowed  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  and  First 
Solar  should  consider  less  destructive  locations  for  the  two  solar  projects: 
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• The  BLM  should  evaluate  a more  robust  conservation  alternative  that  amends  land  use  plans  to  protect  44  _ 2 
remaining  desert  habitat  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  from  industrial  development,  consistent  with  a 201 1 US_ 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  recommendation.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  should  ask  First  “l 
Solar  to  build  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  power  projects  on  already-disturbed  lands,  and 
reject  the  current  proposals. 


• The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar 

projects  do  not  properly  evaluate  the  extent  to  which  each  project  would  obstruct  an  important  desert 
tortoise  habitat  linkage.  Without  this  habitat  linkage,  the  desert  tortoise's  recovery  and  resilience  in  the 
face  of  multiple  threats  — habitat  loss,  disease,  and  climate  change  — could  be  jeopardized. 
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• The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  South  projects 
should  be  revised  and  reissued  after  research  on  tortoise  habitat  in  Ivanpah  is  completed.  Biologists 
began  research  in  2012  specifically  to  determine  how  large  solar  plants  would  impact  habitat 
connectivity  for  the  species.  The  research  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  mid-2013,  at  which  time  the 
BLM  can  make  a more  thoroughly  informed  decision  regarding  the  future  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  and  the 
desert  tortoise. 

Sincerely, 


l 


Michelle  Ray 
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Grace,  Erika 


Comment  Letter  45 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Jeffery  Childers  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Wednesday,  January  09,  2013  11:29  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fw:  "Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 


From:  Ann  Giordano  f mailto:annqiordano@comline.com1 
Sent:  Tuesday,  January  08,  2013  08:08  PM 

To:  SilverStateSouthEIS@blm.gov  <SilverStateSouthEIS@blm.qov> : ichilders@blm.gov  <ichilders@blm.qov> 

Subject:  "Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 


• The  BLM  should  evaluate  a more  robust  conservation  alternative  that  amends  land  use  plans  to  protect  remaining  desert  habitat  in  the  Ivanpah  Valiev 
from  industrial  development,  consistent  with  a 201 1 US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  recommendation.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  should  ask 
First  Solar  to  build  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  power  projects  on  already-disturbed  lands,  and  reject  the  current  proposals. 

• The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  projects  do  not  properly  evaluate  the  extent  to  which 
each  project  would  obstruct  an  important  desert  tortoise  habitat  linkage.  Without  this  habitat  linkage,  the  desert  tortoise's  recovery  and  resilience  in  the 
face  of  multiple  threats  --  habitat  loss,  disease,  and  climate  change  - could  be  jeopardized. 

• The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  South  projects  should  be  revised  and  reissued  after  research  on 
tortoise  habitat  in  Ivanpah  is  completed.  Biologists  began  research  in  2012  specifically  to  determine  how  large  solar  plants  would  impact  habitat 
connectivity  for  the  species.  The  research  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  mid-2013,  at  which  time  the  BLM  can  make  a more  thoroughly  informed 
decision  regarding  the  future  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  and  the  desert  tortoise. 

Thank  You 
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MNM,  CPC 


Giordano  Grant  Writing 

www.siordanosrantwriting.com 
ann  (5>giordanograntwriting,  com 

949.922.3242 


President,  Grant  Professionals  Association 
Orange  County  Chapter 


pe*«* 

A»«  arson . 


Board  Member,  Grant  Professionals  Certification  institute 
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Grace,  Erika 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Jeffery  Childers  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Wednesday,  January  09,  2013  11:29  AM 
Grace,  Erika;  Dover,  Robert 

Fw:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 


From:  Margie  Rick  f mailto:marqmrick@vahoo.com1 
Sent:  Tuesday,  January  08,  2013  08:23  PM 

To:  SilverStateSouth EIS@blm.gov  <SilverStateSouthEIS@blm.qov>:  ichilders@blm.gov  <ichilders@blm.qov> 

Subject:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 

I am  writing  to  ask  the  BLM  to  ask  that  already  disturbed  lands  be  used  for  the  construction  of  the 
Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  projects.  Why  would  untouched  desert  habitat  that  is  needed 
by  the  desert  tortoise  be  impacted  before  using  land  that  has  already  been  disrupted  and  disturbed? 

It  doesn't  make  sense.  I would  also  ask  that  the  BLM  re-evaluate  the  location  of  the  projects  as  they  = 
are  impinging  on  a wildlife  corridor  used  by  desert  tortoise.  If  the  tortoises  lose  that  corridor  the 
populations  will  be  isolated  and  therefore  more  susceptible  to  the  impacts  of  a changing  climate, 
disease,  and  habitat  loss.  Lastly,  why  would  projects  be  approved  before  the  full  reports  are  issued?= 
Why  not  wait  until  the  reports  are  published  so  you  have  the  complete  picture  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley 
and  the  desert  tortoise.  — 

Thank  you, 

Margie  Rick 
PO  Box  6344 
Reno,  NV  89513 
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Grace,  Erika 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Jeffery  Childers  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Wednesday,  January  09,  2013  11:29  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fw:  "Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 


From:  Judith  Greer  Essex  \ mailto:iudith@arts4chanqe.com1 
Sent:  Tuesday,  January  08,  2013  08:46  PM 

To:  SilverStateSouthEIS@blm.gov  <SilverStateSQuthEIS@blm.qov>;  ichilders@bim.gov  <ichilders@blm.aov> 

Subject:  "Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 


Dear  Sirs, 


Please  do  not  destroy  pristine  desert  for  a solar  project!  We  need  our  wildlife.  We  should  not  destroy  what  we  cannot 
make.  There  are  LOTS  of  parking  lots,  and  public  buildings  that  could  use  solar  panels,  not  to  mention  covering  lots  with 
solar. 
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The  BLM  should  evaluate  a more  robust  conservation  alternative  that  amends  land  use  plans  to  protect  remaining  desert 
habitat  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  from  industrial  development,  consistent  with  a 2011  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
recommendation.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  should  ask  First  Solar  to  build  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline- 
Solar  power  projects  on  already-disturbed  lands,  and  reject  the  current  proposals.  _ 

The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  projects  do  not  properly 
evaluate  the  extent  to  which  each  project  would  obstruct  an  important  desert  tortoise  habitat  linkage.  Without  this  habitat 
linkage,  the  desert  tortoise's  recovery  and  resilience  in  the  face  of  multiple  threats  - habitat  loss,  disease,  and  climate  change 
--  could  be  jeopardized.  _ 
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It  is  hard  to  explain  how  much  we  need  our  desert  tortoise  - if  you  have  neither  the  heart  nor  the  vision  to  know  this 
already.  These  stately  and  ridiculous  creatures  are  an  icon  of  the  desert.  Please  do  not  destroy! 


4 7 - 5 


Respectfully, 


Dr.  Judith  Greer  Essex 
Whaley  Avenue 
San  Diego  CA  92014 


l 


Grace,  Erika 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Jeffery  Childers  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Wednesday,  January  09,  2013  11:29  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fw:  "Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 


From:  Marcie  Reefer  f mailto:marciern22@vahoo.coml 
Sent:  Tuesday,  January  08,  2013  09:58  PM 

To:  ichilders(5)blm.qov  <ichilders@blm.qov> 

Subject:  "Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects" 

Stop  Speciesism.  The  human  species  is  not  more  important  than  any  other  species  on  this  planet. 
We  have  the  ability  to  help  the  others,  we  don't  have  to  destroy  them  all. 

The  BLM's  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  South  projects 
should  be  revised  and  reissued  after  research  on  tortoise  habitat  in  Ivanpah  is  completed.  Biologists 
began  research  in  2012  specifically  to  determine  how  large  solar  plants  would  impact  habitat 
connectivity  for  the  species.  The  research  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  mid-2013,  at  which  time 
the  BLM  can  make  a more  thoroughly  informed  decision  regarding  the  future  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley 
and  the  desert  tortoise. 

Thank  you. 

Marcie  Rector.  RN 
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BARSTOW 

COMMUNITY  COLLEGE 


January  07,  2013 

Jeff  Childers 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Needles  Field  Office 
1303  S.  Hwy  95 
Needles,  CA  92363 

Dear  Mr.  Childers, 

I am  writing  you  to  voice  my  support  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  being  proposed  for  the  Ivanpah 
Valley  in  San  Bernardino  County, 

As  you  may  know,  few  regions  of  the  country  have  been  hit  as  hard  by  the  recession  as  San 
Bernardino  County,  While  other  parts  of  the  nation  now  show  signs  of  recovery,  the  County,  and 
in  particular  the  High  Desert,  have  struggled  with  persistent  high  unemployment  and  the 
challenges  that  brings  to  a region. 

fortunately,  the  solar  power  industry  has  been  active  in  our  region,  creating  jobs  and  opportunity. 
In  fact,  projects  under  construction  in  the  County  have  created  more  than  3,000  jobs.  Most  of 
these  jobs  are  being  filled  with  workers  from  the  High  Desert,  San  Bernardino  County  and 
throughout  Inland  Empire.  We  at  Barstow  Community  College  are  proud  of  the  role  that  we  are 
playing  in  promoting  the  workforce  and  economic  development  of  the  region,  including  the  field 
of  alternative  energy. 

The  Stateline  Solar  Farm  holds  the  promise  of  creating  more  than  400  much  need  construction 
jobs  while  generating  millions  of  dollars  in  fees,  taxes  and  wages  for  our  region  at  a time  when 
we  need  them  the  most. 


As  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  moves  through  the  permitting  process,  please  count  my  support  for 
this  important  project. 


Sincerely, 


2700  Barstow  Road  * Barstow,  CA  92311 
(7601  252  241 1 ® Fax  (780)  252-1875  * www.barstow.edu 
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Written  Comment  Sheet 

First  Solar  Proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm 

Joint  EIS/EIR 

If  you  have  any  comments  on  the  Draft  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Joint  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)/Environmental 
Impact  Report  (EIR)  that  you  would  like  to  have  considered  by  the  Lead  Agencies,  please  complete  and  submit  this 
comment  sheet  at  the  public  meeting  to  ensure  your  input  is  considered.  You  can  also  drop  the  comment  sheet  in  the 
mail  to  the  address  on  the  reverse  side  of  this  sheet.  Fold  the  comment  sheet  on  the  lines  with  the  return  address 
showing,  tape  it  closed,  affix  a stamp,  and  mail.  You  may  attach  additional  pages.  Please  submit  your  comments  by 
February  21,  2013.  You  may  also  submit  comments  by  e-mail  to  statelinesoiar@blm.gov. 

For  your  comments  to  be  the  most  effective,  the  BLM  and  San  Bernardino  County  suggest  the  following  guidelines: 

• Keep  your  comments  focused  on  the  proposed  project; 

• Submit  your  comments  within  the  timeframes  announced.  This  helps  the  agencies  include  all  concerns  in  the 
Final  EIS/EIR  document. 


If  you  have  no  comments  or  questions,  but  would  like  to  be  on  our  mailing  list  and  receive  a copy  of  the  Final  EIS/EIR, 
please  complete  the  contact  information  below. 


Please  provide  your  contact  information.  If  you  would  like  to  receive  copies  of  the  Final  EIS/EIR,  please  fill  in  the 
box  on  the  reverse  side  and  submit  this  form. 

Before  including  your  address , phone  number,  e-mail  address  or  any  other  personally  identifying  information  in  your  comment , 
you  should  he  aware  that  your  entire  comment  - including  personal  identifying  information  - may  be  made  publicly  available  at 
any  time.  While  you  may  ask  us  in  your  comment  to  withhold  your  personal  identifying  information  from  public  review,  we  cannot 


City,  State,  Zip  Code: 

f E-mail:  jC#fe 1441*11  titoktnd&Z'  7 (sD  iWs 

j^wi lUcWij  MtwkiT.  acm 

t thank  you  for  your  interest  and  participation! 
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OMB  and  CEQ  Memorandum  on  Environmental  Ute  0 tw^li 

Collaboration  and  Conflict  Resolution 

September  13, 2012-  301pm 

The  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  (OMB)  and  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  on 
September  7, 2012,  issued  a joint  memorandum  calling  for  department  and  agency  commitment 
to  the  goals  identified  in  the  Memorandum  on  Environmental  Collaboration  and  Conflict  Resolution, 
and  the  goals  identified  in  related  policy  guidance 

This  memorandum  supersedes  an  OM8/CEQ  joint  memorandum  issued  in  November  28,  2005,  on 
Environmental  Conflict  Resolution,  it  broadens  the  efforts  called  for  under  the  2005  memorandum 
by  explicitly  encouraging  appropriate  and  effective  upfront  environmental  collaboration  to  minimize 
or  prevent  conflict 

This  memorandum  also  directs  departments  and  agencies  to  increase  the  appropriate  and  effective 
use  of  third-party  assisted  environmental  collaboration  as  well  as  environments.1  conflict  resolution 
to  resolve  problems  and  conflicts  that  arise  in  the  context  of  environmental,  public  lands,  or  natural 
resources  issues,  including  matters  related  to  energy,  transportation,  and  water  and  land 
management 

The  memorandum  applies  to  all  executive  branch  agencies  as  they  carry  out  their  responsibilities 
under  their  organic  acts  and  enabling  legislation,  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  and  other 
aws  In  effect  to  manage  and  conserve  our  environment,  natural  resources,  and  public  lands 
Accordingly,  CEO  has  circulated  the  memorandum  to  agency  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NGPA)  contacts 


UK©  0 Tweet  4 : 


http://energy,gov/nepa/articles/omb-and-ceq-memorandum-environmental-collaboration-an... 
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Executive  Office  of  the  President 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget 


Executive  Office  of  the  President 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality 


Dear  Secretary/Administrator: 

Consistent  with  the  President  s focus  on  sound  stewardship  of  our  natural  resources,  we  are  committed 
to  improving  environmental  governance  through  constructive  and  timely  approaches  to  addressing 
challenges  that  arise  over  the  use,  conservation,  and  restoration  of  the  environment,  natural  resources 
and  public  lands. 


To  achieve  better  governance,  the  Administration  calls  for  department  and  agency  commitment  to  the 
goals  identified  in  the  Memorandum  on  Environmental  Collaboration  and  Conflict  Resolution,  and  the 
goals  identified  in  related  policy  guidance.  This  approach  supports  other  transparency  and  good 
government  initiatives  including  the  Memorandum  on  Transparency  and  Open  Government  (January  21, 
2009),  the  Memorandum  on  Tribal  Consultation  (November  5,  2009),  and  the  Executive  Order  on 
Improving  Performance  of  Federal  Permitting  and  Review  of  Infrastructure  Projects  (March  22,  2012} 
which  encourage  early  collaboration  among  agencies,  project  sponsors,  and  affected  stakeholders  in 

order  to  incorporate  and  address  their  interests  and  minimize  delays  in  making  informed  and  timely 
Federal  permitting  and  review  decisions. 


The  Memorandum  on  Environmental  Collaboration  and  Conflict  Resolution  expands  and  builds  on  the 
November  28,  2005,  Environmental  Conflict  Resolution  Memorandum.  This  Memorandum  directs 
departments  and  agencies  to  increase  the  appropriate  and  effective  use  of  third-party  assisted 
environmental  collaboration  as  well  as  environmental  conflict  resolution  to  resolve  problems  and 
conflicts  that  arise  in  the  context  of  environmental,  public  lands,  or  natural  resources  issues,  including 
matters  related  to  energy,  transportation,  and  water  and  land  management.  With  the  magnitude  of 
environmental  challenges  facing  the  nation,  coupled  with  the  need  for  careful  stewardship  of  tax  dollars 
and  budgets,  Federal  departments  and  agencies  should  leverage  all  environmental  collaboration  and 
conflict  management  techniques  to  improve  environmental  governance. 


This  Memorandum,  issued  by  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  and  the  Council  on  Environmental 
Quality,  applies  to  all  executive  branch  agencies  as  they  carry  out  their  responsibilities  under  their 
organic  acts  and  enabling  legislation,  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA),  and  other  laws  in 
effect  to  manage  and  conserve  our  environment,  natural  resources,  and  public  lands. 

' frr)  12 

Jeffrey  Dizients  Nancy  H.  Sutley 

Acting  Director  chajr 

Office  of  Management  and  Budget  Council  on  Environmental  Quality 


Date:  °i  6 


/ Z- 
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E.x\:eutiv  e Office  of  the  President  Executive  Office  of  the  President 

Office  oi* Management  and  Budget  Council  on  Environmental  Quality 

Office  of  Management  and  Budget  and  President's  Council  on  Environmental  Quality 

MEMORANDUM  ON  ENVIRONMENTAL  COLLABORATION  AND  CONFLICT  RESOLUTION 

SECTION  1.  PREAMBLE 


To  advance  the  successful  integration  of  multiple  use,  conservation,  and  restoration  of  the 
environment  and  natural  resources  Federal  agencies  need  to  foster  collaboration  to  build 
relationships,  enhance  public  engagement,  minimize  or  prevent  conflicts,  and  manage  and  resolve 
conflicts  when  they  arise.  Environmental  and  natural  resource  conflicts,  including  matters  related 
to  energy,  transportation,  and  water  and  land  management,  represent  serious  governance 
challenges  with  significant  budget,  management,  and  public  service  implications.  Federal 
departments  and  agencies  should  strive  to  avoid  unnecessarily  lengthy  planning  processes,  delayed 
implementation  of  projects,  contentious  relationships  among  stakeholders,  and  protracted  and 
costly  litigation.  Doing  so  is  critical  to  each  department  and  agency,  both  when  its  core  mission  is 
explicitly  environmental  and  when  environmental  issues  may  impact  other  core  missions. 

The  challenge  of  implementing  Federal  policies  and  programs  can  often  be  met  with  collaborative, 
constructive,  and  timely  approaches  to  identify  and  address  affected  interests,  consider 
alternatives,  and  reach  solutions  before  different  positions  or  opinions  result  in  conflict. 
Collaborative  efforts  involving  the  public  and  policy  and  program  coordination  within  and  across 
multiple  levels  of  government  are  important  for  addressing  these  challenges.  Managed  correctly, 
the  decision-making  process  should  result  in  timely,  practical,  cost-effective,  and  resilient  solutions, 
When  conflicts  do  arise  over  the  use,  conservation,  and  restoration  of  the  environment  and  natural 
resources,  those  conflicts  must  be  managed  proactively. 

This  Memorandum  supersedes  the  November  28.  2005,  Memorandum  on  Environmental  Conflict 
Resolution.  It  broadens  the  efforts  called  for  under  the  2005  Memorandum  by  explicitly 
encouraging  appropriate  and  effective  upfront  environmental  collaboration  to  minimize  or  prevent 
conflict  and  strengthen  the  focus  on  environmental  conflict  resolution  developed  under  the  2005 
Memorandum.  This  Memorandum  emphasizes  the  value  of  collaboration  in  policy  making,  conflict 
prevention  and  management,  and  conflict  resolution  in  meeting  mission  responsibilities  when 
managing  and  conserving  our  environment,  natural  resources,  and  public  lands. 

To  build  on  those  efforts  to  achieve  better  governance,  this  Memorandum  calls  for  a department 
and  agency  commitment  to  employ  collaboration  to  minimize  and  potentially  avoid  environmental 
and  natural  resource  conflicts  as  well  as  to  enhance  the  use  of  environmental  conflict  resolution  to 
manage  and  resolve  conflicts  that  arise.  This  approach  supports  other  transparency  and  good 
government  initiatives  such  as  the  Executive  Order  on  improving  Performance  of  Federal  Permitting 
and  Review  of  infrastructure  Projects  which  encourage  early  collaboration  among  agencies,  project 
sponsors,  and  affected  stakeholders  to  incorporate  and  address  their  interests  and  minimize  delays 
in  making  informed  and  timely  Federal  permitting  and  review  decisions. 
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With  the  magnitude  of  environmental  challenges  facing  the  nation,  coupled  With  the  need  for 
careful  stewardship  of  tax  dollars  and  budgets,  all  Federal  departments  and  agencies  should 
leverage  environmental  collaboration  and  conflict  management  approaches  to  minimize  and 
resolve  environmental  conflicts. 

SECTION  2.  DEFINITION  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  COLLABORATION  AND  CONFLICT  RESOLUTION 

Under  this  policy,  Environmental  Collaboration  and  Conflict  Resolution  is  defined  as  third-party 
assisted  collaborative  problem  solving  and  conflict  resolution  in  the  context  of  environmental, 
public  Sands,  or  natural  resources  issues  or  conflicts,  including  matters  related  to  energy, 
transportation,  and  water  and  land  management. 

The  term  Environmental  Collaboration  and  Conflict  Resolution  encompasses  a range  of  assisted 
collaboration,  negotiation,  and  facilitated  dialogue  processes  and  applications.  These  processes 
directly  engage  affected  interests  and  Federal  department  and  agency  decisionmakers  in 
collaborative  problem  solving  and  conflict  resolution. 

Multi-issue,  multi-party  environmental  disputes  or  controversies  often  take  place  in  high  conflict 
and  low  trust  settings,  where  the  assistance  of  impartial  facilitators  or  mediators  can  be 
instrumental  to  reaching  agreement  and  resolution,  Such  disputes  range  broadly  from  policy  and 
regulatory  disputes  to  administrative  adjudicatory  disputes,  civil  judicial  disputes,  intra-  and 
interagency  disputes,  and  disputes  with  non-Federal  persons  and  entities. 

Environmental  Collaboration  and  Conflict  Resolution  can  be  applied  during  policy  development  or 
planning  in  the  context  of  a rulemaking,  administrative  decision-making,  enforcement,  or  litigation, 
with  appropriate  attention  to  the  particular  requirements  of  those  processes.  These  contexts 
typically  involve  situations  where  a Federal  department  or  agency  has  ultimate  responsibility  for 
decision-making  and  there  may  be  disagreement  or  conflict  among  Federal,  Tribal,  State,  and  local 
governments  and  agencies,  public  interest  organizations,  citizens  groups,  and  business  and  industry 
groups. 

Although  Environmental  Collaboration  and  Conflict  Resolution  refers  specifically  to  collaborative 
and  conflict  resolution  processes  aided  by  third-party  neutrals,  there  is  a broad  array  of 
partnerships,  cooperative  arrangements,  and  unassisted  negotiations  that  Federal  departments  and 
agencies  may  pursue  with  non-Federal  entities  to  plan,  manage,  and  implement  department  and 
agency  programs  and  activities.  The  Basic  Principles  for  Agency  Engagement  in  Environmental 
Collaboration  and  Conflict  Resolution  are  presented  in  Attachment  B.  The  Basic  Principles  provide 
guidance  that  applies  to  both  Environmental  Collaboration  and  Conflict  Resolution  and  unassisted 
collaborative  problem  solving  and  conflict  resolution-  This  policy  recognizes  the  importance  and 
value  of  the  appropriate  use  of  all  forms  of  collaborative  problem  solving  and  conflict  resolution. 
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SECTION  3.  APPLICABILITY  OP  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  COLLABORATION  AND  CONFLICT 
RESOLUTION  POLICY  MEMORANDUM 

his  Memorandum  applies  to  ail  executive  branch  departments  and  agencies  (as  defined  by  Title  5 
USX.  § 105)  responsible  for  complying  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (42  U.S.C.  § 4321 
et  seq.)  and  executing  other  laws  in  effect  to  manage  and  conserve  our  environment,  natural 
resources,  and  public  lands.  Independent  agencies  are  also  requested  to  comply  with  the 
provisions  of  this  Memorandum, 


SECTION  4,  POLICY  DIRECTION 

a.  Federal  departments  and  agencies  should  ensure  they  effectively  explore  opportunities  for 
collaboration  in  them  planning  and  decisionmaking  processes  to  address  different  perspectives 
and  potential  conflicts,  consistent  with  the  Basic  Principles  of  Environmental  Conflict  Resolution 
and  Collaborative  Problem  Solving  srs  Attachment  8. 

h.  Given  possible  cost  savings  through  improved  outcomes,  fewer  appeals  and  less  litigation, 
department  and  agency  leadership  should  identify  and  support  upfront  investments  in 
collaborative  processes  and  conflict  resolution,  and  demonstrate  those  savings  in  performance 
and  accountability  measures, 

c Several  mechanisms,  strategies,  and  resources  exist  to  aid  departments  and  agencies  in  this 
effort  and  to  build  interna!  department  and  agency  capacity,  including  those  presented  in 
Section  5,  and  each  department  and  agency  should  draw  on  them  as  appropriate. 

d Departments  and  agencies  should  give  careful  consideration  to  the  use  of  assisted  negotiations 
through  Environmental  Conflict  Resolution  when  addressing  environmental  conflicts,  using  their 
own  Environmental  Conflict  Resolution  (ECR)/A!ternative  Dispute  Resolution  (ADR)  staffs,  the 
U S.  Institute  for  Environmental  Conflict  Resolution,  the  U.S,  Department  of  Justice  (e.g„  for 
litigation  matters),  or  other  ECR/AOR  organizations,  as  appropriate. 

e.  Federal  departments  and  agencies  are  encouraged  to  draw  on  the  services  of  the  U.S.  institute 
for  Environmental  Conflict  Resolution  to  review  internal  mechanisms  and  strategies  for 
increasing  the  use  of  Environmental  Collaboration  and  Conflict  Resolution  and  to  assist 
departments  and  agencies  In  developing  performance  and  accountability  measures  consistent 
with  the  Environmental  Policy  and  Conflict  Resolution  Act  of  1998  (P  L.  105456). 

f.  The  Director  of  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  (OMB)  and  the  Chair  of  the  Council  on 
Environmental  Quality  (CEO)  will  convene  periodic  leadership  meetings  of  departments  and 
agencies  to  advance  progress  on  this  policy.  The  U.S  Institute  for  Environmental  Conflict 
Resolution  shall  convene  a quarterly  interagency  forum  of  senior  department  and  agency  staff 
to  provide  advice  and  guidance  and  facilitate  interagency  exchange  on  Environmental 
Collaboration  and  Conflict  Resolution. 

g Federal  departments  and  agencies  shall  report  at  least  every  year  to  the  Director  of  OMB  and 
the  Chair  of  CEQ  on  their  use  of  Environmental  Collaboration  and  Conflict  Resolution  for  these 
purposes,  and  on  the  estimated  cost  savings  and  benefits  realized  through  third-party  assisted 
negotiation,  mediation,  or  other  processes  designed  to  help  parties  achieve  agreement.  Costs 
savings  and  benefits  realized  should  be  reported  using  quantitative  data  to  the  extent  possible 
Departments  and  agencies  are  encouraged  to  work  toward  systematic  collection  of  relevant 
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information  that  can  be  useful  in  on-going  information  exchange  across  departments  and 
agencies  as  fostered  by  Section  4(e). 


SECTION  5.  MECHANISMS  AND  STRATEGIES  TO  INCREASE  THE  EFFECTIVE  USE  OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL  COLLABORATION  AND  CONFLICT  RESOLUTION  AND  IMPROVE  AGENCY 
CAPACITY 

To  increase  the  effective  use  of  Environmental  Collaboration  and  Conflict  Resolution  and  build 
institutional  capacity  for  collaborative  planning  processes  and  problem  solving,  Federal 
departments  and  agencies  should  draw  upon  the  mechanisms  and  strategies  outlined  in 
Attachment  C, 

Priority  should  be  given  to: 

J integrating  Environmental  Collaboration  and  Conflict  Resolution  objectives  and  a focus  on 
up-front  collaboration  as  a key  principle  in  agency  mission  statements  and  strategic  plans; 

* Developing  internal  Environmental  Collaboration  and  Conflict  Resolution  guidance; 

* Coordinating  with  other  departments  and  agencies  to  address  emerging  areas  of  conflict 
and  cross-cutting  challenges; 

w Strategizing  with  other  departments  and  agencies  on  how  to  assess  the  costs  and  benefits 
of  Environmental  Collaboration  and  Conflict  Resolution;  and 

* Documenting  the  savings  and  benefits  of  Environmental  Collaboration  and  Conflict 
Resolution  where  quantitative  or  qualitative  data  exist. 
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Attachment  A. 

Guidance  and  Authorities  Related  to  ADR  and  Environmental  Collaboration  and  Conflict 
Resolution 

' Administrative  Dispute  Resolution  Act  of  1996  (ADR A)  (available  at 
http://www.adr.gov/pdf/adra.pdf) 

* Regulatory  Negotiation  Act  of  1996  (available  at  http://www.epa.gov/adr/regnegactpdf) 

* Contract  Disputes  Act  of  1378,  as  amended  (available  at 
http://www.law.cornefl.edu/uscode/usc_sup_01_41_10_9.html) 

* Alternative  Dispute  Resolution  Act  of  1998  (available  at  http://www.epa.gov/adr/adr3_1398.pdf) 

* Environmental  Policy  and  Conflict  Resolution  Act  of  1998  (available  at 
http://www.ecr.gov/pdf/PL_10S-106.pdf) 

* Executive  Order  12988.  "Civil  justice  Reform"  (February  5,  1996)  (available  at 

ftttp.//www.arcbives.-gov/federal~register/executive-orders/1996.html) 

* Presidential  Memorandum,  "Designation  of  Interagency  Committee  to  Facilitate  and  Encourage 
Use  of  Alternative  Means  of  Dispute  Resolution  and  Negotiated  Rulemaking"'  (May  1 1998) 
(available  at  bttp://govinfo. library. uni.edu/npr/library/direct/memos/disputre.html) 

* Environmental  Policy  and  Conflict  Resolution  Advancement  Act  of  2003  (available  at 
http://www.ecr.gov/pdf/PLAW-108publl60.pdf) 

* Executive  Order  13352,  "Facilitation  of  Cooperative  Conservation"  (August  4,  2004)  (available  at 
http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/regs/Executive_Order_13352.pdf) 

Office  of  Management  and  Budget  and  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  Memorandum  on 
Environmental  Conflict  Resolution  (November  28,  2005)  (available  at  http://georgewbush- 
whitehouse.archives.gov/ceq/joint-5t3tement.htm!) 

* Presidential  Memorandum,  "Transparency  and  Open  Government"  (January  21,  2009)  (available  at 
http://wwwwhitehQuse.gov/the_press_office/Transpar8ncyandOp6nGovernment) 

* OMB  Memorandum,  "Open  Government  Directive"  (December  8,  2009)  (available  at 
http://wwwwhitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/assets/memoranda_2010/ml0-06.pdf) 

a Presidential  Memorandum,  "Tribal  Consultation"  (November  5,  2009)  (available  at 

http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/memorandum--trib3l-consultation-signed-president) 
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Attachment  B. 

Basic  Principles  for  Agency  Engagement  in  Environmental  Collaboration  and  Conflict 
Resolution 

informed  Commitment  - Confirm  willingness  and  availability  of  appropriate  department  and  agency 
leadership  and  staff  at  all  levels  to  commit  to  principles  of  engagement;  and  ensure  commitment  and 
availability  to  participate  in  good  faith  and  be  open  to  new  perspectives. 

Balanced Voluntary  Representation  - Ensure  balanced  inclusion  of  affected  and  concerned  interests, 
recognizing  that  all  parties  should  be  willing  and  able  to  participate  and  select  their  own 
representatives. 

Croup  Autonomy  - Engage  ail  participants  in  developing  (through  a situation  assessment)  and 
conducting  a process;  include  a choice  of  consensus-based  decision  rules;  and  seek  assistance  as 
needed  from  an  impartial  third-party  facilitator  or  mediator  selected  by  and  accountable  to  alt 
parties. 

informed  Process  - Seek  agreement  on  how  to  share,  test,  and  apply  relevant  information  (scientific, 
cultural,  technical,  etc.)  among  participants;  and  ensure  relevant  information  is  accessible  and 
understandable  to  all  participants. 

Accountability  - Participate  in  the  process  directly,  fully,  and  in  good  faith;  and  be  accountable  to  all 
participants,  as  well  as  to  department  and  agency  representatives  and  the  public. 

Openness  - Ensure  all  participants  and  the  public  are  fully  informed  in  a timely  manner  of  the 
purpose  and  objectives  of  the  process;  communicate  department  and  agency  authorities, 
requirements,  and  constraints;  and  uphold  confidentiality  rules  and  agreements  as  required  for 
particular  proceedings. 

Timeliness  - Ensure  timely  decisions  and  outcomes. 

Implementation  - Ensure  decisions  are  implementahie  and  consistent  with  Federal  law  and  policy  by 
commitlng  to:  identify  the  parties'  roles  and  responsibilities  necessary  to  implement  agreement; 
agree  in  advance  on  the  consequences  of  3 party  being  unable  to  provide  necessary  resources  or 
implement  agreement;  and  ensure  parties  will  take  steps  to  obtain  resources  necessary  to  implement 
agreement. 
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Attachment  C, 

Mechanisms  and  Strategies  to  Increase  the  Effective  Use  of  Environmental  Collaboration  and 
Conflict  Resolution  and  improve  Agency  Capacity 

The  following  mechanisms  and  strategies  are  among  those  that  can  be  of  use  in  building 
institutional  capacity  for  pursuing  the  effective  use  of  Environmental  Collaboration  and  Conflict 
Resolution: 

(a)  Departments  and  Agencies  with  Existing  or  Developing  Environmental  Collaboration  and 
Conflict  Resolution  Programs 

(1)  integrate  Environmental  Collaboration  and  Conflict  Resolution  objectives  into 
department  and  agency  mission  statements.  Government  Performance  and  Results  Act 
(GPRA)  goals,  and  strategic  planning  by: 

* Identifying  relevant  GPRA  goals  and  link  to  department  and  agency  strategic  plans; 

- Aligning  plans  for  implementation  of  Environmental  Collaboration  and  Conflict 

Resolution  with  department  and  agency  strategic  plan  goals; 

* Aligning  of  planning,  budgeting,  and  accountability  systems  to  facilitate 
collaboration; 

8 Setting  performance  goals  for  increasing  use  of  Environmental  Collaboration  and 
Conflict  Resolution; 

* Exploring  why  goals  may  not  be  met  and  what  steps  are  necessary  to  meet  them  in 
the  future; 

a Tracking  annual  costs  or  other  mission  impacts  of  environmental  conflict  to  the 
department  or  agency  and  setting  goals  for  reduction  in  such  costs; 

a Identifying  annual  resource  savings  and  benefits  accrued  from  collaborative 
solutions;  and 

J Estimating  the  relative  costs  and  benefits  of  using  Environmental  Collaboration 
and  Conflict  Resolution  compared  to  other  decision-making  processes,  and  set 
goals  to  increase  the  use  of  Environmental  Collaboration  and  Conflict  Resolution  in 
those  situations  where  Environmental  Collaboration  and  Conflict  Resolution  is 
superior  to  other  decision-making  processes, 

(2)  Ensure  that  department  and  agency  infrastructure  support  Environmental 
Collaboration  and  Conflict  Resolution  by: 

4 Drawing  on  dispute  resolution  specialists  and  existing  ADR  resources  pursuant  to 
the  Administrative  Dispute  Resolution  Act  of  1996  and  other  legal  authorities  and 
policy  guidance; 

4 Providing  leadership  support; 

* Setting  internal  policy  directives; 

* Integrating  use  of  Environmental  Collaboration  and  Conflict  Resolution  into 
performance  plans; 

a Creating  incentives  to  Increase  appropriate  use: 

3 Supporting  staff  outreach,  education,  and  training;  and 
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a Documenting  other  useful  forms  of  collaboration  and  conflict  resolution  such  as 
unassisted  principled  negotiation. 

(3)  Invest  in  support  of  programs  by; 

a Assigning  staff  and  directing  resources  to  support  programs; 

a Performing  an  internal  self-audit  of  priority  environmental  goals  or  problems  and 
areas  of  expanding  or  challenging  conflict  and  assessing  potential  value  and 
appropriateness  for  using  Environmental  Collaboration  and  Conflict  Resolution, 

a Identifying  existing  program  resources  and  future  needs, 

3 Fostering  collaborative  leadership  at  all  levels  through  recruitment  and  career 
development; 

3 Building  expert  knowledge,  skills,  and  capacity  by  strengthening  intellectual  and 
technical  expertise  in  Environmental  Collaboration  and  Conflict  Resolution; 

a Documenting  demonstration  projects  and  dispute  system  design  results; 

* Implementing  tracking  systems  for  Environmental  Collaboration  and  Conflict 
Resolution  requests  for  assistance,  cases,  and  projects; 

* Identifying  efficient  methods  to  access  project  funding; 

a Fostering  open  communication  early  in  project  or  proposal  development; 

* Building  partnerships  with  other  department  and  agency  programs;  and 

81  Supporting  early  assessment  and  assistance  for  Environmental  Collaboration  and 
Conflict  Resolution. 

(4)  Focus  on  accountable  performance  and  achievement  by; 

8 Preparing  periodic  progress  reports; 

8 Issuing  guidance  on  expected  outcomes  and  resources; 

8 Conducting  program  evaluation; 

a Conducting  Environmental  Collaboration  and  Conflict  Resolution  case  and  project 
evaluation;  and 

a Responding  appropriately  to  evaluation  results  to  improve  appropriate  use  of 
Environmental  Collaboration  and  Conflict  Resolution 

(b)  Departments  and  Agencies  without  Environmental  Collaboration  and  Conflict  Resolution 
Programs 

( 1}  Draw  on  any  of  the  above  mechanisms  in  Section  5(a)  that  may  be  applicable.  For 
example,  perform  an  internal  audit  of  areas  where  environmental  conflicts  are  occuring; 
inventory  annual  costs  of  environmental  conflict  and  set  goals  to  reduce  those  costs; 
and  identify  annual  savings  from  using  collaborative  processes. 

(2)  Demonstrate  increased  use  of  Environmental  Collaboration  and  Conflict  Resolution 
by  applying  it  to  cases  and  under  conditions  consistent  with  the  Basic  Principles  for 
Agency  Engagement  in  Environmental  Collaboration  and  Conflict  Resolution  in 
Attachment  B. 


(S 


Grace,  Erika 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 
Thursday,  February  07,  2013  1:43  PM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 
Fwd:  Stateline  Solar  Farm 
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Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  Ginger  Ontiveros  <Ginger.Ontiveros@vve.edu> 
Date:  Fri,  Jan  18,  2013  at  2:34  PM 
Subject:  Stateline  Solar  Farm 

To:  "ichildersteTblm.gov"  <ichildcrs@blm.gov> 


Dear  Mr.  Childers, 


I know  you  have  been  evaluating  permits  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  and  I would  like  to  express  my  support 
for  the  project  being  proposed  for  the  Ivanpah  Valley  in  San  Bernardino  County.  I hope  that  my  support  will 
still  be  of  help  to  you  in  this  process. 


Our  region  has  suffered  greatly  from  the  recession  and  unlike  some  areas  of  the  country,  this  County  and 
especially  the  High  Desert,  continues  to  struggle  with  a persistency  high  unemployment  rate.  Too  many  of 
our  neighbors  are  still  out  of  work.  Most  were  displaced  from  jobs  in  the  construction  industry  which  make 
them  prime  candidates  for  new  careers  in  the  solar  industry. 

Fortunately,  the  solar  power  industry  has  been  active  in  our  region,  creating  jobs  and  opportunity.  In  fact, 
projects  under  construction  in  the  County  have  created  more  than  3,000  jobs.  Most  of  these  jobs  are  being  filled 
with  workers  from  the  High  Desert,  San  Bernardino  County  and  throughout  Inland  Empire.  N 
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Victor  Valley  College  has  been  training  High  Desert  residents  for  jobs  in  the  solar  industry.  The  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  has  provided  support  to  the  college  and  we  appreciate  their  commitment  to  helping  local  residents  prepare 
for  gainful  employment  in  our  region. 
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The  Stateline  Solar  Farm  holds  the  promise  of  creating  more  than  400  much  need  construction  jobs  while 
generating  millions  of  dollars  in  fees,  taxes  and  wages  for  our  region  at  a time  when  we  need  them  the  most. 


As  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  moves  through  the  permitting  process,  please  count  my  support  for  this  important 
project. 


Ginger  Ontiveros, 

Executive  Director  Foundation  | Foundation 
Victor  Valley  College 
18422  Bear  Valley  Road 
Victorville,  CA  92395 

Office. 

Email : Ginqer.Ontiveros@vvc.edu 

Phone  (760)  245-4271  ext  2523 
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Grace,  Erika 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Jeffery  Childers  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Monday,  February  11,  2013  8:32  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fw:  Public  comments  on  Stateline  Solar  (CACA  48669) 
Stateline  Solar  public  comments  - Shaun  Gonzales. docx 


From:  Shaun  Gonzales  f mailto:shaun.qonzales@qmail.coml 
Sent:  Sunday,  February  10,  2013  07:05  PM 

To:  ichilders@blm.gov  <ichilders@blm.qov> 

Subject:  Public  comments  on  Stateline  Solar  (CACA  48669) 

Mr.  Childers, 

Please  consider  the  attached  comments  on  the  Stateline  Solar  draft  EIS,  and  let  me  know  if  you  have  any 
difficulty  with  the  attachment. 

-shaun 


10  February  2013 

Mr.  Jeffrey  Childers 
BLM  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  California  92553-9046 

Re:  Public  comments  on  Stateline  Solar  project  (CACA  48669) 

Dear  Mr.  Childers: 

Please  accept  the  following  comments  regarding  First  Solar's  application  for  a right-of-way  (ROW)  to  construct 
and  operate  the  Stateline  Solar  project,  and  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS). 

Insufficient  Information 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  should  not  proceed  to  a final  EIS  for  Stateline  Solar  or  the  Silver  State 
South  project  until  after  a more  ecological  assessment  and  conservation  plan  can  be  completed,  including 
research  begun  last  year  examining  desert  tortoise  connectivity  expected  to  be  completed  in  spring 
2013.  The  conservation  plan  should  identify  necessary  land  use  plan  amendments  to  protect  the  significant 
wildlife  values  of  the  region,  including  rare  plants,  foraging  habitat  for  golden  eagles  and  bighorn  sheep,  and 
wildlife  linkages  for  sensitive  species. 

The  current  number  of  projects  under  consideration  or  approved  for  construction/operation  on  public  lands  in 
the  Ivanpah  Valley  threaten  the  viability  of  this  important.  The  BLM  should  issue  a supplemental  draft  EIS 
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following  completion  this  more  holistic  study  and  conservation  plan  to  include  relevant  findings  and 
reconsider  BLM's  preferred  alternatives  for  both  First  Solar  projects  under  BLM  review  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  - 
Stateline  Solar  and  Silver  State  South. 

Purpose  and  Need 

The  draft  EIS  inadequately  addresses  or  ignores  other  agency  purpose  and  needs  that  have  been  assigned  to 
the  Ivanpah  Valley  during  review  of  other  policies  or  solar  projects  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley.  The  BLM's  purpose 
should  be  rewritten  to  include  conservation  goals  for  preserving  a critical  desert  tortoise  genetic  linkage.  The  " 
US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  recommended  in  its  revised  biological  opinion  on  BrightSource  Energy's  Ivanpah 
Solar  Electric  Generating  System  (ISEGS)  that  the  BLM  amend  land  use  plans  for  the  Ivanpah  Valley  so  that 
further  industrial  scale  development  not  be  permitted  to  "reduce  fragmentation  within  the  critical  linkage 
between  the  Ivanpah  Critical  Habitat  Unit  and  the  El  Dorado  Critical  Habitat  Unit."  (USFWS,  10  June  2011) 

Furthermore,  the  Department  of  Interior  Solar  Energy  Development  Program,  implemented  by  the  Secretary 
of  Interior  on  15  October  2012  identifies  the  Ivanpah  Valley  as  a solar  exclusion  zone  in  order  to  protect 
wildlife  resources.  Federal  policy  recognizes  the  need  to  conserve  natural  resources  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  and 
this  should  be  reflected  in  the  draft  EIS's  evaluation  of  Agency  purpose/need  and  the  preferred  alternative. 
Although  project  applications  pending  were  not  subjected  to  the  solar  exclusion  zone  created  in  the  Ivanpah 
Valley,  members  of  the  public  protested  the  grandfather  clause. 

Additionally,  various  alternatives  under  consideration  by  the  Department  of  Interior  and  the  California 
Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  for  the  Desert  Renewable  Energy  Conservation  Plan  involve  bestowing  desert 
conservation  land  status  on  the  Ivanpah  Valley. 

Alternative  Analysis 

Consistent  with  Department  of  Interior  and  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  conservation  concerns 
in  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  BLM  should  analyze  additional  alternatives.  Specifically,  the  BLM  draft  EIS  should  be 
reissued  to  include  a conservation  alternative  that  rejects  the  ROW  and  amends  land  use  plans  to  designate 
the  remainder  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  in  California  and  Nevada  as  an  area  of  critical  environmental  concern 
(ACEC)  or  desert  wildlife  management  area.  The  current  draft  EIS  only  evaluates  no  project  alternatives  that 
do  not  extend  any  conservation  designation.  A newly  analyzed  conservation  alternative  should  be  the  BLM's 
preferred  alternative.  If  this  is  not  possible,  the  BLM  should  select  Alternative  6 (No  Project,  Exclude  Solar)  as 
its  preferred  alternative.  — 

The  BLM  wrongfully  eliminates  private  land  alternative  analysis,  declaring  that  such  an  alternative  is 
economically  infeasible.  The  BLM  should  be  aware  First  Solar  is  already  constructing  other  large  solar  projects 
on  private  and  already-disturbed  land  parcels,  including  the  Agua  Caliente  solar  project  (290  MW)  and  the 
Antelope  Valley  Solar  Ranch  1 (230  MW).  Another  company,  8minutenergy,  has  found  private/disturbed  lands 
to  accommodate  at  least  800  megawatts  of  utility-scale  facilities  in  the  Imperial  Valley.  The  draft  EIS  should  be 
reissued  to  include  a full  evaluation  of  a private  or  disturbed-land  alternative.  — 

Reasonably  Foreseeable  Development  — 

The  draft  EIS'  evaluation  of  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  omits  several  thousand  acres  of  potential 
disturbance  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Sateline  Solar  project.  According  to  the  website  of  Canada-based  Elissa 
Resources,  the  company  has  claim  to  expansive  land  on  the  eastern  edge  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  in  Nevada,  and 
plans  to  develop  the  Thor  rare  earth  element  mine  on  the  site.  The  company  has  already  conducted  drilling, 
and  assesses  that  initial  results  indicate  large  and  rich  deposits  of  rare  earth  elements.  BLM  mining  claim 
records  (LR2000)  indicate  that  Elissa  Resources  hold  mining  claims  across  at  least  4,000  acres  of  desert  habitat 


52-2 


52-3 


52-4 


52-5 


52-6 


52-7 


52-8 


2 


Comment  Letter  52 


in  the  Mount  Diablo  Meridian  28S/61E  and  29S/61E  township  and  ranges  under  the  claimant  name  "Red  Hill 
Energy." 

Partly  overlapping  with  Elissa  Resources'  potential  Thor  mine  development.  Crescent  Peak  Renewables  LLC,  a 
subsidiary  of  Oak  Creek  Energy  Systems,  is  proposing  a wind  energy  facility  involving  up  to  220  turbines  across 
a ROW  application  spanning  nearly  58  square  miles  in  Nevada.  The  company  submitted  a permit  to  construct 
the  facility  to  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  of  Nevada  in  September,  according  to  public  records.  The 
project  would  further  disturb  and  fragment  habitat  for  the  desert  tortoise  and  foraging  habitat  for  other 
sensitive  species  on  the  eastern  edge  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  and  should  be  evaluated  in  the  draft  EIS  as 
another  foreseeable  project  in  the  vicinity.  — 

Desert  Tortoise 

The  draft  EIS  should  also  evaluate  the  number  of  tortoises  on  or  near  the  Stateline  Solar  project  site  that  were 
previously  harassed  or  relocated  as  part  of  the  BrightSource  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generation 
project.  Tortoises  already  disturbed  for  the  BrightSource  project  would  be  subjected  to  double  jeopardy  by 
First  Solar's  Stateline  project,  increasing  stress  that  may  further  reduce  the  effectiveness  of  translocation 
efforts.  The  relocation  of  tortoises  outside  of  the  perimeter  of  the  Stateline  Solar  project  also  seems 
inadequate,  since  these  animals  could  again  be  subjected  to  harassment  for  the  approved  Desert  Xpress  high- 
speed rail  project.  Relocating  animals  into  another  approved  project  lacks  foresight  and  shows  disregard  for 
the  welfare  of  this  Federally  listed  species.  ~ 

Thank  you  for  your  time,  and  let  me  know  if  you  have  any  questions. 

Sincerely, 

Shaun  Gonzales 
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Grace,  Erika 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Jeffery  Childers  <jchilders@blm.gov> 
Wednesday,  February  13,  2013  10:10  AM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 
Fw:  Stateline  solar  DEIS  comment 


From:  Jared  Fuller  f mailto:iqillenfuljer@vahoo.coml 
Sent:  Tuesday,  February  12,  2013  07:57  PM 

To:  ichilders@blm.gov  <ichilders@blm.qov> 

Subject:  Stateline  solar  DEIS  comment 


The  Stateline  solar  project  should  not  be  built.  The  project  would  greatly  impact  desert  tortoise, 
succulent,  and  rare  plant  populations.  Rare  plant  species  which  would  be  most  affected  by  the 
preferred  alternative  include  Desert  Pincusion,  Mojave  Milkweed,  Utah  Vine  Milkweed,  Parish  Ciub- 
cholla,  and  Rusby's  Desert  Mallow,  and  Pink  Funnel  Lily.  The  impacts  would  be  especially  severe 
as  the  project  would  be  located  adjacent  to  the  Ivanpah  solar  plant  which  has  already  caused  heavy 
impacts  to  many  of  these  populations. 
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The  project  should  at  least  be  reduced  in  size  and  exclude  the  area  with  the  highest  concentration  of 
rare  plant  species  and  succulents,  located  in  the  northern  section. 

Jared  G.  Fuller 
636  W 200  S 
Provo,  UT 
84601 
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L LEAGUE 

^ OF  CALIFORNIA 

CITIES 


SM 


DESERT  MOUNTAIN  DIVISION 


IP 

6%  c§ 

9700  Seventh  Avenue 
Hesperia  CA  92345 

Thurston  "Smitty"  Smith,  President 
Desert  Mountain  Division 
Phone:  (760)947-1018 


February  5,  2013 


Jeff  Childers 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Needles  Field  Office 
1303  S.  Hwy  95 
Needles,  CA  92363 

Dear  Mr  Childers: 


s 

1 

i 


a: 

m 

m 

o 

Zr 

mm 

mm 

CD 


fTjfrj 

mr~ 

* CD 

O __ 

>5; 


O 

m 


f','0 

w..T» 

COi 

"H 

. co 

m 

CO 

CO 

S-gm 

nj 

13 

gr-S 

i — * 

“(Z 

no 

a 

On  behalf  of  the  member  cities  of  the  Desert  Mountain  Division  of  the  League  of 
California  Cities,  I would  like  to  express  support  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  project 
being  proposed  for  the  Ivanpah  Valley  in  San  Bernardino  County, 

As  you  may  know,  few  regions  of  the  country  have  been  hit  as  hard  by  the  recession  as 
San  Bernardino  County.  While  other  parts  of  the  nation  now  show  signs  of  recovery,  our 
region  has  struggled  with  persistent  high  unemployment  and  foreclosures.  This  project 
holds  the  promise  of  creating  more  than  400  much  need  construction  jobs  while 
generating  millions  of  dollars  in  fees,  taxes  and  wages  for  our  region  at  a time  when  we 
need  it  the  most. 
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The  solar  power  industry  has  been  active  in  our  region,  creating  jobs  and  opportunity.  In 
fact,  solar  projects  under  construction  in  the  County  have  created  more  than  3,000  jobs. 
Most  of  these  jobs  are  being  filled  with  workers  from  the  High  Desert,  San  Bernardino 
County  and  from  throughout  Inland  Empire. 


As  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  moves  through  the  permitting  process,  please  extend  our 
support  for  this  important  project.  Should  you  have  any  questions  regarding  our 
position  on  this  matter,  please  feel  free  to  contact  me  at  (760)  947-1018. 


Thurston  “Smitty*  Smith 
President,  Desert  Mountain  Division 
Mayor  Pro  Tem,  City  of  Hesperia 


MEMBER  CITIES 

Adelanto,  Apple  Valley,  Sarstow,  Big  Bear  Lake,  California  City,  Hesperia,  Lancaster,  Mammoth  Lakes, 
Needles,  Palmdale,  Ridgecrest,  Twentynine  Palms,  Victorville,  Yucca  Valley 
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Basin  and  Range  Watch 


February  20,  2013 

To:  Jeffery  Childers 

Bureau  of  Land  Management, 

California  Desert  District, 

Attn:  Stateline  Solar  Project, 

22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos, 

Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
jchilders@blm.gov 

Subject:  Comments  on  the  Stateline  Solar  Power  Project 
Dear  Jeff, 

We  would  like  to  submit  the  following  comments  on  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Power  Project  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (CACA  48669) 

Basin  and  Range  Watch  is  a group  of  volunteers  who  live  in  the  deserts  of  Nevada  and  California, 
working  to  stop  the  destruction  of  our  desert  homeland.  Industrial  renewable  energy  companies  are 
seeking  to  develop  millions  of  acres  of  unspoiled  habitat  in  our  region.  Our  goal  is  to  identify  the 
problems  of  energy  sprawl  and  find  solutions  that  will  preserve  our  natural  ecosystems  and  open 
spaces.  We  have  visited  the  Stateline  Solar  Project  site  and  are  concerned  about  the  direct  and 
cumulative  impacts  that  the  project  would  have  on  the  region. 

Purpose  and  Need. 

The  Purpose  and  Need  Statement  should  reflect  a need  to  protect  the  natural,  cultural  and  visual 
resources  of  Ivanpah  Valley  from  the  recent  boom  of  renewable  energy  applications.  The  Statement 
should  recognize  that  projects  of  such  large  acreage  are  not  compatible  with  maintaining  functioning 
ecological  systems.  The  Statement  should  recognize  the  presence  of  rare  plants.  The  Statement  should 
recognize  that  Ivanpah  Valley  has  been  identified  by  the  as  an  important  region  for  the  desert  tortoise 

The  management  objectives  in  The  Energy  Policy  Act  2005  (EPAct),  Title  II,  Section  211,  set  forth  the 
"sense  of  Congress"  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  should  seek  to  have  approved  non-hydropower 
renewable  energy  projects  on  the  public  lands  with  a generation  capacity  of  at  least  10,000  MW  by 
2015. 
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In  October,  2012,  the  Interior  Department  announced  that  the  goal  was  achieved  when  Secretary 
Salazar  signed  the  Record  of  Decision  for  the  Chokecherry  and  Sierra  Madre  Wind  Energy  Project  in 
Wyoming.  Since  2009,  the  Department  of  the  Interior  has  authorized  18  utility-scale  solar  projects,  7 
industrial-scale  wind  projects,  and  8 geothermal  plants  on  the  public  lands.  When  built,  these  projects 
will  generate  over  10,000  MW  of  electricity. 

The  goals  of  Section  4 in  Secretarial  Order  3283  clearly  state  a need  for  environmental  responsibility: 
"the  permitting  of  environmentally  responsible  wind , solar,  biomass,  and  geothermal  operations  and 
electrical  transmission  facilities  on  the  public  lands. 

The  Stateline  Solar  Project  in  its  proposed  location  would  impact  rare  plants,  endangered  wildlife, 
cultural  resources,  air  quality  and  visual  resources.  It  will  need  over  3 square  miles  of  desert  habitat  for 
space  to  develop.  It  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  Best  Management  Practices  concerning  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act,  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  and  the  Federal  Lands  Management  Policy  Act, 
etc  and  can,  in  no  way,  be  considered  "environmentally  responsible". 


Alternatives: 

Following  the  guidelines  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  a full  range  of  alternatives  should  be 
considered  in  every  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also  following  the  guidelines  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  the  final  EIS  should  present  the 
environmental  impacts  of  the  proposal  and  the  alternatives  in  comparative  form,  thus  sharply  defining 
the  issues  and  providing  a clear  basis  for  choice  among  options  by  the  decision  maker  and  the  public.  In 
this  section  agencies  shall: 

(a)  Rigorously  explore  and  objectively  evaluate  all  reasonable  alternatives,  and  for  alternatives  which 
were  eliminated  from  detailed  study,  briefly  discuss  the  reasons  for  their  having  been  eliminated. 

(b)  Devote  substantial  treatment  to  each  alternative  considered  in  detail  including  the  proposed  action 
so  that  reviewers  may  evaluate  their  comparative  merits. 

(c)  Include  reasonable  alternatives  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  lead  agency. 

(d)  Include  the  alternative  of  no  action. 

(e)  Identify  the  agency's  preferred  alternative  or  alternatives,  if  one  or  more  exists,  in  the  draft 
statement  and  identify  such  alternative  in  the  final  statement  unless  another  law  prohibits  the 
expression  of  such  a preference. 

(f)  Include  appropriate  mitigation  measures  not  already  included  in  the  proposed  action  or  alternatives. 
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We  would  like  to  request  that  the  following  alternatives  be  included  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement. 
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Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern:  In  2011,  we  nominated  approximately  32,000  acres  of  the 
public  lands  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  on  the  California  side  to  be  preserved  as  an  Area  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  The  ACEC  is  being  considered  as  an 
expansion  of  the  Desert  Wildlife  Management  Area  because  the  BLM  only  found  the  desert  tortoise  as  a 
qualifying  factor  for  the  ACEC.  While  we  appreciate  that  the  BLM  is  considering  the  ACEC  nomination, 
we  do  not  agree  that  the  desert  tortoise  is  the  only  resource  in  the  region  worthy  of  ACEC  protection.  22 
rare  plants  were  located  in  the  study  area  and  the  project  is  likely  to  remove  a significant  portion  of  the 
Mojave  milkweed  (Asclepias  nyctaginifolia)  population  in  California.  The  project  site  is  one  of  the  few 
parts  of  California  where  Gila  monsters  (Heloderma  suspectum)  could  be  located.  The  project  site  also 
would  support  foraging  and  breeding  habitat  for  desert  bighorn  sheep  (Ovis  canadensis  nelsoni). 

We  appreciate  that  the  BLM  is  considering  our  nomination.  We  believe  that  the  best  alternative  for  the 
desert  tortoise  is  to  choose  a conservation  alternative  and  deny  the  First  Solar  Right  of  Way. 

Our  preferred  alternative:  Choose  a Conservation  Alternative  that  designates  the  Area  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern.  Evaluate  and  select  a conservation  action  alternative  that  denies  First  Solar's 
right-of-way  request,  and  instead  designates  a more  robust  ACEC  that  includes  the  proposedproject  site. 


Brownfields  and  Degraded  Lands  Alternative:  The  US  Environmental  Protection  Agency  has  identified 
over  15  million  acres  of  brownfields  in  the  United  States  that  would  be  suitable  for  utility  scale  solar 
development.  See  here:  http://www.epa.gov/brownfields/sustain.htm 


The  Arizona  BLM  is  reviewing  the  "The  Restoration  Design  Energy  Project" 

http://www.blm.gov/az/st/en/prog/energy/arra_solar.html  (RDEP),  funded  by  the  American  Recovery 
and  Reinvestment  Act  of  2009,  which  supports  the  Secretary  of  Interior's  goals  to  build  America's  new 
energy  future  and  to  protect  and  restore  treasured  landscapes.  The  following  statement  is  made: 

"Emphasis  will  be  on  lands  that  are  previously  disturbed,  developed,  or  where  the  effects  on  sensitive 
resources  would  be  minimized.  The  BLM  intends  to  use  the  results  of  the  EIS  to  amend  its  land  use 
plans  across  Arizona  to  identity  areas  that  are  considered  to  be  most  suitable  for  renewable  energy 
projects. 
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While  these  amendments  will  only  apply  to  BLM-managed  lands,  the  EIS  will  examine  all  lands  in 
Arizona  and  serve  as  a resource  to  the  public,  policy  makers,  and  energy  planners." 


Distributed  Generation  Alternative:  Distributed  generation  in  the  built  environment  should  be  given 
much  more  full  analysis  as  a completely  viable  alternative.  This  project  will  need  just  as  much 
dispatchable  baseload  behind  it,  and  also  does  not  have  storage.  But  environmental  costs  are  negligible 
with  distributed  generation,  compared  with  this  project.  Distributed  generation  cannot  be  "done 
overnight,"  but  neither  can  large  transmission  lines  across  hundreds  of  miles  from  remote  central 
station  plants  to  load  centers.  Most  importantly,  distributed  generation  will  not  reduce  the  natural 
carbon-storing  ability  of  healthy  desert  ecosystems,  will  not  disturb  biological  soil  crusts,  and  will  not 
degrade  and  fragment  habitats  of  protected,  sensitive,  and  rare  species. 


Germany  is  a distributed  generation  success  story  and  has  installed  22  GW  of  renewable  energy,  about 
80  percent  of  which  is  in  the  built  environment.  This  alternative  is  viable  and  can  be  integrated  into  the 
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grid.  Any  viable  alternative  that  can  relive  impacts  of  large  projects  to  valuable  resources  should  always 
be  considered. 


In-Depth:  Germany's  22  GW  Solar  Energy  Record 

Read  more  at  http://cleantechnica.com/2Q12/05/31/in-depth-germanys-22-gw-solar-energy- 
record/#XJfxt60cUUkdvr3S.99 

The  DEIS  states  that  the  Distributed  Generation  alternative  has  been  eliminated  because  it  does  not 
meet  the  BLM's  Purpose  and  Need  to  build  a large  scale  solar  project  on  public  lands.  Since  the  set  goal 
of  developing  10,000  MW  of  energy  on  public  lands  has  been  met,  the  Purpose  and  Need  Statement  of 
the  DEIS  can  be  diversified  to  include  off  site  alternatives  as  a conservation  measure  for  biological, 
cultural  and  visual  resources.  Because  environmentally  responsible  solar  energy  is  an  important 
resource,  this  alternative  should  be  acknowledged  by  BLM.  Unfortunately,  the  Stateline  Project  would 
not  be  sited  in  an  environmentally  responsible  location.  _ 

Affected  Environment/Environmental  Consequences: 

Air  Quality/Fugitive  Dust: 

Large  solar  projects  in  desert  areas  are  very  bad  for  air  quality.  Removal  of  stabilized  soils  and  biological 
soil  crust  creates  a destructive  cycle  of  airborne  particulates  and  erosion.  As  more  stabilized  soils  are 
removed,  blowing  particulates  from  recently  eroded  areas  act  as  abrasive  catalysts  that  erode  the 
remaining  crusts  thus  resulting  in  more  airborne  particulates. 

First  Solar  (and  the  buyers  of  their  approved  projects)  have  done  a less  than  satisfactory  job  of 
mitigating  the  fugitive  dust  emissions  for  their  Desert  Sunlight  and  Antelope  Valley  Solar  Ranch  Projects. 

The  Right  of  Way  for  the  Desert  Sunlight  Project  guaranteed  that  mitigation  would  control  fugitive  dust 
emissions,  but  photos  taken  of  the  Desert  Sunlight  Project  show  "dust  blackouts"  that  have  occurred 
when  there  are  strong  wind  events.  These  dust  blackouts  were  reported  to  be  rare  in  the  area  before 
First  Solar  disturbed  so  much  of  the  ground  with  large  earth  moving  machines. 

The  below  photos  show  the  dust  blackouts  from  the  Desert  Sunlight  Project.  This  project  is  expected  to 
be  4,400  acres  and  the  poor  air  quality  resulted  from  disturbance  of  only  1,000  acres  so  far. 

The  air  quality  has  been  made  so  poor  by  the  construction  of  this  project,  that  you  can  hardly  even  see 
the  Coxcomb  Mountains  in  Joshua  Tree  National  Park  looking  from  the  south. 
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The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  required  that  the  company  control  the  dust  as  a condition  of 
mitigation  in  the  Record  of  Decision.  First  Solar  chose  a very  hot  area  to  build  this  project.  In  order  to 
control  dust,  they  must  use  a very  large  amount  of  water  on  a consistent  basis.  The  area  will  often  see 
temperatures  approaching  120  F (49  C)  in  the  summer.  The  rate  of  evaporation  at  that  temperature  can 
be  over  150  inches  per  year.  Summer  temperatures  on  the  Silver  State  South  proposed  project  site  can 
average  110  F (44  C)  and  the  evaporation  rate  is  quite  similar  to  that  of  the  Desert  Sunlight  Site. 

Equally,  First  Solar  has  made  controversial  news  over  their  lack  of  ability  to  control  fugitive  dust 
emissions  for  their  Antelope  Valley  Solar  Ranch.  The  AVSR  project  has  been  delayed  due  to  large 
fugitive  dust  violations.  As  pointed  out  in  the  linked  article,  local  residents  have  been  complaining  about 
First  Solar;s  apparent  inability  to  control  fugitive  dust  for  this  project  as  well:  "Can  First  Solar  Play  Nice 
With  the  Locals?  " :http://www.greentechmedia.com/articles/read/Can-First-Solar-Play-Nice-With-The- 
Locals/ 
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Sun-made  dust  storm 

09/28/2011 

APhoto  of  dust  blackout  on  the  Antelope  Valley  Solar  Ranch  from  GreenTech  Media 

Dust  control  in  hot,  arid  climates  is  very  problematic.  The  removal  of  well  established  vegetation, 
biological  soil  crusts  and  centuries  old  desert  pavement  creates  opportunities  for  dust  to  be  airborne 
every  time  the  wind  blows.  Not  only  does  fugitive  dust  create  problems  for  visual  and  biological  55-6 

resources,  it  creates  issues  for  public  health  as  well. 

We  are  seeing  this  problem  with  several  of  the  recently  approved,  prioritized  large  energy  projects.  The 
Department  of  Interior  has  been  so  effective  in  streamlining  the  environmental  review  of  these  projects 
that  they  have  created  a perfect  storm  of  compromised  air  quality.  _ 

There  is  a real  potential  for  fugitive  dust  emissions  to  spread  Coccidioidomycosis  (Valley  Fever)  to 
nearby  communities.  The  Stateline  Solar  Project  would  be  located  very  close  to  both  Primm  and  Jean, 

Nevada.  It  will  also  be  close  to  Nipton  on  the  California  side  and  even  near  the  Ivanpah  Solar  Project.  It 
will  be  about  30-40  miles  from  the  city  of  Las  Vegas,  Nevada. 

There  have  been  368  cases  of  Valley  Fever  confirmed  in  Clark  County,  Nevada  from  1992  to  2003: 

http://www.lasvegassun.com/news/2003/aug/ll/valley-fever-hidden-threat-in-wind/ 

According  to  the  Center  for  Disease  Control  in  2010  there  were  over  16,000  reported  cases  of  Valley 
Fever  (i.e.  coccidioidomycosis),  the  majority  of  which  were  located  in  Arizona  and  California  (Accessed  _ 

by  Internet,  July  3 2012  at: 

http://www.cdc.gov/fungal/coccidioidomycosis/statistics.html.) 

We  would  like  to  request  the  following  mitigation  measures  for  air  quality  on  the  Stateline  Solar  Project. 

1.  stop  all  construction  when  wind  speeds  reach  ten  miles  per  hour  or  more_. 

2.  Limit  construction  hours  bv  half  when  temperatures  climb  above  100  degrees^  55-8 

3.  Hold  both  First  Solar  accountable  for  their  air  quality  violations.  Give  them  steep  fines  until  they 
can  get  their  act  together.  The  Right  of  Wav/Lease  Grant  issued  for  this  project  states  -^Failure 
of  the  holder  to  comply  with  any  diligent  development  provision  of  this  instrument  may  cause  \|/ 
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the  Authorized  Officer  to  suspend  or  terminate  the  authorization  in  accordance  with  43  CFR 
2807.1  7 -2807.19,  and  use  the  posted  Performance  and  Reclamation  bond  to  cover  the  costs  for 
removal  of  any  equipment  and/or  facilities.  The  Authorized  Officer  will  provide  the  holder  a 
written  Notice  of  Failure  to  Ensure  Diligent  Development  prior  to  the  suspension  or  termination 
of  the  authorization.  The  holder  will  be  provided  an  opportunity  to  correct  any  noncompliance  in 
accordance  with  43  CFR  2807.18  or  submit  a written  request  to  the  Authorized  Officer  for  an 
extension  ofthe  time  lines  in  the  approved  Plan  of  Development." 

4.  Provide  a web  page  where  the  general  public  can  monitor  disciplinary  actions  taken  by  BLM  to 
insure  that  developers  are  in  compliance  with  conditions  of  mitigation.  This  web  site  should 
have  a place  for  the  public  to  report  violations. 
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Mitigation  for  dust  emissions:  Most  solar  and  wind  projects  are  using  water  to  control  dust  (which  we 
will  be  elaborating  on),  but  since  that  is  having  questionable  success,  many  developers  are  looking  to 
use  synthetic  and  organic  polymers  The  use  of  these  products  in  single  applications  can  fall  within 
acceptable  limits  for  their  use,  however  continued  use  within  the  same  area  and  the  build  up  over  time 
has  not  been  studied  and  therefore  no  restrictions  have  been  made  for  any  product. 

Synthetic  polymers  are  generally  considered  acrylic  or  acetate  based  or  from  similar  chemicals.  The 
information  available  shows  that  they  can  decompose  to  components  which  are  considered  hazardous 
by  themselves. 


Some  polymer  based  products  create  very  hard  crusts,  is  that  when  they  start  breaking  down  they  will 
break  down  into  clumps  that  are  difficult  to  rework  into  the  existing  soil.  This  makes  the  restoration  of 
the  site  problematic  for  decommissioning.  This  would  make  the  reestablishment  of  biological  soil  crusts 
very  difficult  and  ultimately  make  the  ecological  restoration  of  the  project  site  unlikely. 
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Another  concern  is  that  polymers  would  erode  into  the  drainage  of  the  project  site  and  end  up  in  the 
groundwater.  What  impacts  would  sy.nthetic  polymers  have  on  water  quality  and  public  health  to  local 
communities? 

Dust  Control  for  Low-Volume  Roads:  Update  on  Public  Lands  Highway  Discretionary  Program  Project 
(See  Williams  et  al.  2011) 


Flash  Floods: 

Some  of  the  recently  approved  large  energy  projects  on  public  lands  have  experienced  damage  from 
large  flood  events. 

Below  are  photos  of  three  projects  which  experienced  damage  from  flash  floods.  Each  one  of  these 
projects  was  "Fast  Tracked"  or  "Prioritized"  for  approval  by  the  Interior  Department.  Mitigation  and 
planning  has  been  deferred  for  many  of  the  issues  that  came  up.  These  large  energy  projects  are  being 
built  in  poorly  chosen  locations.  While  these  flood  events  are  referred  to  as  100  Year  Floods  by  the 
applicants,  it  is  obvious  that  these  events  take  place  more  commonly  than  every  100  years.  Projects  that 
span  3 to  5 square  miles  may  sustain  flood  damage  on  a yearly  basis  on  different  parts  of  the  site.  The 
Stateline  Solar  Project  will  be  no  exception.  It  has  significant  alluvial  drainages  throughout  the  project  v ^ 
site. 
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These  three  projects  received  significant  flood  damage  in  less  than  one  year  under  construction.  It 
makes  us  wonder  how  wise  it  really  is  to  build  a project  in  an  unstable  alluvial  flood  zone  when  the  goal 
is  for  that  project  to  last  three  decades. 


Alvanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  System:  desert  tortoise  exclusion  fence  removed  by  floods.  July, 
2011 
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AFlooded  wind  turbine  construction  site;  Ocotillo  Wind  Express  project  Site,  June  2011 
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Unknown  leftover  foam  from  a chemical  dust  suppressant  was  spread  everywhere  when  the  Ocotillo 
Wind  Express  project  site  flooded  in  June,  2012 


AThe  biggest  flood  took  place  at  NextEra's  Genesis  Project  on  July  31st,  2012.  The  close  proximity  to  a 
dry  lake  and  alluvial  fans  make  this  project  location  one  of  the  poorest  choices  to  site  a large  solar 
project. 
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Problems  associated  with  hundreds  of  workers: 

Construction  of  this  project  would  bring  hundreds  of  new  people  to  the  area.  With  these  people  may 
come  law  enforcement  problems.  These  problems  may  include  illegal  off-roading,  vandalism  to  private 
property,  harassment  of  wildlife  and  other  undesired  behavior. 

Hazardous  Materials: 

Cadmium-Telluride 

The  DEIS  should  outline  the  environmental  consequences  of  a potential  CdTe  pollution  event  and  how  it 
could  impact  public  health,  water  resources  and  flora  and  fauna. 

When  the  fire  studies  were  conducted,  were  the  panels  flat  during  the  study  so  the  glass  wouldn't  slide 
apart  in  a fire  scenario?  Another  study  should  be  conducted  when  panels  are  in  a more  diagonal 
position.  Under  the  current  California  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control  regulations,  the  modules 
First  Solar  is  using  are  considered  hazardous  waste  when  they  reach  the  end  of  their  life.  It  is  not 
accurate  to  claim  they  are  risk  free. 

The  study  does  not  talk  enough  about  cadmium  sulfide  which  also  occurs  in  the  First  Solar  module. 
Please  make  available  in  the  SEIS  the  breakage  and  failure  rates  from  other  CdTe  power  plants  to  get  a 
better  approximation  of  how  often  breakage  occurs  on  site.  First  Solar  had  to  recall  almost  5%  of  their 
modules  over  some  period  in  2008  or  2009,  so  the  breakage  rate  probably  goes  up  when  they  all  have  to 
be  taken  down  and  tested. 


Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions: 


What  is  the  transportation  GHG  emissions  from  removing  and  transporting  failed  modules  is  estimated 
to  be? 
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AThe  above  photo  shows  "quitting  time"  at  the  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  System.  There  is  a very 
big  carbon  footprint  for  remote  utility  scale  solar  projects.  Hundreds  of  cars  commute  to  and  from  the 
site  each  day.  The  Stateline  Project  will  take  2 to  4 years  to  build  and  will  result  in  the  use  of  substantial 
amounts  of  C02 


Biological  Resources: 


Special  Status  Plants: 


Ivanpah  Valley  is  a core  area  of  the  biologically  rich  eastern  Mojave  Desert  where  plant  diversity  rivals 
that  of  the  primeval  coastal  redwood  forests  of  the  Pacific  Northwest.  It  lies  at  the  heart  of  the  Mojave 
Desert,  an  area  treasured  by  scientists  throughout  the  world  for  its  unparalleled  pristine  quality  among 
deserts,  and  recognized  as  one  of  the  world's  last  functional  ecosystems.  Ivanpah  Valley  lies  at  the  hub 
of  a floristic  frontier  where  botanists  continue  to  discover  new  species  to  science,  and  it  harbors  high 
concentrations  of  rare  plant  species.  Twelve  rare  plants  species  were  documented  on  the  approved 
Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  System  project  site. 


Ivanpah  Valley  provides  habitat  for  numerous  rare  plants  (see  list  below),  such  as  Mojave  Milkweed, 
White-margined  Penstemon,  and  Desert  Pincushion.  Many  species  have  peripheral  populations  here, 
and  the  area  is  important  for  the  long-term  conservation  of  genetic  diversity  and  evolutionary  potential 
of  their  species,  particularly  within  the  context  of  uncertain  climatic  changes  to  their  habitat.  The  benefit 
of  preserving  intact  habitat  and  connectivity  with  surrounding  areas  is  well  documented  in  conservation 
science  literature.  It  is  vital  to  preserve  metapopulations  and  the  processes  that  sustain  them. 
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Roughly  three  and  a half  square  miles  of  habitat  for  8 special  status  plant  species  will  be  lost  if  the 
Stateline  Solar  Project  is  approved.  This  includes  a large  percentage  of  the  only  habitat  left  in  California 
for  the  Mojave  Milkweed  (Asclepios  nyctaginifolia). 


Desert  Tortoise  (Gopherus  agassizii): 

The  1994  Desert  Tortoise  Recovery  Plan  states  that  "Large  blocks  of  habitat,  containing  large  5 5-15 

populations  of  the  target  species,  are  superior  to  small  blocks  of  habitat  containing  small  populations." 
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The  Revised  Desert  Tortoise  Recovery  Plan  (August  2011)  indicate  that  most  of  the  lands  in  our  Ivanpah 
ACEC  proposal  have  "high  potential"  to  support  desert  tortoise  populations,  (see  map) 


( 


The  impacts  from  the  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  System  (ISEGS)  and  the  Silver  State  North  solar 
projects  on  over  4,000  acres  have  had  a negative  impact  on  the  tortoise  and  its  habitat.  The  Stateline 
project  is  now  under  review  and  would  destroy  an  additional  2,200  acres  of  tortoise  habitat.  The  Silver 
State  South  solar  project  could  remove  an  additional  3,500  acres  of  tortoise  habitat.  From  these  projects 
alone,  over  10,000  acres  of  tortoise  habitat  have  been  removed  and  will  cause  fragmentation  on  the 
remaining  habitat.  Large  solar  energy  sprawl  is  now  a serious  threat  to  the  viable  desert  tortoise 
populations  of  Ivanpah  Valley. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  determines  that  the  Ivanpah  site  could  potentially  impact  up  to  532  adult 
tortoises,  3,236  smaller-class  individuals,  and  1,631  eggs  or  hatchlings.  And  FWS  estimates  that  there 
could  be  3,867  adult  tortoises  in  the  remaining  portions  of  the  action  area. 

The  1994  Desert  Tortoise  (Mojave  Population)  Recovery  Plan  placed  the  Ivanpah  Valley  within  the 
Northeastern  Mojave  Desert  Tortoise  Recovery  Unit,  one  of  six  designated  evolutionary  significant  units. 
The  Ivanpah  Valley  population  was  determined  to  be  the  most  genetically  unique  desert  tortoise 
population  in  the  Mojave  Desert,  and  Northeastern  Mojave  desert  tortoises  were  recognized  as  the 
most  genetically  distinct  population  of  California's  tortoises. 

Hagerty  identified  the  Ivanpah  population  of  tortoises  as  part  of  the  South  Las  Vegas  unit,  a genetically 
distinct  subpopulation.  Hagerty  and  Tracy,  in  their  peer-reviewed  publication  in  Conservation  Genetics 
(2010)  identify  the  Ivanpah  desert  tortoises  as  part  of  the  genetically  distinct  South  Las  Vegas 
subpopulation.  Silver  State  South  could  adversely  impact  up  to  4,000  acres  of  this  large  and  distinct 
subpopulation  through  the  destruction  of  quality  desert  tortoise  habitat. 


Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  and  Desert  Tortoise  Connectivity 

Because  of  the  high  density  of  Mojave  desert  tortoise  in  the  eastern  Ivanpah  Valley  and  the  importance 
of  this  area  for  genetic  connectivity  of  populations,  we  recommend  a conservation  alternative  that 
would  designate  the  alluvial  fan  as  an  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern,  including  the  proposed 
ROW  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Project. 
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Stateline  Biological  Assessment  (BA)  Translocation  Plan: 

The  various  research  proposals  funded  by  First  Solar  are  very  good,  but  we  do  not  agree  that  this  will 
make  up  for  the  destruction  of  this  much  tortoise  habitat  and  connectivity. 

The  BA  says:  "Desert  Stateline,  LLC  has  contributed  funding  and  resources  for  these  studies.  In  total, 
these  studies  would  serve  as  baseline  for  the  future  effectiveness  monitoring  program.  Continuation  of 
these  studies  in  combination  with  monitoring  of  resident  tortoises  within  the  recipient  and  control  sites 
would  comprise  the  effectiveness  monitoring  program  requirements  of  the  USFWS  translocation 
guidelines  (USFWS  2011a)." 

Study  programs  for  future  monitoring  in  our  opinion  do  not  qualify  as  mitigation  for  present  impacts  to 
tortoises  in  the  present  from  construction  of  the  project. 

The  BA  also  says:  "Mr.  Kenneth  Nussear,  are  underway  in  spring  of  2012  to  provide  data  on  the  rate  of 
tortoise-to-tortoise  contact  at  Stateline  Pass.  With  the  use  of  modern  technology  (e.g.,  proximity 
detectors  or  GPS  data  loggers)  specific  data  and  inferences  can  be  obtained  to  record  animal  to  animal 
interaction.  Ultimately,  connectivity  will  be  measured  using  the  number  and  distribution  of  tortoise 
contacts  through  the  corridor  and  can  be  compared  to  rates  of  tortoise  contact  and  connectivity  in  open 
habitat.  Initial  information  regarding  potential  connectivity  remains  preliminary.  Conclusions  as  to  the 
rate  of  tortoise  interaction  in  Stateline  Pass  are  not  yet  possible.  A comparison  of  data  collected  to  date 
suggests  that  rates  of  tortoise-to-tortoise  contact  is  less  in  Stateline  Pass  than  in  McCullough  Pass, 
where  similar  methods  have  been  implemented.  The  complete  research  study  would  rely  on  multiple 
years  of  data  collection." 

Since  these  studies  will  take  "multiple  years"  to  complete,  we  recommend  that  the  project  be  delayed 
any  approval  until  after  these  studies  are  published,  so  that  connectivity,  habitat,  disease,  tortoise  home 
range  and  movements,  and  other  factors  can  be  better  understood. 

The  preliminary  Nussear  study  indicates  that  Stateline  Pass  has  less  connectivity  than  other  movement 
corridors,  making  it  all  the  more  important  to  keep  connectivity  open  through  the  northern  and  eastern 
Ivanpah  Valley  regions,  where  both  the  Stateline  solar  and  Silver  State  South  solar  projects  are 
proposed.  The  cumulative  damage  to  connectivity  of  these  projects  would  be  great,  blocking  easier 
paths  to  genetic  continuity  to  the  north.  Stateline  should  not  be  approved  for  this  reason. 

The  BA  summarizes  estimates  of  tortoise  density  by  formula: 
eggs  and  hatchlings  - 122,  up  to  327  (95%  confidence  level) 

49.7  mm- 120  mm  - 224  to  599 
>160  mm  - 40  up  to  107 

The  large  number  of  tortoises  estimated  should  preclude  this  project  from  being  built  in  Ivanpah  Valley, 
so  close  to  where  the  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  System  (ISEGS)  project  impacted  a higher 
number  of  tortoises  than  anticipated.  Ivanpah  Valley  is  excellent  tortoise  habitat,  and  should  be 
conserved  and  managed  for  Desert  tortoise. 


V 


Two  translocated  tortoises  from  the  ISEGS  projectwere  found  on  the  Stateline  project  site.  Others  may 
be  found  in  the  future  due  to  the  movements  of  tortoises  wandering  after  translocation.  During 
clearance  of  the  project  site,  the  BA  recommends  that  firstly  passive  exclusion  be  used  if  a tortoise  is 
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found  on  the  fence-line,  but  secondly  tortoises  found  deeper  in  the  project  site  would  be  translocated  a 
second  time.  The  stress  on  these  ISEGS  tortoises  will  thus  be  very  high,  and  contribute  to  potential 
mortality.  Stateline  Solar  Farm  should  not  be  approved  in  an  area  that  was  intended  as  a recipient  site 
for  ISEGS.  ^ 

Translocation/Relocation: 

The  below  numbers  from  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  indicate  50  percent  mortality 
from  translocation  of  desert  tortoise. 

-Tortoises  handled  for  blood  testing  will  have  5%  mortality  rate  from  handling. 

-Tortoises  translocated  will  have  a 50%  mortality  rate. 

- Resident  Tortoises  on  the  recipient  site  will  also  have  a 50%  mortality  rate  due  to  competition  from 
translocated  tortoises. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  stated  that  they  do  not  support  translocation  as  a proven  mitigation 
strategy  for  big  development  projects. 

We  are  also  concerned  that  desert  tortoise  translocation  could  lead  to  the  proliferation  of  Upper 
respiratory  Tract  disease  in  tortoise  populations  in  Ivanpah  Valley. 
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To  illustrate  the  cumulative  impacts  of  solar  energy  sprawl  in  Ivanpah  Valley,  we  would  like  to  point  out 
that  two  of  the  desert  tortoises  relocated  from  the  Ivanpah  Solar  Project  would  actually  have  to  be 
moved  again  to  make  way  for  First  Solar's  pending  Stateline  Solar  Project. 

( 

We  believe  the  comment  letter  for  the  Silver  State  South  solar  project  submitted  to  the  Las  Vegas  BLM 
office  by  the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  dated  November  16th,  2012  is  on  the  right  track.  In  the  letter 
USFWS  concludes:  "As  discussed  above,  the  Ivanpah  Valley  is  critically  important  to  desert  tortoise 
population  connectivity  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  Critical  Habitat  Unit.  We  recommend  BLM  select  the  'No 
Action'  alternative  to  avoid  impacting  the  known  linkage  that  currently  exists  between  the  Silver  State 
North  project  and  the  Lucy  Gray  Mountains.  If  this  is  not  possible,  we  ask  BLM  to  create  and  select  a new 
alternative  that  will  minimize  impacts  by  preserving  a protected  corridor  of  undisturbed  desert  tortoise 
habitat  between  the  Silver  State  north  project  and  the  suitable  desert  tortoise  habitat  west  of  the  Lucy 
Gray  Mountains.  This  corridor  should  be  wide  enough  to  accommodate  multiple  desert  tortoise  ranges, 
spanning  up  to  several  times  the  desert  tortoise  lifetime  utilization  area  at  the  narrowest  point. 
Additionally,  we  ask  BLM  and  the  applicant  identify  and  commit  to  specific  mitigation  actions  and 
monitoring  studies  that  would  help  address  potential  project  impacts  to  the  demographic  and  genetic 
stability  of  the  desert  tortoise  population  within  the  Ivanpah  Valley." 

Gila  monster  (Heloderma  suspectum ) 
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This  is  some  of  the  only  habitat  in  the  state  of  California  that  would  support  this  species  and  there  is  a 
historic  sighting  on  the  east  side  of  Clark  Mountain.  This  portion  of  the  Mojave  Desert  represents  the 
furthest  west  extension  of  the  range  of  this  species.  The  BLM  should  be  protecting  this  habitat  instead  of 
removing  it  for  solar  panels.  — * 
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Migratory  Birds/Golden  Eagles/Bats 
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Because  PV  facilities  of  this  size  are  relatively  new,  there  is  not  a lot  of  literature  out  there  concerning 
the  impacts  from  polarized  glare  to  birds.  The  appearance  of  water  may  bait  birds  to  fly  towards  the 
facility  and  this  could  result  in  fatal  collision  with  solar  panels. 

The  Nature  Conservancy  has  released  their  Mojave  Desert  Ecoregional  Assessment.  In  the  assessment, 
they  discuss  the  impacts  of  polarized  light  pollution  on  birds  and  insects: 

"Light  and  noise  pollution  associated  with  electrical  power  plants  can  be  problematic  for  wildlife. 
Polarized  light  pollution  from  PV  panels  can  attract  aquatic  insects  and  other  species  that  mistake  the 
panels  for  bodies  of  water,  potentially  leading  to  population  decline  or  even  local  extinction  of  some 
organisms  (Horvath  et  al.  2010).  Nighttime  lighting  for  security  or  other  reasons  may  negatively  impact  a 
variety  of  Mojave  Desert  species,  many  of  which  have  developed  nocturnal  behavior  to  escape  the 
daytime  heat  of  the  desert.  (Mojave  Desert  Ecoregional  Assessment  September  2010 , The  Nature 
Conservancy  of  California  201  Mission  Street , 4th  Floor  San  Francisco , CA  94105)  p.  50" 

The  California  Energy  Commission  has  recently  determined  that  over  4,000  birds  a year  would  have 
been  killed  by  the  now  stalled  Rio  Mesa  Solar  Electric  Generating  System.  Some  of  these  birds  will  be 
killed  by  the  solar  flux,  other  would  be  liked  by  the  lake  effect.  The  Rio  Mesa  Project  would  not  have 
used  PV  panels  but  heliostats.  Both  PV  panels  and  heliostats  will  produce  a lake  effect.  More  on  the  Rio 
Mesa  Project  here:  http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/riomesa/index.html 

New  transmission  infrastructure  could  result  in  fatal  collisions  with  a variety  of  birds  and  bats. 

An  occupied  eagle  nest  was  located  on  the  Stateline  Project  eagle  surveys  and  two  golden  eagles  were 
observed  over  the  Silver  State  project  site  and  4 potential  golden  eagle  nests  were  observed  within  ten 
miles  of  the  project  site.  Potential  collisions  with  panels  and  loss  of  foraging  habitat  could  result  in  Take 
under  the  Bald  and  Golden  Eagle  Protection  Act. 

The  proposed  alternative  will  have  5 evaporation  ponds  built  during  construction.  These  should  be 
required  to  be  covered  so  they  do  not  attract  birds. 


Desert  Bighorn  Sheep  (Ovis  canadensis  nelsoni ) 

The  Desert  Bighorn  Sheep  is  a California  fully  protected,  BLM-sensitive  and  NEMO-covered  species.  A 
total  of  41  sheep  were  observed  during  the  golden  eagle  surveys  for  this  project.  The  destruction  of 
potential  bighorn  sheep  foraging  and  migration  corridor  habitat  is  not  adequately  addressed  in  the  DEIS. 

Bighorn  biologists  Dr.  John  Wehausen  and  Dr.  Vern  Bleich  have  concluded  that  radio  telemetry  studies 
of  bighorn  sheep  in  various  southwestern  deserts,  including  the  Mojave  Desert  of  California,  have  found 
considerable  movement  of  these  sheep  between  mountain  ranges.  Consequently,  intermountain  areas 
of  the  desert  floor  that  bighorn  traverse  between  mountain  ranges  can  be  as  important  to  the  long-term 
viability  of  populations  as  are  the  mountain  ranges  themselves.  Alluvial  fans  near  steep  rocky  terrain  can 
provide  crucial  foraging  habitat  for  big  horn  sheep.  (See  Bleich  et  al.  1990  and  Bleich  et  al.  1996) 

The  Society  for  the  Conservation  of  Bighorn  Sheep  notes  that  a pre-construction  baseline  of  big-horn 
sheep  use  should  be  established,  followed  by  intensive  monitoring  during  construction  and  follow-up 
post  construction.  They  advocate  a 1.5  mile  buffer  zone  from  the  project  border  to  the  toe  of  the  sloping 
mountain  areas,  to  help  connectivity  of  the  local  population  and  maintain  the  metapopulation  dynamic 
at  work  with  this  sheep  population.  A wildlife  corridor  is  absolutely  essential  for  a healthy  and  viable 
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population  and  for  a healthy  gene  pool  exchange,  and  that  the  buffer  zone  would  establish  a guideline 
or  benchmark  for  any  future  development  and  additional  loss  of  habitat. 
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ADesert  Bighorn  Sheep  seen  in  the  Stateline  Wilderness  area  adjacent  to  the  solar  project  site,  June, 
2009 


Desert  Kit  Fox  (Vulpes  macrotis) 


A growing  outbreak  of  canine  distemper  in  Desert  kit  foxes  along  the  1-10  corridor  in  Riverside  County, 
California  was  possibly  associated  with  passive  relocation  and  hazing  of  the  kit  foxes  from  their  home 
territories  on  large-scale  solar  project  construction  areas  and  associated  transmission  lines,  we  request 
the  applicant  be  responsible  for  a Regional  Kit  Fox  Monitoring  Plan  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley.  This  should  be 
prepared  before  approval  and  made  available  to  the  public  for  review  under  an  Environmental 
Assessment.  There  is  a possibility  the  disease  could  spread,  or  a new  outbreak  occur,  and  monitoring 
must  be  undertaken  to  ensure  the  Desert  kit  fox  does  not  decline  in  population. 

Because  of  the  potential  declines  observed  over  much  of  the  range  of  the  kit  fox  (see  Meaney  et  al. 
2006)  the  kit  fox  should  be  treated  as  a potential  sensitive  species  or  species  of  special  concern. 
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The  applicant  should  be  required  to  test  for  canine  distemper  in  kit  foxes  impacted  directly  and 
indirectly  by  the  project.  Fenced  areas  should  be  monitored  for  any  kit  foxes  climbing  back  into  active 
construction  areas.  Surveys  should  be  undertaken  to  count  how  many  kit  foxes  are  in  the  area  and  ten- 
mile  buffer  zone  around  the  project,  to  set  a baseline  for  an  ongoing  monitoring  program.  Fencing  to 
exclude  kit  foxes  should  be  described.  FJazing  techniques  should  be  explained  in  full  detail  for  public 
review.  A plan  to  address  any  distemper  outbreak  should  be  formulated.  A monitoring  plan  should  be 
ongoing  for  five  years  after  construction. 

The  American  badger  should  also  be  included  in  a monitoring  plan,  in  addition  to  kit  fox. 


Cultural  Resources: 


The  alluvial  fans  of  Ivanpah  Valley  have  high  cultural  value  for  present  Tribes.  Chemehuevi,  Mohave  and 
Paiute  elders  say  the  flats  and  fans  were  much  used  in  their  tradition,  and  still  are  today.  Every  shrub 
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had  a use,  whether  medicinal,  for  baskets,  fiber,  or  food.  The  Wolfberry  ( Lycium ) thickets  were  highly 
valued  for  seasonal  berry-picking.  Every  lizard,  as  well  as  tortoises,  were  hunted  for  food.  Ancient  trails 
crossed  the  fan  from  village  sites  across  the  valley  (and  some  can  still  be  seen  today),  linking  springs, 
agave  roasting  pits,  cave  habitations,  geoglyphs,  prayer  spots,  and  deer/bighorn  hunting  areas  on  Clark 
Mountain.  The  body  of  knowledge  is  extensive  about  Ivanpah  Valley  cultural  uses  and  geography,  and 
this  is  important  to  preserve  for  future  generations  as  an  intact  cultural  landscape. 

Previous  surveys  in  the  region,  including  Ivanpah  Valley,  have  found  evidence  of  prehistoric  use: 
campsites,  lithic  scatters,  ceramics,  rock  shelters  showing  sign  of  habitation,  trails,  and  agave  roasting 
pits.  These  range  from  the  valleys  and  mountains.  Open  temporary  campsites  as  well  as  more 
permanent  camps  have  been  found  in  the  valley  zone,  as  well  as  chipped  stone  artifacts,  ceramic 
scatter,  and  a trail.  Surface  artifacts  and  features  may  range  from  4,000-years  old  to  recent. 

There  is  no  way  to  mitigate  the  loss  of  cultural  resources.  A conservation  alternative  would  insure  that 
these  sites  would  be  protected  from  renewable  energy  sprawl. 
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Visual  Resources: 

This  project  would  be  built  in  view  of  conservation  areas  and  the  impact  to  visual  resources  will  degrade 
the  visual  experience.  The  project  would  be  visible  from  the  Mojave  National  Preserve  and  the  Stateline 
Wilderness  Area  . 


All  of  the  most  potentially  visible  angles  of  light  and  time  of  day  should  be  considered  to  depict  the 
worst  case  scenario. 

I 

We  debate  lower  Visual  Class  designations  because  large  solar  projects  can  remove  3 to  5 square  miles 
of  habitat.  Due  to  the  large  project  size,  lands  of  all  VRM  classifications  will  be  cumulatively  impacted. 
The  project  will  be  visible  from  lands  that  are  miles  outside  of  the  ROW. 


The  size  of  the  project  is  large  and  will  have  the  potential  to  impact  different  VRM  zones  of  different 
classes.  BLM  defines  the  objective  of  this  class  "to  preserve  the  existing  character  of  the  landscape.  This 
class  provides  for  natural  ecological  changes;  however,  it  does  not  preclude  very  limited  management 
activity.  The  level  of  change  to  the  characteristic  landscape  should  be  very  low  and  must  not  attract 
attention". 

The  following  BLM  required  factors  to  be  considered: 

(2)  Angle  of  Observation.  The  apparent  size  of  a project  is  directly  related  to  the  angle  between  the 
viewer's  line-of-sight  and  the  slope  upon  which  the  project  is  to  take  place.  As  this  angle  nears  90 
degrees  (vertical  and  horizontal),  the  maximum  area  is  viewable. 

(3)  Length  of  Time  the  Project  Is  In  View.  If  the  viewer  has  only  a brief  glimpse  of  the  project,  the 
contrast  may  not  be  of  great  concern.  If,  however,  the  project  is  subject  to  view  for  along  period,  as 
from  an  overlook,  the  contrast  may  be  very  significant. 


V 


) 


(4)  Relative  Size  or  Scale.  The  contrast  created  by  the  project  is  directly  related  to  its  size  and  scale  as 
compared  to  the  surroundings  in  which  it  is  place. 
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The  Key  Observation  Point  simulations  do  not  capture  the  full  polarized  glare  effect  and  contrast  that 
would  occur  from  a distance  viewing  such  a large  project.  The  simulations  almost  portray  the  solar 
panels  as  transparent.  We  do  not  believe  that  the  KOP  simulations  capture  the  full  contrast  and 
reflective  impact  that  the  solar  panels  would  have.  The  below  photo  is  of  the  Copper  Mountain  PV 
facility  near  Boulder  City,  Nevada. 
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Additional  KOP's  should  be  provided  from  viewpoints  from  the  Mojave  National  Preserve  and  the 
Stateline  Wilderness  Area. 


Conclusion:  The  Stateline  Solar  Project  will  destroy  up  to  2,200  acres  of  additional  Mojave  Desert 
habitat,  cultural  resources  and  visual  resources  of  Ivanpah  Valley.  The  Ivanpah  Valley  contains  one  of  the 
most  important,  genetically  unique  populations  of  desert  tortoises  left  in  the  Mojave  Desert.  We  do  not 
believe  it  is  a wise  idea  for  the  Interior  Department  to  approve  another  massive  project  like  this  on 
desert  tortoise  habitat.  The  desert  tortoise  populations  of  Ivanpah  Valley  have  already  taken  a pretty  big 
direct  and  cumulative  hit  from  the  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  System.  It  is  time  for  the  BLM  to 
counter  that  management  decision  with  a more  rigid  conservation  management  for  the  Ivanpah  Valley. 
For  this  reason  we  are  requesting  a Conservation  Alternative  for  the  Silver  State  South  Solar  Project  that 
denies  the  Right  of  Way  for  the  applicant.  We  would  also  like  to  encourage  the  BLM  to  approve  a 
designation  of  an  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  for  this  project  site. 


I 
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Thank  you  for  allowing  us  this  opportunity  to  submit  these  comments. 


Sincerely, 


Kevin  Emmerich 
Laura  Cunningham 
Basin  and  Range  Watch 
P.O.  Box  70 
Beatty,  NV  89003 
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Via  Electronic  Mail  and  Hand  Delivery 

February  21,  2013 

Mr.  Jeffrey  Childers 
BLM  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 

jchilders@blm.gov 


Mr.  Nelson  Miller 

San  Bernardino  County  Land  Use  Services  Department 
Planning  Division 
153900  Smoke  Tree  Street 
Hesperia,  CA  92345 

Nelson.Miller@lus.sbcounty.gov 


Re:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Environmental  Impact  Report  ("DEIS/EIR")  for 

the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  (SCH  #2011081080) 

By  this  letter  and  the  attached  comment  matrix.  Desert  Stateline,  LLC  ("Desert  Stateline"),  the 
project  applicant  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project,  hereby  submits  its  comments  on  the  Draft 
Plan  Amendment  to  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan  and  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement/Environmental  Impact  Report  ("DEIS/EIR")  published  on  November  23,  2012. 

Overall,  the  DEIS/EIR  is  a thorough  document  that  meets  the  requirements  of  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA).  As  in  any 
draft  EIS  or  EIR  for  a project  of  this  size,  there  are  some  instances  where  the  document  could 
benefit  from  clarification  or  minor  correction.  It  is  our  intent  that  these  comments  be  used  to 
facilitate  revisions  that  provide  such  clarifications  and  minor  corrections  in  the  Final  EIS/EIR.  For 
ease  of  reference,  the  attached  comments  are  numbered  and  organized  by  document  section  and 
page  number.  In  some  instances,  we  have  also  provided  paragraph,  line,  figure,  and  table  numbers 
for  your  reference. 

Please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me  if  you  have  any  questions  regarding  the  comments  of  Desert 
Stateline  in  the  attached  comment  matrix. 


First  Solar,  Inc. 

525  Market  Street,  15th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 


Telephone  415  935  2500 

Facsimile  415  894  6203 


www.firstsolar.com 
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First  Solar 


Sincerely, 


?Yv- 


Michael  Argentine 
Attachment  - Comment  matrix 


www.firstsolar.com 
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Grace,  Erika 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Thursday,  February  21,  2013  12:51  PM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  XpressWest  Comments  on  Stateline  Solar  Project  DEIS 
XpressWest  Comment  Letter  2-21-13.pdf 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 

Forwarded  message 

From:  Andrew  Mack  <amack@xpresswest.com> 

Date:  Thu,  Feb  21,  2013  at  9:16  AM 

Subject:  XpressWest  Comments  on  Stateline  Solar  Project  DEIS 

To:  ichildersfeblm.gov 

Cc:  bovdconsults@vahoo.com,  MIKE  FORD  <mi kefordT C F feaol.com>,  Greg  Gilbert 
<gsgilbert@hollandhart.com>,  mwoodward@mamellcompanies.com 

Dear  Mr.  Childers: 


Please  find  attached  comments  to  the  referenced  Stateline  Solar  project  DEIS. 


Thank  you, 


Andrew  Mack 
Chief  Operating  Officer 


XpressWest 

6720  Via  Austi  Parkway 


l 


Las  Vegas,  NV  89119 
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Office:  (702)  739-2020 
Mobile:  (702)491-7463 


"This  email  and  any  files  transmitted  with  it  are  confidential  and  intended 
solely  for  the  use  of  the  individual  or  entity  authorized  to  use  it.  If  you 
received  this  email  in  error  you  should  not  disseminate,  distribute  or  copy  it, 
and  are  asked  to  delete  it  from  your  system  and  to  notify  (e-mail)  the  sender 
immediately . " 
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xpressivlst 

6720  ViA  AUSTt  PK.WY.  5?E  200 
LAS  VEGAS,  NEVADA  89119 


"EUE  7O2.7S9.202O 
FAX  702  739  200S 


February  21 , 2013 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
California  Desert  District 
Attn:  Jeff  Childers,  Stateline  Solar  Project 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 

RE:  Statelme  Solar  Project  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS) 
Mr.  Childers: 


DesertXpress  Enterprises,  LLC  (dba  XpressWest)  currently  holds  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
right-of-way  grants  CA-48479  and  N-082673  for  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
high-speed  rail  facilities  in  California  and  Nevada  Some  of  the  actions  proposed  in  the  Action 
Alternatives  of  the  referenced  DEIS  including  the  proposed  California  Desert  Conservation  Area 
(CDCA)  Plan  Amendment  would  result  in  negative  impacts  to  the  uses  authorized  by  those 
grants.  Please  consider  this  letter  to  be  formal  comment  on  the  referenced  DEIS, 


1)  The  solar  project  site  locations  proposed  in  Alternatives  1 and  3 conflict  with 

DesertXpress'  right-of-way  by  including  federal  lands  currently  authorized  for  use  by 
DesertXpress  in  grant  CA-48479  within  the  solar  site.  Appendix  A.  Figure  2-1  in  the 
DEIS  depicts  a DesertXpress  alignment  outside  of  the  solar  site  footprint.  However, 
the  legal  descriptions  for  the  solar  site  include  the  following  land  currently  authorized 
for  use  by  DesertXpress: 


T.  17  N.,  R 14  E.,  San  Bernardino  Meridian 
sec  13,  NWNWNW: 

sec  14,  SWNWNW,N2N2NE,NENW,E2NWNW; 
sec  15,  SWSWNW,S2N2NE,N2SWNE,N2S2NW. 
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The  potential  conflicts  between  these  uses  are  not  analyzed  in  the  DEIS. 
DesertXpress  has  not  been  contacted  by  the  solar  project  proponents,  nor  did  we 
receive  an  adjacent  or  affected  right-of-way  holder  notification  from  BLM  of  Stateline 
Solar’s  right-of-way  application. 


2)  The  “Proposed  Re-Routing  of  Existing  Routes  and  Facilities"  as  described  in 

Alternatives  1 and  3 and  shown  in  DEIS  Appendix  A,  Figure  4.6-1  and  Figure  4.6-3 
would  direct  both  human  and  wildlife  users  of  the  new  routes  onto  DesertXpress 
right-of-way.  The  proposed  solar  site  fencing,  combined  with  the  proposed  CDCA 
plan  amendment  to  modify  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  Desert  Wildlife  Management 
Area  (DWMA)  would  further  restrict  route  users  to  a narrow  corridor  which  includes 
the  rail  facilities  right-of-way.  The  DEIS  does  not  adequately  analyze  or  address  the 
potential  impacts  of  these  solar  site  locations,  re-routing  of  existing  routes,  solar  site 
fencing,  or  DWMA  expansion  on  planned  rail  facilities.  Potential  impacts  of  re- 
routing travel  and/or  DWMA  expansion  on  other  existing  rights-of-way  uses  within 
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3)  the  project  study  area  such  as  transmission  lines  and  pipelines  are  not  adequately  j 
analyzed  in  the  DEIS.  — * 
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The  proposed  CDCA  plan  amendment  to  modify  the  DWMA  boundary  depicted  in 
DEIS  Appendix  A Figure  2-1 , would  create  conflicts  with  existing  users,  improperly 
overlay  a DWMA  on  existing  utility  corridors  including  the  West-Wide  Energy 
Corridor,  and  adversely  impact  future  uses  of  designated  corridors.  Current 
language  in  the  DEIS  resource  and  cumulative  impact  analysis  incorrectly  attributes 
positive  resource  impacts  to  the  solar  site  project,  when  those  impacts,  if  any,  would 
derive  from  additional  DWMA  land  use  restrictions  unrelated  to  solar  project  design 
or  mitigation  measures. 
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We  respectfully  request  that  any  modification  and/or  expansion  of  the  existing 
Ivanpah  DWMA  boundaries  specifically  exclude  the  DesertXpress  rail  alignment 
right-of-way  as  included  in  Bureau  of  Land  Management  right-of-way  grants  CA~ 
48479  and  N-032673  and  the  1-15  right-of-way  which  would  include  the 
DesertXpress  environmentally  preferred  alignment  alternative  4A.  Further  the 
DWMA  should  be  limited  to  lands  south  of  the  Alternative  1 Footprint  depicted  on 
DEIS  Appendix  A Figure  1-3,  and  exclude  the  existing  designated  Utility  Corridors 
Footprint  depicted  on  DEIS  Appendix  A Figure  1-3. 


3)  The  “Proposed  Re-Routing  of  Existing  Routes  and  Facilities”  as  described  in 
Alternative  2 and  shown  in  DEIS  Appendix  A,  Figure  4.6-2  would  have  impacts 
similar  to  those  described  in  item  2)  above  Alternative  4 is  not  depicted  with  closed 
or  new  route  overlays,  so  we  cannot  adequately  address  Alternative  4 impacts.  The 
DEIS  describes  Action  Alternative  4 as  a reduced  acreage  alternative.  However, 
Alternative  4 is  not  depicted  in  the  Appendix  A,  Figures.  We  respectfully  requested 
that  a revised  Appendix  A be  provided  which  depicts  the  footprint  for  Alternative  4, 
and  that  we  be  provided  additional  time  beyond  February  21 , 2013  to  review  and 
comment  on  such  a revision. 
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4)  The  DEIS  should  clearly  identify,  by  use  of  a map  or  legal  description,  DesertXpress 
right-of-way  which  would  be  excluded  from  the  modified  DWMA.  The  DEIS  should 
clearly  describe  in  any  relevant  document  narrative  that  rail  facilities  authorized  by 
right-of-way  grant  CA-48479  are  not  within  the  new  boundary  of  the  DWMA,  and 
clearly  define  what  is  meant  by  “future  land  uses  that  are  authorized  within  the  land 
area  that  is  added  to  the  DWMA"  (pg  4.9-1).  We  are  particularly  concerned  that  as 
written,  the  current  language  might  be  interpreted  to  include  notices  to  proceed  for 
current  land  use  authorizations. 
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The  sentence  near  the  top  of  page  4.9-1  in  the  DEIS  which  states  that  “ Under 
Alternative  1,  the  land  area  that  would  be  added  to  the  DWMA  is  shown  in  Table 
4.6-1.”  should  be  rewritten  to  correctly  reflect  that  Table  4.6-1  also  shows  land  which 
would  be  excluded  from  the  DWMA. 


5)  The  DEIS  describes  a need  for  5 temporary  construction  staging  areas  totaling 
approximately  50  acres,  and  states  that  some  of  these  areas  would  later  be  used  for 
solar  panels.  However,  we  cannot  determine  from  the  DEIS  where  those  temporary 
areas  are  located,  whether  they  would  impact  DesertXpress  right-of-way  interests,  or  57-6 
which  of  the  5 temporary  areas  would  not  be  used  for  permanent  facilities.  We 
respectfully  request  that  a revised  Appendix  A be  provided  which  shows  the  location  y 


Comment  Letter  57 


Page  3 of  3 


0 


6) 

7) 


and  planned  use  for  each  of  the  5 staging  areas  and  that  we  be  provided  additional 
time  beyond  February  21,  2013  to  review  and  comment  on  such  a revision 

The  DesertXpress  right-of-way  should  be  included  in  DEIS  Appendix  A,  Figures  1-1. 
1-2,  2-2,  2-3,  2-4,  and  2-5. 

DEIS  Appendix  A,  Figure  4.1-1  should  include  a key  identifying  the  cumulative 
projects 


J 

] 
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8)  DEIS  Chapter  4,  Table  4.1-1,  Cumulative  Projects  Status,  ID  number  23  Status  is 
incorrect.  The  DesertXpress  EIS  ROD  was  signed  on  10/31/2011, 

And  right-of-way  grants  were  issued  on  12/19/2011.  This  Table  also  incorrectly 
identifies  the  DesertXpress  right-of-way  location  by  not  describing  the  rail  alignment 
Segment  4C  between  Mountain  Pass  CA  and  Primm,  NV. 


In  addition,  the  Stateline  Solar  Project  Plan  of  Development,  Appendix  C,  table  C-1  incorrectly 
identifies  BLM  right-of-way  grants  as  easements  and  incorrectly  excludes  DesertXpress  right-of- 
way  grant  CA-48497. 


XpressWest  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment.  If  the  above  requires  any  further 
clarification,  please  contact  our  consultant,  Mike  Ford  at  (702)  655-8167. 


Best  Regards, 


Andrew  Mack 

Chief  Operating  Officer 

XpressWest 
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Grace,  Erika 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Jeffery  Childers  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Thursday,  February  21,  2013  3:27  PM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fw:  Comment  Letter  for  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
Stateline_Comment_Letter_FINAL.pdf;  Index.pdf 


From;  Isabel  O'Donnell  f mailto:isabel@briqqslawcorp.coml 
Sent:  Thursday,  February  21,  2013  01:12  PM 

To:  statelinesolar@blm.gov  <statelinesolar@blm.qov>;  ichilders@blm.gov  <ichilders@blm.qov> 

Subject:  Comment  Letter  for  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 

Dear  Mr.  Childers: 

Attached  is  our  comment  letter  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  and  the  index  of  the  exhibits  we  are  sending  you 
today  on  CD. 


Isabel  O’Donnell 
Briggs  Law  Corporation 

San  Diego  County:  814  Morena  Boulevard,  Suite  107,  San  Diego,  CA  92110 
Inland  Empire:  99  East  "C"  Street,  Suite  111,  Upland,  CA  91786 
Telephone:  619-497-0021  (San  Diego),  909-949-7115  (Inland  Empire) 

Facsimile:  619-515-6410  (San  Diego),  909-949-7121  (Inland  Empire) 

E-mail:  isabel@briqqslawcorp.com 

Please  consider  the  environment  before  printing  this  e-mail,  and  print  double-sided  whenever  possible.  _ 

Important  Notice:  This  message  contains  confidential  information  intended  only  for  the  use  of  the  addressee(s)  named 
above  and  may  contain  information  that  is  legally  privileged.  If  you  are  not  an  addressee  or  the  person  responsible  for 
delivering  this  message  to  the  addressee(s),  you  are  hereby  notified  that  reading,  disseminating,  distributing,  or  copying 
this  message  is  strictly  prohibited.  If  you  have  received  this  message  by  mistake,  please  immediately  notify  me  by  replying 
to  this  message  and  then  delete  the  original  message  and  your  reply  immediately  thereafter.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Internal  Revenue  Service  Circular  230  Disclosure:  Nothing  in  this  message  is  intended  or  written  by  Briggs  Law 
Corporation  (including  its  attorneys  and  staff)  to  be  used  and  cannot  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  (/)  avoiding  penalties 
under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  or  (/'/)  promoting,  marketing,  or  recommending  to  another  party  any  transaction  or  matter 
addressed  in  this  message. 


Thank  you, 


l 


Briggs  Law  Corporation 
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San  (Diego  Office: 

814  ‘Moretia  < Boufevard,  Suite  107 
San  Diego,  CA  92110 

Defepfwne:  619-497-0021 
Eacsimife:  619-515-6410 


in famf  ( Empire  Office: 
99  1 East  “C” Street,  Suite  111 
Up  fund,  CA  91786 

DeCepfione:  909-949-7115 
Dacsimife:  909-949-7121 


(pfease  respond  to:  Infand  (Empire  Office 


(BLCEife(s):  1190.30 


21  February  2013 


Jeffrey  Childers,  Project  Manager  Via  Mail  and  Email:  ichilders@blin.gov 

BLM  California  Desert  District  Office  statelinesolaiVfbtm.gov 

22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 


Re:  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  Plan  Amendment  and  Draft  Environmental 

Impact  Statement 


Dear  Mr.  Childers: 


These  comments  are  submitted  on  behalf  of  CAlifomians  for  Renewable  Energy  (“CARE”) 
and  La  Cuna  de  Aztlan  Sacred  Sites  Protection  Circle  Advisory  Committee  (“La  Cuna”)  regarding 
the  draft  Plan  Amendment  (“PA”)  and  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (“EIS”)  for  the 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  (“Project”).  These  comments  supplement  any  other  comments  that  may 
have  been  submitted  by  my  clients  or  members  of  my  clients.  CARE  and  La  Cuna  share  many  of 
the  concerns  already  submitted  for  your  consideration  by  others.  Concerns  that  have  already  been 
brought  to  the  agency’s  attention  will  not  necessarily  be  repeated  here. 


In  light  of  our  society’s  dependence  on  fossil  fuels,  coupled  with  the  threat  of  global 
warming,  we  recognize  the  long-term  importance  of  renewable  energy  development  to  sustaining 
the  human  existence  and  fully  support  the  emission  reduction  goals  set  forth  in  the  Global  Warming 
Solutions  Act  of  2006.  That  being  said,  thorough  review  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act  (“NEPA”)  is  critical  in  determining  whether  a fair  balance  between  renewable  energy 
development  and  preservation  of  the  environment,  including  cultural  and  other  resources  can  be 
achieved  in  allowing  a large  scale  solar  power  project  move  forward  at  the  current  site  slated  for 
construction.  Such  projects  can  be  sustainable  only  if  they  conform  to  the  strictest  environmental 
standards,  considering  local  impacts,  and  subsequent  harm  on  species  and  habitat.  The  following 
comments  are  submitted  with  the  goal  of  promoting  the  balance  between  developing  renewable 
energy  and  the  protection  of  environmental  and  cultural  resources. 
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A.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 

NEPA  requires  federal  agencies,  to  the  fullest  extent,  prepare  a detailed  statement  on 
the  environmental  impacts  of  any  proposed  federal  action  that  will  significantly  effect  the  quality  of 
the  human  environment.  42  U.S.C.  § 4332(c).  This  detailed  statement  is  required  in  every 
recommendation  or  report  on  proposals  for  legislation  and  "other  major  Federal  actions  significantly 
affecting  the  quality  of  the  human  environment."  Id.  It  must  discuss  the  environmental  impact  of 
the  proposed  action,  any  adverse  environmental  effects  which  cannot  be  avoided  should  the  proposal 
be  implemented,  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action,  the  relationship  between  local  short-term  uses 
of  man's  environment  and  the  maintenance  and  enhancement  of  long-term  productivity,  and  any 
irreversible  and  irretrievable  commitments  of  resources  which  would  be  involved  in  the  proposed 
action  should  it  be  implemented.  40  U.S.C.  § 4332(2)(C)(I)-(v). 


1.  The  Purpose  and  Need  Statement  Is  Too  Narrowly  Construed 

An  agency  “cannot  define  its  objectives  in  unreasonably  narrow  terms.”  City  of  Carmel-by- 
the-Sea  v.  U.S.  Dept,  of  Transportation,  123  F.3d  1 142  (9th  Cir.  1997).  The  statement  of  purpose 
and  alternatives  are  closely  linked  since  “the  stated  goal  of  a project  necessarily  dictates  the  range 
of  ‘reasonable’  alternatives.”  Id.  BLM  has  based  its  purpose  and  need  sections  on  an  unduly 
restrictive  reading  of  applicable  statutes  and  orders. 


BFM  states  that  its  purpose  and  need  is  to  respond  to  a FLPMA  ROW  application  submitted 
by  the  Applicant.  However,  this  continues  to  only  focus  on  the  applicant’s  purpose  and  need.  Such 
a narrow  description  of  the  purpose  and  need  unduly  restricts  the  alternatives  analysis.  Also,  since 
the  Project  is  proposed  on  Class  L lands,  the  purpose  and  need  should  also  focus  on  land-use 
planning  because  a Plan  Amendment  is  not  the  proper  method  of  changing  land  class  level 
classifications.  Furthermore,  the  detailed  explanation  of  the  applicant’s  need  is  not  justified  by  the 
policies  cited.  Executive  Order  13212  calls  for  energy-related  projects  to  be  expedited,  while 
maintaining  safety,  public  health,  and  environmental  protections.  Ex.  PN  1 . The  Energy  Policy  Act 
of  2005  encourages  the  Secretary  of  Interior  to  approve  non-hydropower  renewable  energy  projects 
on  public  lands  with  a generation  capacity  of  at  least  10,000  megawatts  of  electricity.  Ex.  PN  2. 
Secretarial  Order  3285 A 1 calls  for  the  identification  and  prioritization  of  specific  locations  in  the 
United  States  best  suited  for  large-scale  production  of  solar,  wind,  geothermal,  incremental  or  small 
hydroelectric  power  on  existing  structures,  and  biomass  energy  ( e.g . renewable  energy  zones).  Ex. 
PN  3. 


2.  The  EIS  Fails  to  Look  at  a Reasonable  Range  of  Alternatives 

NEPA  requires  that  an  EIS  contain  a discussion  of  the  “alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.” 
42  U.S.C.  §§  4332(2)(C)(iii)  & (E).  The  discussion  of  alternatives  is  at  “the  heart”  of  the  NEPA 
process  and  is  intended  to  provide  a “clear  basis  for  choice  among  options  by  the  decisionmaker  and 
the  public.”  40  C.F.R.  § 1502.14.  An  agency  must  look  at  all  reasonable  alternatives.  Native 
Ecosystems  Council  v.  U.S.  Forest  Serv.,  428  F.3d  1233  (9th  Cir.  2005). 
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Renewable  Distributed  Generation 

Although  a DG  alternative  may  be  outside  BLM’s  jurisdiction,  the  alternatives  analysis  is  not 
limited  to  an  agency’s  jurisdiction.  See  40  C.F.R.  § 1502.14(c).  Distributed  rooftop  photovoltaics 
(“PV”)  have  a much  less  significant  environmental  impact  than  utility-scale  concentrated  solar.  As 
recognized  by  the  National  Renewable  Energy  Lab,  distributed  PV  has  benefits  such  as  low  land  use 
and  no  transmission.  Ex.  A1 . The  National  Renewable  Energy  Lab  has  further  recognized  that  DG 
sources  such  as  rooftop  PV  and  small  wind  turbines  have  substantial  potential  to  provide  electricity 
with  little  impact  on  land,  air  pollution,  or  C02  emissions.  Id. 

If  the  goal  is  10,000  MW  of  electricity  by  2015  as  articulated  under  the  Energy  Policy  Act 
of  2005,  distributed  solar  can  meet  that  goal.  On  page  193  of  the  California  Energy  Commission 
Integrated  Energy  Policy  Report  (December  2009),  it  states  that  a 2007  estimate  from  the  Energy 
Commission  suggests  that  there  is  roof  space  for  over  60,000  MW  of  PV  capacity.  Ex.  A2.  See  also 
Exs.  A3  & A4.  In  other  words,  California  alone  has  the  capacity  to  meet  the  goals  of  providing  well 
over  10,000  MW  of  electricity  through  distributed  generation. 

California  has  taken  great  strides  in  promoting  renewable  DG  with  Governor 
Schwarzenegger’s  Million  Solar  Roofs  program  and  the  legislation  that  followed.  Exs.  A5-A15. 
California  has  also  gone  a long  way  in  not  only  implementing  legislation,  but  actually  getting  a 
smart-grid  system  into  operation.  Exs.  A18-A22.  Altogether,  a renewable  DG  alternative  would 
encourage  cooperation  between  states  and  the  federal  government  to  implement  a comprehensive 
9 renewable-energy  strategy. 

Furthermore,  the  federal  government  has  undergone  a number  of  projects  to  promote 
distributed  PV,  demonstrating  that  a DG  alternative  is  a reasonable  alternative.  For  example, 
photovoltaics  have  been  installed  on  rooftops  of  federal  correctional  facilities,  military  bases,  and 
postal  service  buildings.  Exs.  A37-A44. 

Altogether,  an  analysis  of  a DG  alternative  or  an  alternative  that  includes  at  least  some  DG 
component  would  allow  for  a meaningful  review  of  the  appropriate  balance  to  strike  between 
environmental  impacts  caused  by  land-intensive  utility-scale  generation  and  the  electricity-generation 
capacity.  Without  an  analysis  of  this  alternative,  the  decision-makers  cannot  make  an  informed 
decision  about  what  impacts  are  an  acceptable  cost  for  the  benefit  attained. 


Conservation  and  Demand-Side  Management 

Conservation,  demand  response  and  other  demand-side  measures  can  reduce  congestion  on 
the  grid  and  meet  our  energy  demands.  See  Exs.  A47  & A48.  Conservation  and  other  demand-side 
alternatives  are  needed  to  provide  the  basis  for  informed  decision-making  about  the  environmental 
impacts  of  increased  transmission.  Therefore,  this  alternative  should  have  been  considered  in  the 
EIS. 

Again,  although  a demand-side  management  alternative  may  be  outside  BLM’s  jurisdiction, 
the  alternatives  analysis  is  not  limited  to  an  agency’s  jurisdiction.  See  40  C.F.R.  § 1502.14(c).  The 
benefits  of  energy  efficiency  and  demand  response  have  landed  these  issues  at  the  top  of  the 
California  loading  order.  Ex.  A30.  There  has  been  a significant  amount  of  new  research  emerging 
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on  the  demand  side  of  energy  management  and  a push  both  at  the  state  and  federal  level  for 
improving  demand.  See  Exs.  A30-A34. 

Other  Federal,  State,  or  Private  Land 

As  shown  in  the  preceding  section,  there  are  a number  of  examples  of  siting  renewable- 
energy  developments  on  federal,  state,  or  private  land.  Exs.  A37-A44.  Looking  at  such  an 
alternative  is  reasonable  here.  In  addition,  Class  I land  should  have  been  considered  as  an  alternative. 


3.  Relationship  with  Solar  Program 

A programmatic  EIS  was  recently  prepared  for  solar  energy  development  in  the  southwestern 
states.  The  EIS  does  not  address  this  Project’s  relationship  with  the  program.  The  Final  EIS  should 
address  whether  this  project  falls  within  one  of  the  Solar  Energy  Zones  identified  in  the 
programmatic  EIS. 


4.  The  EIS  Fails  to  Adequately  Analyze  and  Mitigate  Air  Quality  Impacts 

The  EIS  acknowledges  the  current  ambient  air  quality  within  the  Mojave  Desert  Air  Basin 
(MDAB)  is  classified  in  the  non-attainment  category  for  state  ozone  and  fugitive  dust  particulate 
matter  (PM  10)  criteria.  EIS  3.2-3.  If  this  project  is  carried  out,  on-site  construction  activities  such 
as  excavation,  filling,  grading,  and  vehicle  travel  during  construction  of  the  project  would  generate 
dust  emissions,  including  emissions  of  PM  1 0 and  PM  2.5.  EIS  4.2-2.  Motor  vehicle  emissions  from 
on-site  and  off-site  vehicles  used  during  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  project  will  generate 
VOC,  NOx,  CO,  SOx,  PM-10,  and  PM-  2.5  emissions.  EIS  4.2-3.  The  EIS  acknowledges  that  the 
proposed  mitigation  measures  will  not  prevent  PM  2.5  emissions  from  exceeding  the  MDAQAD 
level  of  significant  threshold  of  82  pounds  per  day.  EIS  4.2-4.  The  EIS  does  not  adequately  explain 
how  the  mitigation  measures  will  reduce  NO  emissions,  though  it  acknowledges  that  the  project  has 
the  potential  to  worsen  NO  emissions.  Id. 

The  EIS  fails  to  include  feasible  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  air  quality  impacts  resulting 
from  this  project’s  construction  activity.  See  AQ1.  This  includes  the  failure  to  include  temporary 
traffic  controls,  such  as  a flag  person  to  facilitate  traffic  and  ensure  unobstructed  traffic  flow.  Efforts 
should  be  made  to  expose  the  least  amount  of  sensitive  receptor  areas  through  the  routing  of 
construction  vehicles  away  from  such  areas  and  minimizing  vehicle  trips.  BLM  should  require  that 
any  electricity  used  during  construction  is  generated  from  power  poles  and  not  temporary  diesel  or 
gasoline  power  generators.  Lastly,  only  trucks  with  clean  air  engines  should  be  used  for  this  project. 

The  EIS  fails  to  adequately  discuss  the  cumulative  impact  on  air  quality  resulting  from  this 
project.  The  EIS  should  have  addressed  the  cumulative  emissions  from  the  project  combined  with 
other  similar  projects  such  as  the  K Road  Calico  and  Chevron  solar  projects.  If  any  of  these  similar 
projects  are  not  being  considered  by  the  BLM,  a justification  should  be  given  as  to  why.  If,  on  the 
other  hand,  these  projects  do  have  a cumulative  impact  on  air  quality,  they  should  be  identified, 
along  with  appropriate  mitigation  measures. 
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5.  The  EIS  Fails  to  Adequately  Analyze  Cultural  Resources 

There  are  many  problems  with  respect  to  the  analysis  of  cultural  resources.  First,  the  BLM 
fails  to  properly  define  “cultural  resources”  and  therefore  its  analysis  of  cultural  resources  is 
inadequate.  Ex.  CR1.  The  EIS  also  fails  to  properly  apply  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act 
to  its  analysis  of  cultural  resources.  Ex.  CR1 . The  EIS  states  in  a conclusory  fashion  that  the  project 
would  not  disturb  human  remains,  but  provides  no  justification  for  this  conclusion.  EIS  4.4- 1 0 - 4.4- 
19. 
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The  project  site  is  on  or  near  many  significant  Native  American  tribe  and  other  cultural 
resources,  including  famous  geoglyphs.  Ex.  CR1-CR5.  However,  there  is  no  evidence  that  all  of 
the  potentially  affected  tribes  have  been  contacted,  and  it  appears  that  any  consultation  with  Native 
American  representatives  and  other  interested  people  and  entities  has  not  been  adequate.  In  addition, 
the  EIS  does  not  adequately  address  the  project’s  impacts  and  cumulative  impacts  on  Native 
American  sacred  sites  and  culturally-significant  sites  and  artifacts,  including  burial  grounds.  The  EIS 
does  not  disclose  whether  the  site  will  accessible  if  the  Project  is  approved,  and  it  does  not  otherwise 
address  the  religious  uses  of  the  site.  These  issues  need  to  be  addressed  before  the  project  can  go 
forward. 
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6.  The  EIS  Fails  to  Adequately  Analyze  Environmental  Justice  Impacts 

The  EIS  fails  to  account  for,  analyze,  and  mitigate  the  disproportionate  effect  the  project  will 
have  on  local  tribes.  The  project  site  is  located  in  an  area  rich  in  Native  American  cultural  resources. 
Exs.  CR1-CR5.  The  cumulative  effect  on  the  cultural  resources  of  the  Native  American  people 
similar  projects  has  not  been  analyzed  or  mitigated  for.  Ex.  EJ3.  A proper  analysis  on  the 
cumulative  effect  on  these  groups  must  be  conducted  and  the  effects  must  be  mitigated  for  before 
the  project  can  move  forward.  Exs.  EJ3-EJ5.  The  number  of  utility-scale  solar  energy  projects  in 
the  vicinity  are  having  a negative  and  disproportionate  impact  on  Native  Americans  and  other 
minorities  in  the  region. 
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7.  The  EIS  Fails  to  Adequately  Analyze  Impacts  to  Geology,  Soils,  and 
Paleontological  Resources 

The  EIS  fails  to  adequately  analyze  and  mitigate  for  potential  impacts  to  geology , soils,  and 
paleontological  resources.  For  instance,  the  EIS  concludes  that  the  majority  of  the  project  site 
consists  of  “lakebed  sentiments  and  alluvial  fans  that  are  Pleistocene  to  Holocene  in  age,  suggesting 
that  buried  cultural  deposits  are  possible.  EIS  3.4-5.  However,  the  EIS  does  not  state  what  impacts, 
if  any,  the  project  will  have  on  these  resources,  and  it  does  not  provide  mitigation  for  potential 
impacts. 


8.  The  EIS  Fails  to  Adequately  Analyze  the  Project’s  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions 

The  EIS  fails  to  provide  the  baseline  for  climate  due  to  greenhouse  gas  emissions  in  the  local 
landscape  where  the  Project  is  located.  EIS  3.3-2.  However,  the  EIS  asserts  that  the  Project  would 
result  in  a reduction  of  greenhouse  gas  emissions,  and  by  this  assertion,  justifies  its  conclusion  not 
to  mitigate  for  any  potential  impacts  due  to  greenhouse  gas  emissions.  EIS  4.3-10.  Without  a 
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baseline,  the  EIS  cannot  assert  a planned  reduction  in  greenhouse  gas  emissions,  and  it  most  certainly 
did  not  adequately  analyze  and  mitigate  for  potential  impacts.. 
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9.  The  Project  Is  Inconsistent  with  Applicable  Land  Use  Plans 

The  Project  is  inconsistent  with  applicable  land  use  plans.  Under  the  California  Desert 
Conservation  (“CDCA”)  Plan,  the  agency  is  required  “to  provide  for  the  immediate  and  future 
protection  and  administration  of  the  public  lands  in  the  California  desert  within  the  framework  of 
a program  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield,  and  the  maintenance  of  the  environmental  quality.” 
43  U.S.C.  § 1781(b).  “Once  a land  use  plan  is  developed,  ‘[a]ll  future  resource  management 
authorization  and  action  . . . shall  conform  to  the  approved  plan.’”  Oregon  Natural  Resources 
Council  Fund  v.  Brong,  492  F.3d  1 120,  1 125  (9th  Cir.  2007).  This  Project  is  on  Class  L lands  even 
though  there  are  millions  of  acres  of  Class  I lands  available.  Thus,  the  location  of  the  Project  is 
highly  problematic  due  to  the  unavoidable,  significant,  and  permanent  impacts  the  Project  will  have 
on  vegetation,  wildlife,  visual,  and  cultural  resources.  See  EIS  generally. 

The  Project  is  also  inconsistent  with  the  San  Bernardino  General  Plan.  A Project  of  this  size 
and  the  impacts  on  wildlife  is  inconsistent  with  the  Open  Space  designation  under  the  General  Plan. 
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10.  The  EIS  Fails  to  Adequately  Analyze  and  Mitigate  Impacts  to  Wildlife 


Missing  Species 

The  EIS  fails  to  analyze  and  mitigate  impacts  to  all  species  that  are  present  on  the  Project 
site.  Specifically,  the  EIS  acknowledges  that  the  Project  site  likely  supports  a variety  of  species 
including  the  Desert  Kit  Fox,  but  the  Desert  Kit  Fox  was  omitted  from  analysis.  Among  the  possible 
impacts  to  the  Desert  Kit  Fox  is  the  outbreak  of  canine  distemper,  resulting  in  death.  There  is  a 
strong  possibility  this  outbreak  may  lead  to  an  epidemic,  as  is  evidenced  by  a previous  outbreak  to 
kit  foxes  during  the  Genesis  Solar  Energy  Project.  See  Ex.  B9  & B10.  Studies  need  to  be  done  to 
determine  the  impacts  the  Project  will  have  on  the  other  named  species,  including  the  Desert  Kit 
Fox.  See  EIS  3.33-2. 
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Inadequate  Mitigation  Measures 

The  EIS  fails  to  provide  mitigation  measures  for  all  of  the  species  mentioned,  including 
special  status  species.  The  mitigation  section  in  4.22.11-1  merely  refers  to  mitigation  measures 
discussed  in  other  plans  such  the  Development  Plan.  However,  the  Development  Plan  states 
throughout  that  the  Applicant  will  work  with  BLM  to  develop  mitigation  measures  for  the  EIS.  It 
does  not  appear  that  these  mitigation  measures,  other  than  the  translocation  plan  for  the  Desert 
Tortoise,  have  been  developed.  NEPA  requires  that  adequate  mitigation  measures  for  all  affected 
species  need  be  identified  before  the  Project  can  move  forward. 
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Desert  Tortoise 

The  EIS  acknowledges  that  the  desert  tortoise  and  its  habitat  will  suffer  dire  consequences 
due  to  construction  and  human  activity.  4.22-8  - 4.22-1 1.  The  impacts  this  Project  may  have  on 
desert  tortoises  include  death  and  injury  due  to  habitat  loss,  fragmented  habitat,  loss  of  connectivity, 
and  potential  increases  in  susceptibility  to  predators  such  as  ravens.  Id.  The  EIS  proposes 
translocation  as  the  mitigation  measure  for  desert  tortoises.  However,  this  measure  may  result  in 
additional  negative  impacts  to  tortoises  such  as  elevated  stress  hormones,  changes  in  behavior  and 
social  interaction,  spread  of  disease,  increased  predation,  and  death.  See  B3-B8.  Yet,  no  mitigation 
measures  are  provided  for  these  translocation  impacts.  Additional  mitigation  measures  need  to  be 
proposed  for  the  Desert  Tortoise  besides  translocation,  and  mitigation  measures  are  needed  for  the 
actual  translocation  plan  as  well. 


58-20 


11.  The  EIS  Fails  to  Adequately  Analyze  and  Mitigate  Noise  Impacts 

While  the  EIS  addresses  this  Project’s  noise  impact  to  humans,  it  does  not  address  the  issue 
of  noise  impact  to  wildlife  or  provide  any  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  such  an  impact.  Animals 
rely  on  meaningful  sounds  for  communication,  navigation,  avoiding  danger,  and  finding  food.  See 
Ex.  Nl.  For  example,  studies  have  shown  that  in  a variety  of  bird  species,  road  noise  can  have  a 
negative  effect  on  bird  populations,  resulting  in  a decrease  in  population  densities.  See  Ex.  N2. 
Additionally,  most  researchers  agree  that  noise  can  affect  an  animal’s  physiology  and  behavior,  and 
if  it  becomes  a chronic  stress,  noise  can  be  injurious  to  an  animal’s  energy  budget,  reproductive 
success,  and  long  term  survival.  See  Ex.  N3.  At  the  very  least,  the  EIS  must  address  the  noise 
impact  this  Project  will  have  on  the  animal  environment  surrounding  the  Project  site  and  provide 
appropriate  measures  to  mitigate  any  negative  impacts. 
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12.  The  EIS  Fails  to  Adequately  Analyze  and  Mitigate  Hazards 

The  EIS  fails  to  adequately  analyze  and  mitigate  hazards  resulting  from  this  Project.  More 
specifically,  it  does  not  address  what  would  occur  should  the  completed  Project  catch  on  fire,  and 
what  effect  a fire  would  have  on  emergency  response  resources.  Solar  facilities  can  be  susceptible 
to  fire  outbreaks.  See  Ex.  H5-H8.  Should  a fire  occur  at  the  Project  site,  the  lives  of  employees 
operating  the  Project  and  the  lives  of  those  providing  emergency  response  would  be  at  risk.  See  Ex. 
H7.  Also,  emergency  response  may  have  to  be  slowed  because  firefighters  cannot  spray  flames 
backed  by  live  current  without  risking  electrocution.  See  Ex.  H5.  The  EIS  also  does  not  address  the 
ability  of  local  emergency  response  teams  to  respond  to  emergency  situations,  and  whether  the  local 
emergency  response  facility  is  equipped  to  handle  a potential  emergency  on-site,  and  if  so,  how  long 
it  would  take  them  to  arrive. 
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13.  The  EIS  Fails  to  Take  a Hard  Look  at  Security  Issues 

The  EIS  fails  to  take  a hard  look  at  security  issues,  particularly  with  respect  to  transmission. 
As  was  recently  demonstrated  in  San  Diego,  disruption  in  transmission  can  cause  severe  impacts  on 
the  electrical  system.  Exs.  S1-S2.  Furthermore,  transmission  systems  are  vulnerable  as  terrorism 
targets.  Exs.  S3-S4.  A DG  alternative  is  likely  to  reduce  this  risk.  Ex.  A48.  Th  security  impact 
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should  be  analyzed.  See,  e.g.,  San  Luis  Obispo  Mothers  for  Peace  v.  Nuclear  Regulatory  Comm  ’n, 
449  F.3d  1016  (9th  Cir.  2006). 


14.  The  EIS  Fails  to  Adequately  Mitigate  Impacts  to  Recreation  and  Public 
Access 

The  Project  is  inconsistent  with  applicable  land  use  plans.  Under  the  California  Desert 
Conservation  Plan  (“CDCA”),  you  are  required  “to  provide  for  the  immediate  and  future  protection 
and  administration  of  the  public  lands  in  the  California  desert  within  the  framework  of  a program 
of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield,  and  the  maintenance  of  the  environmental  quality.”  43  U.S.C. 
§ 1781(b);  Ex.  RP1.  “Once  a land  use  plan  is  developed,  ‘[a]ll  future  resource  management 
authorization  and  action  . . . shall  conform  to  the  approved  plan.’”  Oregon  Natural  Resources 
Council  Fund  v.  Brong , 492  F.3d  1 120  (9th  Cir.  2007).  This  Project  is  designated  to  be  built  on 
highly  controlled  and  sensitive  Class  L lands  (limited  use)  as  designated  by  the  CDCA,  even  though 
Class  I lands  are  available.  Ex.  RP 1 . For  no  other  reason  than  to  find  a loophole  in  the  law,  you  have 
decided  to  propose  an  amendment  to  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Plan  simply  to  allow  this 
Project  to  take  place  in  an  area  that  it  is  not  allowed  to  take  place  in. 

The  Federal  Land  Management  and  Policy  Act  (FLMPA)  declares  that  the  BLM  shall  take 
any  action  necessary  to  prevent  unnecessary  or  undue  degradation  of  the  lands  designated  for 
conservation.  See  43  U.S.C.  §§  1732(b)  and  1781(c).  However,  this  action  is  doing  the  exact 
reverse  of  what  the  law  says:  a plan  amendment  directly  tailored  to  allow  this  Project  on  these  lands 
is  the  exact  action  necessary  that  would  allow  the  unnecessary  or  undue  degradation  of  the  lands. 
Amending  the  CDCA  to  specifically  allow  a Project  on  otherwise  protected  Class  L lands  is  undue 
and  unnecessary  when  Class  I lands,  or  other  more  suitable  locations  for  solar  panels  (such  as 
rooftops)  are  available  and  could  be  utilized  for  this  Project.  Exs.  A 1-48. 

The  Project  site  is  on  or  near  popular  camping  grounds.  However,  the  EIS  does  not  assess 
how  it  will  impact  public  access  to  the  camping  grounds,  and  whether  how  blocked  access  might 
affect  pollution,  traffic,  and  wildlife.  Instead,  the  EIS  merely  states  on  several  occasions  it  will 
reroute  access  but  it  is  unclear  how  this  will  alleviate  the  loss  of  the  camping  grounds. 

In  addition,  the  usage  of  off-high  way  vehicles  create  adverse  affects  on  the  plant  life  and 
wildlife  in  the  desert.  Ex.  RP.  3.  However,  the  EIS  fails  to  adequately  assess  and  mitigate  for  an 
increased  usage  of  off-highway  vehicles  due  to  blockage  of  routes,  construction,  and  operation.  This 
needs  to  be  addressed  before  the  Project  can  move  forward. 
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15.  The  EIS  Fails  to  Adequately  Analyze  Socioeconomic  Impacts 

The  EIS  fails  to  address  how  the  gas  and  electric  bill  of  local  ratepayers  in  the  region  would 
be  affected.  There  is  growing  evidence  that  the  cost  of  mandating  renewable  energy  sources  and  ; 
providing  the  transmission  lines  to  deliver  it  may  outweigh  environmental  benefits,  increase 
electricity  prices,  and,  in  the  long  run,  reduce  jobs  instead  of  creating  them.  See  Ex.  PN4  & PN5. 
The  implementation  of  mandates  is  proceeding  so  rapidly  that  energy  consumers  are  being  locked 
into  higher  rates  for  many  years  to  come.  Id.  A recent  study  conducted  by  the  Manhattan  Institute 
reveals  a patter  of  higher  rates  in  states  with  renewable  portfolio  standards  mandates  compared  with 
those  states  without  such  mandates.  Id.  A Berkeley  National  Laboratory  study  found  that  state  \/ 
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implementation  of  renewables  energy  portfolio  standards  resulted  in  at  least  a .01%  to  1%  increase 
in  ratepayer’s  bills.  Ex.  SE 1 . At  the  very  least,  the  EIS  should  have  addressed  the  impact  this  Project 
would  have  on  rates  charged  to  energy  consumers. 
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16.  The  EIS  Fails  to  Justify  Approval  of  this  Project  in  the  Designated  Areas 

The  Project  site  is  contained  on  land  subject  to  the  Wilderness  Act  of  1964.  The  Wilderness 
Act  defines  wilderness  as  “an  area  of  undeveloped  Federal  land  retaining  its  primeval  character  and 
influence,  without  permanent  improvements  or  human  habitation,  which  is  protected  and  managed 
so  as  to  preserve  its  natural  conditions...”  Public  Law  88-577,  Section  2 (c).  Prohibited  uses  include 
commercial  enterprise,  permanent  and  temporary  roads  (with  exceptions  for  administration  and 
emergency  purposes);  use  of  motorized  vehicles,  equipment,  motorboats,  or  mechanical  transport; 
landing  of  aircraft;  or  the  erection  of  a structure  or  installation.  Id.  at  4(c).  Lands  that  are  designated 
as  wilderness  under  the  Act  may  not  be  altered  without  an  Act  of  Congress.  Id.  at  3(2)(b). 

Construction  within  this  wilderness  area  would  affect  vegetation  and  wildlife,  increase  dust 
generation,  weed  introduction,  and  harm  wildlife.  See  EIS  generally.  Additionally,  construction 
would  create  traffic  and  lighting  that  will  create  temporary  visual  distractions.  Id.  Despite  these 
effects,  along  with  the  Act’s  express  prohibition  on  commercial  enterprise  in  this  area,  BLM  arrives 
at  the  unjustified  conclusion  that  the  proposed  action  would  have  no  effect  on  existing  special 
designations.  The  EIS  must  address  why  this  Project,  as  presented,  does  not  contravene  Congress’s 
mandate  that  this  area’s  primeval  character  and  influence  be  preserved. 
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17.  The  EIS  Fails  to  Adequately  Analyze  and  Mitigate  Impacts  to 
T rafflc/T  ransportation 

Agencies  need  not  consider  potential  effects  that  are  highly  speculative  or  indefinite;  they 
must  consider  only  those  indirect  effects  that  are  reasonably  foreseeable.  Kleppe  v.  Sierra  Club,  427 
U.S.  390  (1992).  The  construction  phase  of  this  Project  would  include  the  building  of  roads  to 
provide  access  to  the  Project’s  facilities.  It  is  reasonably  foreseeable  that  new  roads  providing  access 
to  the  open  desert  area  would  increase  off-road  vehicle  use  in  the  area  and  access  to  areas  that  would 
otherwise  be  inaccessible.  See  Ex.  H4.  In  addition,  the  Project  is  near  the  popular  15  freeway  that 
is  utilized  by  millions  of  tourists  driving  to  and  from  Las  Vegas,  Nevada.  See  Ex.  TR2.  The  EIS 
does  not  mention  the  impact  the  Project  will  have  on  the  tourism  traffic,  and  impact  that  is  very 
reasonably  foreseeable. 


18.  The  EIS  Fails  to  Adequately  Analyze  and  Mitigate  Impacts  to  Utilities  and 
Service  Systems 

This  Project  will  generate  solid  waste  during  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance. 


In  order  to  reduce  waste,  this  Project  should  obtain  its  PV  material  from  facilities  that  minimize 
waste,  and  air  and  water  emissions.  PV  modules  contain  substances  such  as  glass,  aluminum  and 
semiconductor  materials  that  can  be  successfully  recovered  and  reused,  either  in  new  PV  modules 
or  other  products.  See  Ex.  US1  & US3.  This  Project  should  utilize  the  full  product  life  cycle  by 
obtaining  its  PV  from  a company  that  minimizes  environmental  impacts  during  raw  material 
extraction,  manufactures  PV  panels  in  a zero  to  little  waste  facility,  provides  future  PV  disassembly 
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for  material  recovery  for  reuse  and  recycling;  and  minimizes  the  carbon  footprint  associated  with  the 
manufacture  and  transport  of  PV  panels.  See  Ex.  US2. 

The  growth  of  the  P V industry  results  in  greater  waste  and  an  increased  need  for  PV  recycling 
initiatives.  See  Ex.  US2.  Although  recycling  initiatives  are  less  favorable  economically,  the  lack 
of  such  initiatives  will  eventually  result  in  hazardous  material  entering  local  waste  streams.  Id.  This 
Project  applicant  should  utilize  a PV  recycling  system,  giving  consideration  to  its  environmental 
responsibility  and  not  solely  its  economic  benefit.  To  ignore  this  responsibility  is  to  give  an 
economic  advantage  to  more  environmentally  destructive  forms  of  energy  production.  Id. 

58-32 

19.  The  EIS  Fails  to  Adequately  Analyze  Impacts  to  Visual  Resources 

The  EIS  also  fails  to  adequately  analyze  the  cumulative  impact  the  Project  will  have  on  visual 
resources  due  to  light  pollution.  Light  pollution  is  a growing  problem  for  the  environment,  especially 
for  visual  resources,  and  even  the  health  and  safety  of  humans  and  animals.  Exs.  VR1-VR4.  The 
impact  on  the  environment,  such  as  impact  on  star  gazing  due  to  light  pollution  from  the  Project, 
combined  with  nearby  cities  of  Primm  and  Las  Vegas,  Nevada,  needs  to  be  analyzed  and  mitigated 
for  before  the  Project  can  move  forward.  _ 
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20.  The  EIS  Fails  to  Adequately  Analyze  Impacts  to  Water  Resources 

Water  supply  is  an  important  consideration  in  utility-scale  solar  development.  In  fact, 
Congress  required  a study  on  methods  to  reduce  the  amount  of  water  consumed  by  concentrating 
solar  power  systems.  Ex.  Wl.  Furthermore,  the  Colorado  River  has  been  under  an  enormous31 
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amount  of  pressure  and  is  anticipated  to  be  under  even  more  pressure  in  the  future  due  to  climate- 
change  impacts.  Exs.  W2-W 1 1 . The  EIS  makes  no  mention  of  the  potential  impacts  the  Project  may 
have  on  the  Colorado  River  water  supply. 
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21.  The  EIS  Fails  to  Adequately  Analyze  Cumulative  Impacts 

The  EIS  fails  to  adequately  analyze  cumulative  impacts.  The  purpose  of  a cumulative 
impacts  analysis  is  to  examine  the  specific  Project  and  its  interactive  and  synergistic  adverse 
environmental  effects  when  considered  in  the  context  of  similar  Projects.  Klamath-Siskiyou 
Wildlands  Ctr.  v.  Bureau  of  Land  Mgmt.,  387  F.3d  989  (9th  Cir.  2004).  The  EIS  should  have 
considered  all  solar  energy  Projects  within  the  CDCA.  Congress  has  recognized  that  “the  California 
desert  environment  is  a total  ecosystem  that  is  extremely  fragile,  easily  scarred,  and  slowly  healed.” 
43  U.S.C.  § 1 78 1 (a)(2).  As  a special  area,  Congress  required  that  a “comprehensive,  long-range  plan 
for  the  management,  use,  development  and  protection  of  the  public  lands  within  the  California 
Desert  Conservation  Area”  be  prepared.  Id.  at  § 178 1(d).  Failing  to  look  at  similar  Projects  that  all 
require  amendments  to  the  CDCA  Plan  defies  the  Congressional  mandate  for  a cohesive  plan.  See 
Exs.  Cl -7,  C9-12,  C23.  Yet  that  is  precisely  what  happened  here.  Section  C of  the  attached  index 
provides  a thorough  overview  of  the  Projects  that  should  have  been  considered  in  the  EIS.  — 
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The  geographic  restrictions  are  also  arbitrary  with  respect  to  cultural  resources.  You  should 
have  considered  the  impacts  of  all  the  Projects  on  Chemehuevi,  Fort  Mojave  and  other  Native 
American  ancestral  land.  — 
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22.  The  EIS  Fails  to  Identify  Appropriate  Mitigation 

“Implicit  in  NEPA’s  demand  that  an  agency  prepare  a detailed  statement  on  ‘any  adverse 
environmental  effects  which  cannot  be  avoided  should  the  proposal  be  implemented,’  42  U.S.C.  § 
4332(C)(ii),  is  an  understanding  that  an  EIS  will  discuss  the  extent  to  which  adverse  effects  can  be 
avoided.”  Robertson  v.  Methow  Valley  Citizens,  490  U.S.  332  (1989).  NEPA  requires  that  an  EIS 
discuss  mitigation  measures  with  “sufficient  detail  to  ensure  that  environmental  consequences  have 
been  fairly  evaluated.”  Id.  A mitigation  discussion  must  have  at  least  some  evaluation  of  the 
effectiveness  of  the  mitigation.  South  Fork  Band  Council  of  Western  Shoshone  v.  Department  of  the 
Interior,  588  F.3d  718  (9th  Cir.  2009). 


23.  Other  Consultation 

According  to  the  EIS,  formal  consultation  has  been  initiated  with  the  United  States  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service,  but  has  not  been  completed.  This  consultation  must  be  completed  before 
the  Project  can  move  forward. 


C.  The  Project  Violates  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act 

Consultation  for  this  Project  has  been  inadequate.  The  EIS  indicates  that  members  of  certain 
tribes  were  contacted,  but  there  is  no  evidence  of  consultation.  There  is  no  indication  that  other 
interested  persons  or  entities,  such  as  CARE  or  La  Cuna,  were  contacted  despite  having  expressed 
interest  in  these  Projects  repeatedly  as  well  as  having  demonstrated  a knowledge  of  the  cultural 
resources  in  the  area. 


D.  The  Project  Violates  the  Federal  Land  Management  and  Policy  Act 

The  Federal  Land  Management  and  Policy  Act  (“FLPMA”)  declares  that  public  lands  be 
managed  for  multiple  uses  in  a manner  that  will  protect  the  quality  of  the  scientific,  scenic,  historical, 
ecological,  environmental,  air  and  atmospheric,  water  resource,  and  archeological  values.  43  U.S.C. 
§1701  (a)(7)  and  (8).  FLMPA  provides  a framework  in  which  public  lands  are  to  be  managed  for 
the  benefit  of  present  and  future  generations.  Congress  required  the  BLM  to  “take  any  action 
necessary  to  prevent  unnecessary  or  undue  degradation  of  the  lands.”  43  U.S.C.  § 1732(b). 

As  part  of  FLPMA,  Congress  designated  25  million  acres  of  California  for  the  CDCA.  43 
U.S.C.  § 1781(c).  In  doing  so,  Congress  found  that  this  desert  and  its  resources  are  “extremely 
fragile,  easily  scarred,  and  slowly  healed.”  43  U.S.C.  § 1781(a)(2).  In  conjunction  with  this 
designation.  Congress  directed  the  BLM  to  implement  a long-range  plan  for  the  management  of  this 
land  within  the  framework  of  the  CDCA,  which  is  today  known  as  the  CDCA  Plan.  Under  the 
CDCA  Plan,  BLM  is  required  “to  provide  for  the  immediate  and  future  protection  and  administration 
of  the  public  lands  in  the  California  desert  within  the  framework  of  a program  of  multiple  use  and 
sustained  yield,  and  the  maintenance  of  the  environmental  quality.”  43  U.S.C.  § 1781(b).  “Once 
a land  use  plan  is  developed,  ‘[a]ll  future  resource  management  authorization  and  action  . . . shall 
conform  to  the  approved  plan.’”  Oregon  Natural  Resources  Council  Fund  v.  Brong , 492  F.3d  1 120, 
1 1 25  (9th  Cir.  2007).  The  CDCA  Plan  also  requires  that  where  an  amendment  is  proposed,  the  BLM 
must  “evaluate  the  effect  of  the  proposed  amendment  on  BLM’s  management’s  desert-wide 
obligation  to  achieve  and  maintain  a balance  between  resource  use  and  resource  protection.”  Ex. 
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Under  Chapter  7 of  the  CDCA  Plan,  the  BLM  must  analyze  six  criteria  when  considering  a 
plan  amendment.  The  BLM  must  1 ) determine  if  the  request  has  been  properly  submitted  and  if  any 
law  or  regulation  prohibits  granting  the  requested  amendment;  2)  determine  if  alternative  locations 
within  the  CDCA  are  available  which  would  meet  the  applicant’s  needs  without  requiring  a change 
in  the  Plan’s  classification,  or  an  amendment  to  any  Plan  element;  3)  determine  the  environmental 
affects  of  granting  and/or  implementing  the  applicant’s  request;  4)  consider  the  economic  and  social 
impacts  of  granting  and/or  implementing  the  applicant’s  request;  5)  provide  opportunities  for  and 
consideration  of  public  comment  on  the  proposed  amendment,  including  input  from  the  public  and 
from  Federal,  State,  and  local  government  agencies,  and  6),  evaluate  the  effect  of  the  proposed 
amendment  on  BLM  management’s  desert-wide  obligation  to  achieve  and  maintain  a balance 
between  resource  use  and  resource  protect.  See  CDCA  Plan,  Chapter  7,  p.  121.  Lastly,  the  BLM  = 
failed  to  consider  alternatives  that  avoid  the  disruption  of  sensitive  cultural  resources,  including  the 
disturbance  of  Native  American  remains,  which  has  already  occurred  in  past  similar  Projects.  See 
Ex.  BIO. 


A Project  of  this  scale  is  inappropriate  for  Class  L lands._|The  Project  will  result  in  an 
irretrievable  commitment  of  resources  and  unavoidable  destruction  of  natural  resources.  For 
example,  the  Project  will  result  in  unavoidable  adverse  effects  on  cultural  and  visual  resources.  _ 
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Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  my  client’s  comments. 


Sincerely, 

BRIGGS  LAW  CORPORATION 


Isabel  O’Donnell 


Grace,  Erika 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Thursday,  February  21,  2013  4:42  PM 

Dover,  Robert;  Raymond  C Lee;  Meckfessel,  George  R;  Grace,  Erika 
Fwd:  Comments  on  the  Stateline  Solar  Power  Project  DEIS/DEIR 
02-21-13-WWP-CommentsStatelineDEIS.pdf 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


— Forwarded  message 

From:  Michael  J.  Connor  <mjeomior@westernwatersheds.org> 

Date:  Thu,  Feb  21,  2013  at  1:35  PM 

Subject:  Comments  on  the  Stateline  Solar  Power  Project  DEIS/DEIR 

To:  3childers@blm.gov 


Jeff: 

Attached  are  Western  Watersheds  Project's  comments  on  the  Draft  Plan  Amendment  and  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement/Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  Proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  project. 

Could  you  please  respond  to  this  email  to  confirm  that  you  received  and  could  open  the  attached  comments? 

Thank  you. 

Michael 


Michael.  J.  Connor,  Ph.D. 
California  Director 
Western  Watersheds  Project 
P.O.  Box  2364 
Reseda,  CA  91337-2364 
Tel:  (818)  345-0425 
Fax:  (208)  475-4702 
http://www.westernwatersheds.org 
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Michael  J.  Connor,  Ph.D. 

California  Director 

P.O.  Box  2364,  Reseda,  CA  91337-2364 
Tel:  (818)  345-0425 

Email:  mjconnor@westernwatersheds.org 

Web  site;  www.westernwatersheds.org  Working  to  protect  and  restore  Western  Watersheds 


February  21,  2013 
By  Email 

Bureau  of  Land  Management,  California  Desert  District 
Attn:  Stateline  Solar  Project, 

22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos, 

Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553-9046. 

< jchilders@blm.gov  > 


Western 

Watersheds 

Project 


Re:  Draft  Plan  Amendment  and  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

Statement/Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  Proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm, 
San  Bernardino  County,  California. 

Dear  Mr.  Childers: 

On  behalf  of  Western  Watersheds  Project  and  myself,  please  accept  the  following 
comments  on  the  Draft  Plan  Amendment  and  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (“DEIS/DEIR”)  for  the  proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  project  on 
public  lands  in  California’s  Ivanpah  Valley. 

Western  Watersheds  Project  works  to  protect  and  conserve  the  public  lands,  wildlife  and 
natural  resources  of  the  American  West  through  education,  scientific  study,  public  policy 
initiatives,  and  litigation.  Western  Watersheds  Project  and  its  staff  and  members  use  and  enjoy 
the  public  lands,  including  the  lands  at  issue  here,  and  its  wildlife,  cultural  and  natural  resources 
for  health,  recreational,  scientific,  spiritual,  educational,  aesthetic,  and  other  purposes. 

Western  Watersheds  Project  recognizes  that  global  climate  change  poses  new  challenges 
to  our  already  stressed  public  lands.  However,  while  climate  change  threatens  biodiversity  and 
entire  fragile  ecosystems,  our  response  to  climate  change  also  threatens  our  public  lands  and 
their  wildlife.  Accordingly,  WWP  supports  responsible  development  of  power  plant  projects. 
Responsible  development  requires  the  use  of  comprehensive,  ecologically  sound,  science-based 
analysis  in  determining  power  plant  locations.  This  is  best  achieved  by  focusing  energy 
developments  on  private  or  severely  altered  lands  that  are  located  close  to  points  of  use  to 
minimize  new  disturbance  or  further  fragmentation  of  fragile,  native  ecosystems.  The  ecological 
impacts  from  renewable  energy  project  development  should  be  fully  mitigated  with  significant 
and  lasting  actions. 
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Desert  Stateline,  LLC  is  proposing  to  construct  a 300-megawatt  Photovoltaic  power  plant 
on  2,143  acres  of  public  land  located  about  2 miles  south  of  the  Califomia-Nevada  border  and 
0.5  mile  west  of  Interstate  15  in  eastern  San  Bernardino  County,  California  and  adjacent  to  the 
ISEGS  thennal-solar  power  plant  that  is  currently  under  construction.  The  power  plant  will 
connect  to  the  grid  via  a 2.3  mile  220-kilovolt  transmission  line.  The  project  will  also  include 
access  roads,  an  electrical  substation,  meteorological  station,  and  a monitoring  and  maintenance 
facility. 


This  project  will  have  direct,  indirect  and  cumulative  impacts  on  some  of  the  desert’s 
most  sensitive  resources  including  species  listed  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  such  as 
desert  tortoise.  Much  of  the  habitat  for  the  desert  tortoise  has  been  disturbed  by  human 
activities,  or  has  been  severely  degraded  or  lost  to  development.  The  proposed  location  of  the 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  project  is  in  prime  desert  tortoise  habitat  on  public  lands  in  the  Ivanpah 
Valley.  This  is  a poor  choice  of  site  for  locating  a power  plant.  The  proposed  project  will 
eliminate  yet  more  habitat  for  desert  tortoises  and  other  special  status  species,  and  will  convert 
public  lands  that  are  currently  open  to  multiple  use  into  a single-use  industrial  zone. 

Purpose  and  Need. 

The  NEPA  Implementing  Regulations  require  that  “The  statement  shall  briefly  specify 
the  underlying  purpose  and  need  to  which  the  agency  is  responding  in  proposing  the  alternatives 
including  the  proposed  action.”  40  C.F.R.  § 1502. 13. 

According  to  the  DEIS/DEIR  at  1-4,  “Taking  into  account  the  BLM’s  multiple  use 
mandate,  the  purpose  and  need  for  the  Proposed  Action  is  to  respond  to  a FLPMA  ROW 
application  submitted  by  the  Applicant  to  construct,  operate,  maintain,  and  decommission  a solar 
energy-generating  facility  and  associated  infrastructure  on  public  lands  administered  by  the  BLM 
in  accordance  with  FLPMA,  BLM  ROW  regulations,  and  other  applicable  Federal  laws  and 
policies.  In  conjunction  with  FLPMA,  the  Proposed  Action  would,  if  approved,  assist  the  BLM 
in  addressing  the  following  management  objectives: 

• Executive  Order  13212,  dated  May  18,  2001,  which  mandates  that  agencies  act 
expediently  and  in  a manner  consistent  with  applicable  laws  to  increase  the  production 
and  transmission  of  energy  in  a safe  and  environmentally  sound  manner.” 

• Section  21 1 of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  2005  which  establishes  a goal  for  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  approve  1 0,000  MW  of  non-hydropower  renewable  energy  projects  on  the 
public  lands  by  20 1 2. 

• Secretarial  Order  3285A1,  dated  March  1 1 , 2009,  and  amended  on  February  22,  2010, 
which  “establishes  the  development  of  renewable  energy  as  a priority  of  the  Department 
of  the  Interior.” 

Clearly,  the  citation  from  the  Energy  Policy  Act  is  inapt,  this  being  the  year  2013.  In  any  event, 
the  Secretary  announced  that  the  goal  of  10,000  MW  was  achieved  in  October  2012.  Executive 
Order  13212  mandates  the  BLM  to  work  to  increase  “the  production  and  transmission  of  energy 
in  a safe  and  environmentally  sound  manner”.  That  of  course  does  not  require  building  power 
plants  but  would  also  be  met  by  BLM  promoting  use  of  distributed  energy  or  identification  of 
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alternative  sites  on  previously  disturbed  lands  with  less  resource  conflicts  such  as  Brownfields 
identified  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency. 
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The  DEIS/DEIR  at  1 -6  also  contains  a recitation  of  the  desires  of  the  project  applicant, 
preceded  by  the  following  statement:  “The  purpose  and  need  describes  BLM  and  the  County’s 
purpose  and  need  for  the  Proposed  Action,  not  the  Applicant’s  interests  and  objectives.  However, 
the  Applicant’s  interests  and  objectives,  including  any  constraints  or  flexibility  with  respect  to 
their  proposal,  help  to  inform  the  BLM’s  and  County’s  decisions  and  cannot  be  ignored  in  the 
NEPA  and  CEQA  process.  This  information  helps  the  BLM  and  County  to  determine  which 
project  alternatives  are  feasible  for  purposes  of  detailed  analysis  as  part  of  the  NEPA  and  CEQA 
processes.  This  information  also  helps  inform  the  determination  that  certain  alternatives  are 
unreasonable  and  thus  eliminated  from  detailed  analysis  (BLM  IM  201 1-059).” 

However,  in  this  case  the  BLM  is  also  responding  to  a Nomination  of  an  ACEC  in  the 
same  area  as  the  project.  If  the  BLM  feels  that  NEPA  somehow  requires  it  to  recite  the  wishes  of 
an  applicant,  why  does  the  purpose  and  need  statement  not  include  the  need  to  respond  to  the 
ACEC  Nomination? 

The  Ninth  Circuit  Court  holds  that  the  purpose  and  need  cannot  be  so  narrow  that  only 
one  alternative  will  work.  See  City  of  Carmel-By-The-Sea  v.  U.S.  Dept.  ofTransp .,  123  F.3d 
1 142,  1155  (9th  Cir.  1997);  Citizens  Against  Burlington,  Inc.  v.  Busey,  938  F.2d  190,  196  (D.C. 
Cir.  1991)  (“[A]n  agency  may  not  define  the  objectives  of  its  action  in  terms  so  unreasonably 
narrow  that  only  one  alternative  from  among  the  environmentally  benign  ones  in  the  agency's 
power  would  accomplish  the  goals  of  the  agency's  action,  and  the  EIS  would  become  a 
foreordained  formality.”);  see  also  Nat'l  Parks  & Conservation  Ass'n  v.  BLM , 586  F.3d  735,  748 
(9th  Cir.  2009)  (holding  that  the  BLM  defined  its  objectives  in  unreasonably  narrow  terms, 
circumventing  this  “proscription  by  adopting  private  interests  to  draft  a narrow  purpose 
and  need  statement  that  excludes  alternatives  that  fail  to  meet  specific  private  objectives 
....”)  (our  emphasis  added);  Simmons  v.  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  120  F.3d  664,  666  (7th 
Cir.  1997)  (noting  that  “[o]ne  obvious  way  for  an  agency  to  slip  past  the  strictures  of  NEPA  is  to 
contrive  a purpose  and  need  so  slender  as  to  define  competing  reasonable  alternatives  out  of 
consideration  (and  even  out  of  existence).”).  That  unfortunately  is  the  situation  here. 

Because  the  BLM  has  construed  the  purpose  and  need  for  the  project  such  that  only  the 
proposed  action  alternative  or  minor  variants  of  that  proposed  action  will  meet  that  purpose  and 
need  and  has  ignored  its  statutory  requirement  to  address  the  ACEC  Nomination  in  the  purpose 
and  need  statement,  the  stated  purpose  and  need  is  so  overly  narrow  and  constrained  that  it 
violates  NEPA.  _ 


Range  of  Alternatives. 


The  NEPA  implementing  regulations  specify  that  NEPA  documents  must  analyze  a full 
range  of  alternatives  including  “reasonable  alternatives  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  lead 
agency”  (40  C.F.R.  § 1502.14).  Based  on  the  information  and  analysis  presented  in  the  sections 
on  the  Affected  Environment  (40  C.F.R.  § 1502.15)  and  the  Environmental  Consequences  (40 
C.F.R.  § 1502.16),  the  NEPA  document  should  present  the  environmental  impacts  of  the 
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proposed  action  and  the  alternatives  in  comparative  form,  thus  sharply  defining  the  issues  and 
providing  a clear  basis  for  choice  among  options  by  the  decisionmaker  and  the  public 

The  DEIS/DEIR  considers  four  very  similar  action  alternatives: 

(1)  the  Proposed  Action  i.e.  a 300  MW,  2,143  acre  solar  photovoltaic  power  plant  and 
associated  facilities; 

(2)  a 300  MW,  2,385  acre  alternative; 

(3)  a 300  MW,  2,151  acre  alternative; 

(4)  a 232  MW,  1,766  acre  alternative. 

Each  of  the  action  alternatives  would  have  an  associated  amendment  to  the  1980  CDCA  Plan 
related  to  the  Project  site,  and  would  also  include  a CDCA  Plan  Amendment  to  modify  the 
boundaries  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  Desert  Wildlife  Management  Area  (DWMA).  The 
DEIS/DEIR  also  describes  three  No  Action/No  Project  alternatives:  (1)  the  No  Action 
Alternative;  and  (2)  two  No  Project  Alternatives  that  would  include  an  amendment  to  the  CDCA 
Plan. 


The  BLM  has  dismissed  other  alternatives  we  proposed  including:  use  of  public  lands 
that  are  not  desert  tortoise  habitat;  a private  lands  alternative  under  which  the  project  is  built  on 
private  lands  only;  and,  a distributed  energy  alternative  using  “roof  top”  solar  to  avoid  the  need 
for  construction  of  a power  plant.  However,  this  dismissal  is  inappropriate  since  none  of  these 
alternatives  are  precluded  by  the  BLM’s  purpose  and  need  statement,  and  in  fact  would  serve  to 
“increase  the  production  and  transmission  of  energy  in  a safe  and  environmentally  sound 
manner”  as  the  BLM  is  mandated.  Full  analysis  of  these  alternatives  will  help  clarify  the  need 
for  the  proposed  project,  provide  a baseline  for  identifying  and  frilly  minimizing  resource 
conflicts,  facilitate  compliance  with  the  BLM’s  FLPMA  requirement  to  prevent  the  unnecessary 
and  undue  degradation  of  public  lands  and  its  resources,  and  will  help  provide  a clear  basis  for 
making  an  informed  decision. 


Desert  Tortoise. 

Much  of  the  habitat  for  the  desert  tortoise,  Gopherus  agassizii,  has  been  disturbed  by 
human  activities,  or  has  been  severely  degraded  or  lost  to  development.  Currently,  power  plant 
development  is  probably  the  largest  contributor  to  loss  of  desert  tortoise  habitat.  This  issue  of 
habitat  loss  and  degradation  is  compounded  when  the  power  plants  are  built  on  public  lands 
which  include  the  most  significant  remaining  desert  tortoise  habitat. 

The  proposed  project  area  is  excellent  quality  desert  tortoise  habitat  that  supports  a high 
desert  tortoise  population.  In  fact,  the  quality  of  habitat  is  such  that  the  project  area  was 
proposed  as  part  of  one  of  the  Desert  Wildlife  Management  Areas  (i.e.  an  ACEC  dedicated  to 
desert  tortoise  conservation)  in  the  1994  Desert  Tortoise  Recovery  Plan  (USFWS  1994  at  41). 


The  DEIS/DEIR  provides  incorrect  information  on  the  distribution  of  Gopherus  agassizii. 
DEIS/DEIR  at  3.22-8.  The  species  does  not  occur  in  the  Sonoran  Desert  region  of  Arizona  or 
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northern  Mexico  (see  Murphy  et  al .,  201 1 ; Averill-Murray,  201 1 ).  The  section  also  fails  to 
identify  key  recovery  actions  of  the  Revised  Recovery  Plan  for  the  Mojave  Population  of  the 
Desert  Tortoise  which  was  completed  in  201 1 that  are  relevant  to  the  proposed  project.  These 
include: 


1)  Recovery  Action  2.9 

Secure  lands/habitat  for  conservation  - conserving  sensitive  areas  that  would  connect 
functional  habitat  or  improve  management  capability  of  surrounding  areas,  such  as 
inholdings  within  tortoise  conservation  areas  that  may  be  open  to  renewable  energy 
development. 

2)  Recovery  Action  2.1 1 

Connect  functional  habitat  - connecting  blocks  of  desert  tortoise  habitat,  such  as  tortoise 
conservation  areas,  in  order  to  maintain  gene  flow  between  populations. 

As  we  pointed  in  our  scoping  comments,  the  proposed  action  will  severely  compromise 
connectivity  between  the  Ivanpah  Valley  and  the  Mesquite  Valley.  In  her  study  on  ecological 
genetics  of  desert  tortoise  Hagerty  (20081 2 3)  has  identified  least-cost  pathways  through  the  project 
area.  Disruption  of  this  connectivity  could  reduce  gene  flow  and  severely  impair  desert  tortoise 
recovery  and  must  be  addressed  in  the  EIS.  Research  projects  to  study  this  issue  are  well  and 
good.  However,  the  BLM  cannot  act  in  this  case  without  prejudging  the  outcome  of  that 
research  so  it  offers  no  mitigation  benefit. 

The  impacts  from  this  project  to  federally-listed  Mojave  desert  tortoises  will  be  direct, 
indirect,  and  cumulative.  These  impacts  include  habitat  loss;  habitat  disturbance;  fragmentation 
of  habitat;  fragmentation  of  populations;  decreased  viability  of  fragmented  populations;  loss  of 
connectivity;  potential  increases  in  predators  such  as  ravens  and  coyotes;  introduction, 
establishment  and  spread  of  invasive  plants  and  weeds;  increased  fire  risk;  increased  human 
presence;  construction  of  new  roads,  and  increased  use  of  existing  roads. 

Results  from  prior  surveys  show  that  the  proposed  project  area  historically  supported 
relatively  high  tortoise  densities  (Turner  et  al,  198 14 5;  Berry,  1 986^).  The  current  survey  data 
reported  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  confirms  that  a large  number  of  desert  tortoises  will  be  impacted 
directly,  indirectly  and  cumulatively. 


1 Murphy  R.  W.,  Berry  K.  H.,  Edwards,  T.,  Leviton,  A.  E.,  Lathrop,  A.,  and  Riedle,  J.  D.  201 1.  The  dazed  and 
confused  identity  of  Agassiz’s  land  tortoise,  Gopherus  agassizii  (Testudines:  Testudinidae)  with  the  description  of  a 
new  species  and  its  consequences  for  conservation.  ZooKeys,  1 13:  39-71. 

2 Averill-Murray,  R.  C.  201 1.  Comment  on  the  Conservation  Status  of  the  Desert  Tortoise(s).  Herpetological 
Review,  42(4):  500-501. 

3 Hagerty,  B.  2008.  Ecological  Genetics  of  the  Mojave  Desert  Tortoise.  PhD.  Dissertation.  University  of  Nevada, 
Reno.  244  pp. 

4 Turner,  F.  B.,  Thelander,  C.  G.,  Pearson,  D.  C.  and  Burge,  B.  L.  1982.  An  evaluation  of  the  transect  technique  for 
estimating  desert  tortoise  density  at  a prospective  power  plant  site  in  Ivanpah  Valley,  California.  In:  Hashagen,  K. 
A.,  ed.  Proceedings  of  the  1 982  Symposium  of  the  Desert  Tortoise  Council,  pp.  1 34-153. 

5 Berry,  K.  H.  1 984.  Plate  6- 1 3 "Desert  Tortoise  Crucial  Habitat  in  California  Ivanpah  Valley".  In  The  status  of  the 
desert  tortoise  ( Gopherus  agassizii)  in  the  United  States.  K.  H.  Berry,  (ed.)  Desert  Tortoise  Council  Report  to  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service,  Sacramento,  California.  Order  No.  1 1310-0083-81. 
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! The  DEIS/DEIR  outlines  possible  mitigation  actions  including  land  acquisition  and 

habitat  enhancement.  However,  it  provides  no  specific  information  that  establishes  that  the 
proposed  mitigations  will  compensate  for  the  massive  impacts  posed  by  the  proposed  project. 
This  flaw  must  be  rectified  if  the  agencies  are  to  comply  with  the  mandatory  requirements  of 
FLPMA,  NEPA  and  CEQA. 
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The  proposed  project  would  require  the  large-scale  translocation  of  a considerable 
number  of  desert  tortoises,  including  tortoises  that  have  already  been  displaced  from  the  ISEGS 
site.  BLM  Handbook  1745  - Introduction,  Transplant,  Augmentation,  and  Reestablishment  of 
Fish,  Wildlife,  and  Plants  - requires  that  “Decisions  for  making  introductions,  transplants,  or 
reestablishments  should  be  made  as  part  of  the  land  use  planning  process  (see  BLM  Manual 
Section  1622).  Releases  must  be  in  conformance  with  approved  RMPs.  A Land  Use  Plan 
Amendment  must  be  prepared  for  proposed  releases  if  management  direction  is  not  provided  in 
the  existing  Land  Use  Plan  (see  BLM  Manual  Section  1617,  emphasis  added).”  There  is  no 
consideration  in  the  current  CDCA  Plan  for  large-scale  desert  tortoise  translocations.  Therefore, 
the  BLM  will  need  to  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  or  develop  a desert  tortoise  translocation  plan  if 
this  project  moves  forward.  BLM  Handbook  1 745  requires  that  activity  plans  for  translocations 
must  be  site-specific  and  include  “Site-specific  and  measurable  vegetation/habitat  population 
objectives  which  are  based  on  existing  ecological  site  potential/condition,  habitat  capability,  and 
other  important  factors.”  The  BLM  must  include  a detailed  translocation  plan  for  the  project  in 
its  NEPA  documentation. 

The  translocation  plan  should  also  consider  disease  issues  and  the  risks  of  outbreaks  of 
^ upper  respiratory  tract  disease  and  other  diseases.  As  the  BLM  is  aware  herpes  virus  has  been 

detected  in  at  least  one  of  the  tortoises  found  on  the  ISEGS  project. 


As  we  pointed  out  in  our  scoping  comments,  the  USFWS  made  specific  conservation 
recommendations  in  the  biological  opinion  for  the  adjacent  ISEGS  project  to  protect  the 
surrounding  area  to  conserve  desert  tortoises.  This  includes  the  proposed  project  site.  The 
DEIS/DEIR  should  be  revised  to  disclose  and  consider  the  USFWS  recommendations. 
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Desert  Bighorn  Sheep. 

The  Clark  Mountains  host  an  important  herd  of  Nelson’s  bighorn  sheep  (Jaeger,  19946). 
The  proposed  project  site  is  located  on  a bajada  that  is  used  as  foraging  habitat  by  this  bighorn 
sheep  population.  The  DEIS/DEIR  provides  no  specific  mitigation  for  impacts  to  this  species. 

Golden  Eagle  and  Other  Special  Status  Avian  Species. 

There  are  a number  of  sensitive  bird  species  known  to  present  on  or  near  proposed 
project  the  site  including  Golden  Eagle  (Aquila  chryscietos),  Loggerhead  Shrike  (Lanins 
Indoviciamis),  Western  Burrowing  Owl  (Athene  cunicularia  hypugaea ),  Le  Conte’s  Thrasher 
(Toxostoma  lecontei),  Crissal  Thrasher  (Toxostoma  crissale),  Vaux’s  Swift  (Chaetura  vawci), 
and  Brewer’s  Sparrow  (Spizella  breweri).  Evidence  from  the  compliance  monitoring  for  the 


> 


6 Jaeger,  J.  R.  1994.  Demography  and  Movements  of  Mountain  Sheep  ( Ovis  canadensis  nelsoni)  in  the  Kingston  and 
Clark  Mountain  Ranges,  California.  Master’s  Thesis.  University  of  Nevada,  Las  Vegas.  73  pp. 
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ISEGS  plant  shows  that  golden  eagles  are  actively  foraging  in  the  proposed  Stateline  project 
area.  There  are  many  other  bird  species  found  in  the  area  that  are  known  or  expected  to  use  the 
site.  The  immediately  adjacent  Clark  Mountain  is  an  identified  Important  Bird  Area  that 
supports  populations  of  many  rare  birds  including  a breeding  population  of  the  declining 
Mexican  Whip-poor-will.  Birds  move  between  the  Clark  Mountains  and  other  areas  to  the  east 
across  the  north  Ivanpah  Valley  where  the  project  is  located. 

In  their  study  of  the  Solar  One  project,  McCrary  et  al. , found  that  the  most  frequent  form 
of  avian  mortality  was  collision  with  structures  (McCrary  et  al .,  19867).  The  proposed  Stateline 
Solar  project  site  is  located  close  to  Primm  golf  course  which  has  a number  of  water  features 
including  a lake.  These  water  features  draw  birds  into  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  Project. 
McCrary  et  al.,  1986  specifically  recommend  avoiding  siting  power  projects  in  close  proximity 
to  open  water  to  reduce  the  impact  to  birds.  As  McCrary  et  al  point  out,  reflective  surfaces  are 
especially  prone  to  collisions.  Collisions  accounted  for  75%  of  the  bird  deaths.  McCray  et  al 
found  that  at  least  22  different  bird  species  suffered  collision  fatalities.  The  proposed  project 
will  establish  a field  of  thousands  of  PV  panels  with  highly  reflective  surfaces  in  the  PV  array. 
While  many  of  the  birds  that  use  the  project  site  are  active  during  the  day,  some  forage  at  night. 
However,  even  strictly  diurnal  species  will  take  to  flight  at  night  if  they  disturbed.  Thus  the  risk 
of  risk  of  bird  collision  with  the  PV  panels  is  round-the-clock. 

The  DEIS/DEIR  indicates  that  an  Eagle  Conservation  Plan  will  be  developed.  But  this 
should  be  developed  and  made  available  for  public  review  during  the  environmental  review.  The 
DEIS/DEIR  should  also  provide  specific  mitigation  to  compensate  for  the  other  sensitive  bird 
species  listed  above. 


Rare  Plants. 

There  are  a number  of  rare  plant  species  found  in  the  area.  The  DEIS/DEIR  should 
provide  specific  mitigations  that  compensate  for  losses  to  these  significant  biological  resources, 
in  addition  to  take  minimization  and  avoidance  measures. 


59-12 


Desert  Washes,  Ephemeral  Streams  and  Soils. 

Desert  washes,  drainage  systems,  and  washlets  are  very  important  habitats  for  plants  and 
animals  in  arid  lands.  Water  concentrates  in  such  places,  creating  greater  cover  and  diversity  of 
shrubs,  bunch  grasses,  and  annual  grasses  and  forbs.  The  topography  is  often  more  varied,  as  are 
soil  types  and  rock  types  and  sizes,  creating  diverse  sites  for  burrows,  caves,  and  other  shelters. 
The  resulting  “habitats”  tend  to  attract  more  birds,  mammals,  reptiles,  and  invertebrates.  For 
example,  desert  tortoises  spend  disproportionately  more  time  in  washes  than  they  do  on  “flat” 
areas.8  The  wash  habitat  impacted  by  each  alternative  should  be  evaluated  and  appropriate 
mitigations  made  for  stream  bed  alterations. 


7 McCrary,  M.  D.,  McKernan,  R.  L.,  Schreiber,  R.  W.,  Wagner  ,W.  D.  and  Sciarrotta,  T.  C.  1986.  Avian  Mortality  at 
a Solar  Energy  Power  Plant.  Journal  of  Field  Ornithology,  57(2):  135-  141. 

s Jennings,  B.J.  1997.  Habitat  Use  and  Food  Preferences  of  the  Desert  Tortoise,  Gopherus  agassizii,  in  the  Western 
Mojave  Desert  and  Impacts  of  Off-Road  Vehicles.  Proceedings:  Conservation,  Restoration,  and  Management  of 
Tortoises  and  turtles — An  International  Conference,  pp.  42-45.  New  York  Turtle  and  Tortoise  Society. 
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Soil  erosion  on  low  fill  slopes  and  steeply  graded  areas  could  result  in  sedimentation  of 
water  bodies.  Changes  in  hydrology  and  soil  movements  may  impact  rare  plants  and  habitats  for 
sensitive  species,  and  may  impact  burrowing  species  such  as  the  desert  tortoise. 

The  project  will  require  a streambed  alteration  agreement  with  California  Department  of 
Wildlife  and  Fish.  DEIS/DEIR  4.22-57.  However,  although  the  DEIS/DEIR  at  2-42  states  that 
“Washes  that  drain  into  the  dry  lake  may  also  be  under  the  jurisdiction  of  USACE”  there  is  no 
mention  of  this  in  the  Section  3.19  Water  Resources.  Please  explain  this  discrepancy. 


59-13 


Cultural  & Paleontological  Resources. 


The  Mojave  Desert  is  rich  in  structures  and  artifacts  of  significant  cultural  value  that  are 
irreplaceable  once  lost.  Cultural  sites  are  frequently  associated  with  riparian  and  lacustrine 
features.  The  proposed  project  site  is  close  to  the  shoreline  of  the  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake.  The  NEPA 
documents  should  disclose  if  any  of  the  nearby  archeological  resources  will  be  indirectly 
impacted  by  project  related  activities,  and  summarize  the  mitigation  measures  that  will  protect 
these  resources. 


59-14 


Water  Issues. 

The  agencies  should  alternative  methods  of  fulfilling  the  water  needs  of  the  proposed 
power  plant  such  as  trucking  in  the  water  rather  than  digging  more  wells  in  this  region  of 
depleted  water  reserves. 

Livestock  Grazing. 

The  area  of  the  Clark  Mountain  Allotment  available  for  livestock  grazing  was  changed 
with  the  granting  of  a right  of  way  for  the  construction  of  the  ISEGS  project.  Please  update  the 
information  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  at  3.7-1.  Please  explain  how  the  reductions  in  available  acres  and 
AUMs  have  been  accommodated  in  the  grazing  lease  extensions. 


Wilderness  Values. 

The  proposed  project  is  one  mile  from  the  boundary  of  the  Stateline  Wilderness. 
Although  we  raised  the  issue  in  our  comments,  the  DEIS/DEIR  has  not  analyzed  the  effects  of 
the  project  on  the  wilderness  character  and  values  the  Stateline  Wilderness. 


Mitigation. 

BLM  is  obligated  under  FLPMA  to  “minimize  adverse  impacts  on  the  natural, 
environmental,  scientific,  cultural,  and  other  resources  and  values  (including  fish  and  wildlife 
habitat)  of  the  public  lands  involved.”  43  U.S.C.  § 1732(d)(2)(a).  Other  laws,  including  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  and  the  California  Endangered  Species  Act  also  entail  the  need  for 
mitigations  to  minimize  impacts.  BLM  is  required  to  consider  measures  to  mitigate  potential 
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environmental  consequences  in  its  NEPA  analysis.  [40  C.F.R.  § 1502. 16]  The  NEPA 
implementing  regulations  define  "Mitigation"  to  include: 

(a)  Avoiding  the  impact  altogether  by  not  taking  a certain  action  or  parts  of  an 
action. 

(b)  Minimizing  impacts  by  limiting  the  degree  or  magnitude  of  the  action  and  its 
implementation. 

(c)  Rectifying  the  impact  by  repairing,  rehabilitating,  or  restoring  the  affected 
environment. 

(d)  Reducing  or  eliminating  the  impact  over  time  by  preservation  and 
maintenance  operations  during  the  life  of  the  action. 

(e)  Compensating  for  the  impact  by  replacing  or  providing  substitute  resources  or 
environments. 

[40  C.F.R.  §1508.20] 

The  DEIS/DEIR  should  explain  the  mitigation  measures  that  will  meet  all  these 
requirements  including  “Avoiding  the  impact  altogether  by  not  taking  a certain  action  or  parts  of 
an  action”.  The  primary  mitigation  for  impacts  to  desert  tortoise,  rare  plants  and  other  special 
status  species  should  be  acquisition  of  compensation  habitat  since  this  is  the  only  mitigation 
measure  that  will  offset  the  habitat  loss.  Acquisition  of  habitat  should  be  accompanied  with 
enhancement  measures  to  compensate  for  the  net  loss  of  habitat.  These  measures  may  include 
removal  of  livestock,  fencing  where  appropriate,  invasive  species  control,  small  scale  restoration 
projects,  acquisition  of  water  rights  and  route  closures. 

The  documents  should  describe  the  mitigations  for  all  sensitive  species  impacted  by  the 
proposed  action.  Acquisition  of  habitat  for  desert  tortoise  elsewhere  in  the  California  desert  will 
not  assure  that  habitat  is  protected  for  species  such  as  the  Gila  monster.  A prime  example  of  this 
problem  is  exemplified  by  the  land  acquisition  mitigation  for  the  ISEGS  project.  With  no 
consideration  of  the  species’  biology,  the  CEC  is  allowing  the  project  proponents  to  mitigate  by 
acquiring  habitat  120  miles  to  the  west  of  the  project  in  a different  desert  tortoise  recovery  unit, 
i.e.  in  habitat  for  a genetically  different  desert  tortoise  population.  Moreover,  the  Commissioners 
claimed  in  their  decision  to  approve  the  ISEGS  project  that  the  desert  tortoise  compensation 
lands  will  also  help  mitigate  the  power  plants  impacts  to  the  Gila  monster,  and  three  rare  birds  - 
Vaux’s  swift,  Brewer’s  sparrow,  and  the  Crissal  thrasher.  But  none  of  those  species  occurs  even 
close  to  the  proposed  acquisitions. 


Cumulative  Impacts. 


The  Cumulative  Impacts  section  fails  to  address  the  recently  signed  BLM’s 
Programmatic  EIS  for  Solar.  That  program  will  affect  many  of  the  same  resources  impacted  by 
the  project. 
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Westem  Watersheds  Project  thanks  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comments  on  the 
DEIS/DEIR.  Please  keep  Western  Watersheds  Project  on  the  list  of  interested  public  for  this 
project.  If  you  require  electronic  copies  of  any  of  the  references  cited  in  this  letter  we  will  be 
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happy  to  provide  them.  If  we  can  be  of  any  further  assistance  or  provide  more  information 
please  feel  free  to  contact  me  by  telephone  at  (818)  345-0425  or  by  e-mail  at 
<mj  connor@  westemwatersheds . org>. 

Yours  sincerely, 


Michael  J.  Connor,  Ph.D. 
California  Director 
Western  Watersheds  Project 
P.O.  Box  2364 
Reseda,  CA  91337 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Friday,  February  22,  2013  10:31  AM 

Raymond  C Lee;  Meckfessel,  George  R;  Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 
Fwd:  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
Stateline  Solar  Farm  DEIR  comments  2-19-13  TT.pdf 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  Wike,  Amber@Waterboards  <amber.wike@vvaterboards.ca.gov> 

Date:  Thu,  Feb  21,  2013  at  3:35  PM 

Subject:  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 

To:  ”ichi]ders@blni.gov"  <iehilders@bhri.gov> 

Cc:  "Miller,  Alan@Waterboards"  <alan.miller@waterboards.ca.gov>,  "Tyler,  Tobi@Waterboards" 

<tobi.  tyler@waterboards.ca.gov> 


Please  see  the  attached. 


Amber 


JlmSer  Wihe 


Office  Technician 

Lahontan  (Regional  Water  QuaCity  ControC  (Board 
2501  Lake  Tahoe  Tfvdf, 

South  Lat{e  Tahoe,  CJ4  96150 
Rhone:  (530)542-5400 
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February  21 , 2013 

Jeffrey  Childers 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553-9046 

COMMENTS  REGARDING  THE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  FOR  THE  STATELINE  SOLAR  FARM 
PROJECT,  SAN  BERNARDINO  COUNTY  (SCH  NO.  2011081080) 

The  California  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board,  Lahontan  Region  (Water  Board) 
received  a copy  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Environmental  Impact 
Report  (Draft  EIS/EIR)  for  the  above-referenced  Project.  As  a state  agency  responsible 
for  protecting  water  quality  with  the  Lahontan  region  and  CEQA  “responsible”  agency, 
we  have  reviewed  the  information  submitted  and  have  the  following  comments. 

Project  Description 

The  Project  proponent  would  construct  a 300  megawatt  photovoltaic  solar  power 
generation  facility  on  a 2,143  acre  undisturbed,  undeveloped  alluvial  fans  west  of 
Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  in  Ivanpah  Valley.  The  proposed  Project  components  would  include 
photovoltaic  (PV)  arrays,  transformers,  an  on-site  electrical  substation,  a monitoring  and 
maintenance  facility,  one  or  more  meteorological  stations,  a security  guard  facility,  site 
fencing,  a 2.3-mile  generation  electric  tie-line,  and  primary  access  road.  The  Applicant, 
Desert  Stateline,  LLC,  wholly-owned  subsidiary  of  First  Solar  Development,  Inc., 
proposes  to  develop  the  solar  facility  by  removing  all  site  vegetation,  grading  the  project 
site  to  a smooth  surface,  and  constructing  up-gradient  debris  basins  to  capture  up- 
gradient  storm  water  flows  and  sediment  basins  on  the  down-gradient  edge  of  the  site 
to  capture  sediment  and  infiltrate  or  store  storm  water  flows  running  off  the  developed 
site. 

Authority 

State  law  assigns  responsibility  for  water  quality  protection  for  beneficial  uses  of  State 
waters  in  the  Lahontan  region  to  the  Lahontan  Water  Board.  All  surface  waters  and 
ground  waters,  including  saline  waters,  are  considered  waters  of  the  State.  Surface 
waters  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  drainages,  streams,  washes,  ponds,  pools, 
springs,  or  wetlands,  and  may  be  perennial,  intermittent,  or  ephemeral.  All  waters  of  the 
State  are  protected  for  beneficial  uses  under  California  law.  Additional  regulatory 
requirements  may  apply  if  wastes  in  storm  water  runoff  could  affect  the  chemical, 
physical  or  biological  integrity  of  waters  of  the  United  States  (WOUS)  under  the  Federal 
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Clean  Water  Act  (CWA).  Based  on  our  review,  Project  components  may  involve  direct 
effects  to  waters  of  the  State  from  alteration,  dredging,  filling,  grading,  and/or  excavating 
activities  in  waters  of  the  State.  Such  activities  constitute  a discharge  of  waste1  and 
could  affect  the  quality  of  waters  of  the  State.  Additionally,  the  Project  may  be  subject 
to  requirements  of  CWA  section  402  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System 
(NPDES)  General  Construction  Storm  Water  Permit  obtained  from  the  State  Water 
Board,  or  an  individual  storm  water  permit  obtained  from  the  Lahontan  Water  Board. 

The  State  Water  Resources  Control  Board  (State  Water  Board)  and  the  Lahontan  Water 
Board  regulate  discharges  of  waste  to  protect  the  chemical,  physical  and  biological 
quality  of  waters  of  the  State,  broadly  defined  as  “the  chemical,  physical,  biological, 
bacteriological,  radiological,  and  other  properties  and  characteristics  of  water  which 
affects  its  use”  (California  Water  Code  §13050).  The  Lahontan  Water  Board 
implements  the  regulations  and  standards  in  the  Water  Quality  Control  Plan  for  the 
Lahontan  Region  (Basin  Plan)  and  is  a responsible  agency  pursuant  to  CEQA  for  the 
proposed  project.  As  such,  the  Water  Board  must  ensure  compliance  with  CEQA  when 
taking  discretionary  actions  on  this  project. 

The  Basin  Plan  contains  policies  that  the  Water  Board  uses  with  other  laws  and 
regulations  to  protect  water  quality  within  the  region.  The  Basin  Plan  provides  guidance 
regarding  water  quality  and  how  the  Lahontan  Water  Board  may  regulate  activities  that 
have  the  potential  to  affect  water  quality  within  the  region.  The  Basin  Plan  includes 
prohibitions,  water  quality  standards,  and  policies  for  implementing  the  standards.  The 
Basin  Plan  can  be  accessed  via  the  Water  Board’s  web  site  at 

http://www.waterboards.ca.qov/lahontan/w3ter  issues/programs/basin  plan/ references, 
shtml.  Water  quality  control  standards  for  the  Ivanpah  Hydrologic  Unit  contained  in  the 
Basin  Plan  are  applicable. 

Beneficial  Uses  of  Water 

Beneficial  uses  associated  with  surface  waters  of  the  Ivanpah  Hydrologic  Unit,  in  which 
the  Project  is  located,  include  municipal  and  domestic  supply  (MUN);  agricultural  supply 
(AGR);  groundwater  recharge  (GWR);  freshwater  replenishment  (FRSH);  water  contact 
recreation  (REC-1);  non-contact  water  recreation  (REC-2);  commercial  and  sport  fishing 
(COMM);  warm  freshwater  habitat  (WARM);  cold  freshwater  habitat  (COLD);  inland 
saline  water  habitat  (SAL);  wildlife  habitat  (WILD);  rare,  threatened,  or  endangered 
species  (RARE);  spawning,  water  quality  enhancement  (WQE);  and  flood  peak 
attenuation/flood  water  storage  (FLD).  Channelization,  lining,  and/or  infilling  of  these 
surface  waters  will  result  in  changes  that  may  adversely  affect  these  beneficial  uses, 
particularly  GWR,  WARM,  WQE,  RARE,  FLD,  and  WILD. 


' “Waste"  is  defined  in  the  Basin  Plan  to  include  any  waste  or  deleterious  material  including,  but  not  limited  to,  waste 
earthen  materials  (such  as  soil,  silt,  sand,  clay,  rock,  or  other  organic  or  mineral  material)  and  any  other  waste  as 
defined  in  the  California  Water  Code,  section  13050(d). 
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Beneficial  uses  associated  with  ground  waters  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  (Department  of 
Water  Resources  No.  6-30)  include  municipal  and  domestic  supply  (MUN);  agricultural 
supply  (AGR);  industrial  service  supply  (IND);  and  freshwater  replenishment  (FRSH). 

General  Comments 

Water  Board  staff  has  reviewed  the  above-referenced  Draft  EIS/EIR  to  determine 
whether  and  how  the  proposed  Project  protects  water  quality,  and  ultimately,  the 
beneficial  use  of  waters  of  the  State.  There  are  a number  of  potentially  significant 
impacts  to  water  quality,  water  resources,  and  the  beneficial  uses  associated  with  these 
Project  effects  that  must  be  adequately  addressed  in  the  Final  EIS/EIR.  Without 
adequate  mitigation,  Project  implementation  could  result  in  significant  adverse  impacts 
to  water  quality  and  may  result  in  cumulative  impacts  that  have  the  potential  to 
permanently  alter  the  hydrological  and  ecological  function  of  the  aquatic  water 
resources  within  the  Project  area,  thereby  adversely  affecting  waters  of  the  State  for 
beneficial  uses. 

1 . The  environmental  document  should  identify  the  prescribed  beneficial  uses  of 
surface  and  ground  waters  within  the  Project  area,  evaluate  the  Project’s  potential 
impacts  to  water  quality  with  respect  to  those  beneficial  uses,  and  provide 
alternatives  to  avoid  those  impacts  or  describe  specific  mitigation  measures  that, 
when  implemented,  will  minimize  unavoidable  impacts  to  a less  than  significant 
level.  For  example,  alternatives  were  not  evaluated  that  would  limit  grading  to 
prevent  increases  in  erosion,  decreases  in  ephemeral  channel  habitat,  and  other 
project-specific  effects.  It  is  inadequate  to  just  provide  various  project  site 
placement  alternatives.  The  Final  EIS/EIR  must  provide  alternatives  to  the  impacts 
proposed,  such  as  not  removing  all  vegetation  and  grading  the  entire  site  and 
instead,  as  in  Ivanpah  Solar  Generating  Energy  System  (SEGS),  install  solar  panels 
without  extensive  disturbance  to  the  landscape  and  filling  the  ephemeral  channels 
on  the  project  site. 

2.  The  Final  EIS/EIR  must  analyze  compliance  with  policies  in  the  Basin  Plan, 
particularly  with  respect  to  natural  hydrology  of  the  site  and  how  the  hydrology  would 
be  impacted  by  the  proposed  project,  and  require  that  the  Project  proponent  comply 
with  all  applicable  water  quality  standards  and  prohibitions,  including  provisions  of 
the  Basin  Plan  (see  website  at 

http://www.waterboards.ca.qov/lahontan/water  issues/proqrams/bas<n  plan/referenc 

es-shtml.  Chapter  4)  concerning  construction  wastes,  wetlands,  floodplains, 
construction  activities,  and  land  development.  _ 

3.  It  is  inappropriate  to  rely  on  any  agency’s  permitting  requirement  to  mitigate  potential 
impacts,  unless  such  permits  already  exist  which  prescribe  the  required  mitigation, 
and  demonstrate  how  it  is  adequate  to  the  situation. 
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Surface  waters  pei  i variety  of  important  hydrologic  and  biogeochemical 
functions  that  affec  r quality.  In  particular,  stream  channel  corridors,  whether 
they  are  perennial  is  or  drainage  ditches,  provide  a natural  buffer  and  help 

mitigate  and  contrc  r quality  impacts  by  removing  pollutants  and  sediment  from 

surface  runoff.  Tri  n,  realignment,  channelization,  lining,  and/or  infilling  of 

surface  water  reso  [such  as  grading  the  entire  +2,000  acres  and  installing  up- 

gradient  and  down  ;nt  storm  water  basins  as  proposed)  has  the  potential  to 

impair  water  quality  eneficial  uses  and  reduce  available  ephemeral  or 

intermittent  stream  it  and  vegetation,  thereby  eliminating  the  natural  buffer 

system  to  filter  run'  'I  enhance  water  quality.  In  this  case,  reconstructing  the 
hydrology  by  flatten  id  constructing  up-  and  down-gradient  storm  water  basins 

changes  the  hydro  i decreasing  water  storage  capacity  and  increasing  water 

flow  velocity,  which  i leads  to  increases  in  the  severity  of  peak  discharges. 
These  hydrologic  c s,  and  practices  such  as  channelizing,  straightening,  and 

lining  watercourse?  to  exacerbate  flooding,  erosion,  scouring,  sedimentation, 

and  result  in  loss  o at  with  natural  functions  and  characteristics,  and  an 

increased  need  for  sered  solutions  to  re-establish  the  disrupted  flow  patterns 

or  maintain  water  c (i.e.,  by  removing  regularly  accumulated  debris  from  water 
retention  basins).  ivironmental  document  has  not  addressed,  as  it  must,  the 

above-cited  potent  acts,  which  are  considered  significant. 


r 
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5. 


The  Final  EIS/EIR  irovide  specific  information  regarding  the  potential  impacts 
to  all  surface  water  all  waters  of  the  State,  which  may  or  may  not  include 
waters  of  the  U.S.)  ting  wetlands  (if  they  exist)  and  alkaline  lake  playas,  with 

respect  to  the  prop  ictivities.  The  environmental  document  must  describe  and 

quantify  all  impacts  face  waters  (including  all  ephemeral  channels)  and  identify 

whether  those  imp;  e either  permanent  or  temporary.  The  environmental 

document  should  i<  alternatives  and  other  mitigation  measures  to  eliminate 

and/or  reduce  sucf*  v Dts.  If  impacts  are  unavoidable,  provide  justification  for  the 
unavoidability  of  th  pacts,  then  minimize  the  impacts  to  the  extent  practical. 

The  Project  should  signed  such  that  it  would  maintain  existing  hydrologic 

features  and  patter  he  extent  feasible  and  provide  justification  for  any  alteration 

of  hydrologic  featui  i patterns.  All  unavoidable  impacts  to  waters  of  the  State 

must  be  justified  ar  jated  to  ensure  that  no  net  loss  of  function  and  value  will 

occur  as  a result  ol  :t  implementation. 
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6.  Site  hydrology  shoi  ! modeled  using  various  flows,  such  as  1 , 10,  25,  and  1 00- 
year  flood  events  a npared  to  modeling  results  post-construction.  These 
results  should  be  presented  as  part  of  the  Final  EIS/EIR.  Models  must  include  two- 
phase  (liquid  water  and  solid  sediment)  flow  estimates  for  water  and  sediment 
delivery  and  sedimentation.  Also,  the  water  retention  capabilities  of  the  engineered 
improvements  must  be  described  fully,  together  with  maintenance  plans,  costs  and 
funding. 
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7.  The  Final  EIS/EIR  must  discuss  cumulative  Impacts,  particularly  as  they  relate  to  the 
use  of  groundwater  for  this  and  other  projects  in  the  basin  and  the  direct  and  indirect 
impact  that  this  cumulative  usage  has  on  the  local  groundwater  elevations  at  springs 
in  the  basin,  including  (but  not  limited  to)  the  following  named  springs:  Ivanpah, 
Willow,  Mineral,  Wheaton,  Cliff  Canyon,  Slaughterhouse,  Sacation,  China,  Hardrock 
Queen,  Groaner,  Juniper,  Willow  Dove,  Cottonwood,  Live  Oak,  and  Cabin  Springs. 

8.  The  Final  EIS/EIR  must  provide  an  analysis  of  the  Project’s  compliance  with  the 
requirements  of  State  Water  Board  Resolution  No.  68-16  (Basin  Plan  Appendix  B) 
and  the  Basin  Plan’s  Non-degradation  Objective  (Chapter  3)  for  state  waters; 
assume  that  all  requirements  of  the  policy  are  applicable. 

Specific  Comments 

1.  Plan  for  Mass  Grading  and  Total  Vegetation  Removal 

The  bottom  of  page  2-9  states:  ‘To  minimize  the  potential  for  erosional  flow  within 
the  array  area,  the  entire  site  would  be  graded  to  a flat  surface.  Vegetation  would  be 
removed,  and  the  topography  would  be  leveled  using  the  cut  and  fill  method 
(for  approximately  39  percent  of  the  site)  and  the  disc,  contour,  and  roll  method 
(for  the  other  61  percent  of  the  site).  The  sheet  grading  would  promote  sheet  flow 
and  minimize  the  potential  for  erosional  channels  to  develop.”  This  is  counter  to 
typical  actual  runoff  processes  in  the  desert  where  infiltration,  particularly  during 
rapid,  torrential  storm  events,  is  at  a minimum  and  erosion  and  mass  wasting  (even 
of  flat  soil  surfaces)  can  rapidly  occur.  Providing  for  up-gradient  and  down-gradient 
storm  water  basins  does  not  adequately  address  the  potential  for  impacts  during 
flooding  and  may  result  in  increased  potential  for  erosion  flows  due  to  drainage 
concentration.  The  Final  EIS/EIR  must  address  how  water  quality  degradation  due  to 
erosion  and  concentration  of  flow  will  be  prevented  downstream  from  the  Project 
site,  for  the  life  of  the  project. 

2.  Permits 

Page  3.17-10  states:  “Given  the  requirement  for  the  USACE  and  CDFG  jurisdiction, 
it  was  determined  that  the  collection  of  alluvial  washes  within  the  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  biological  resources  study  area  would  be  subject  to  CDFG  jurisdiction  only.” 
This  is  an  incorrect  statement.  A number  of  activities  associated  with  the  Project 
may  require  WDRs  or  other  orders  issued  by  either  the  State  Water  Resources 
Control  Board  or  Lahontan  Water  Board  because  they  have  the  potential  to  impact 
waters  of  the  State,  including  WOUS.  The  requirements  may  include  the  following: 

• Alteration  of  streambeds  (including  ephemeral  channels)  and/or  discharge  of 
dredged  or  fill  material  to  a surface  water  may  require  a CWA,  section  401  water 
quality  certification  (WQC)  for  impacts  to  federal  waters  (waters  of  the  U.S.),  or 
WDRs  for  wastes  associated  with  dredged  and/or  fill  material  to  non-federal 
waters  of  the  State.  > 
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• Land  disturbance  of  one  acre  or  more  may  require  a CWA,  section  402(p) 

National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES)  General  Construction 
Storm  Water  Permit  obtained  from  the  State  Water  Board,  or  WDRs  for  storm 
water  obtained  from  the  Lahontan  Water  Board; 

• Discharge  of  low  threat  wastes  to  a surface  water  including,  but  not  limited  to, 
diverted  stream  flows,  construction  and/or  dredged  spoils  dewatering,  and  well 
construction  and  hydrostatic  testing  discharge,  may  require  an  NPDES  permit, 
such  as  the  General  NPDES  Permit  for  Limited  Threat  Discharges  to  Surface 
Waters  issued  by  the  Lahontan  Water  Board;  and 

• Discharge  of  low  threat  wastes  to  land,  including  well  development  and  clear 
water  discharges,  small  dewatering  projects,  and  inert  wastes,  may  require 
General  Waste  Discharge  Requirements  (WDRs)  for  Discharges  to  Land  with  a 
Low  Threat  to  Water  Quality  coverage  issued  by  the  Lahontan  Water  Board. 

Some  waters  of  the  State  are  “isolated”  from  waters  of  the  U.S.;  determinations  of 
the  jurisdictional  extent  of  the  WOUS  for  the  purposes  of  CWA  section  404  (only)  are 
made  by  the  USACE.  Projects  that  have  the  potential  to  directly  impact  surface 
waters  will  require  the  appropriate  jurisdictional  determinations.  Water  Board 
analyses  typically  follow  on  determinations  by  the  USACE  and/or  sometimes  the 
California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (CDFG)  concerning  aquatic  habitats,  but 
may  be  concurrent.  These  determinations  are  necessary  to  discern  if  the  proposed 
surface  water  impacts  will  be  regulated  under  section  401  of  the  CWA  or  through 
WDRs  issued  by  the  Water  Board.  References  to  CWA  section  401  certification 
only,  such  as  on  page  4,19-2,  should  also  reference  authorizations  under  WDRs  or 
General  WDRs  for  dredge  or  fill  activities  to  waters  of  the  State. 

The  jurisdictional  determinations  and  information  necessary  to  identify  surface 
waters  of  the  State  within  the  Project  area  should  be  included  as  part  of  the  Final 
EIR/EIS.  In  addition,  we  request  that  the  environmental  document  include  an 
assessment  of  the  permits  that  may  be  required,  as  outlined  above,  and  identify  the 
specific  operations,  maintenance,  and/or  minor  construction  activities  and  their 
impact  mitigation  measures  that  will  be  employed  under  these  permitting  actions  in 
the  appropriate  sections  of  the  environmental  document.  Information  regarding 
permits,  including  application  forms,  can  be  downloaded  from  the  Water  Board’s 
web  site  at  http://www.waterboards.ca.aov/lahontan.  and 

http://vvww.waterboards-ca.gov/lahQntan/water  issues/proqram s/clean  water  act  4 
01/index.shtml  (for  general  orders).  — 

3.  Hydrology  — 

The  Final  EIS/EIR  should  include  a map  identifying  all  surface  water  resources 
within  the  Project  area  and  vicinity  of  the  Project  area,  and  include  a narrative 
discussion  of  the  delineation  methods  used  to  discern  those  surface  water  features 
in  the  field.  The  Project  has  the  potential  to  hydrologically  modify  these  natural 
drainage  systems.  Provide  specific  information  regarding  the  potential  impacts  to 

V 
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surface  waters  with  respect  to  the  proposed  activities,  and  quantify  all  impacts  to 
surface  waters  and  identify  whether  those  impacts  are  permanent  or  temporary. 

See  Item  4,  above,  under  General  Comments  for  further  discussion. 

Alternatives  to  mass  grading  and  vegetation  removal  must  be  evaluated.  As 
described  above,  if  fill  and  dredge  activities  in  ephemeral  or  intermittent  washes  is 
proposed  an  alternatives  analysis,  consistent  with  the  requirements  of  the  CWA 
§404(b)(1 ) Guidelines  will  be  required  with  the  dredge  and/or  fill  application.  While 
these  Guidelines  are  most  directly  incumbent  on  the  USACE,  the  principals  of 
avoidance  that  they  articulate  are  directly  relevant  to  the  Water  Board's  mandate  to 
protect  water  quality  and  considerations  under  the  Basin  Plan  to  avoid  and  minimize 
impacts  by  alternatives,  and  mitigate  for  any  unavoidable  impacts.  A Project  that 
proposes  to  avoid  mass  grading  and  vegetation  removal,  such  as  the  adjacent 
Ivanpah  SEGS  project,  provides  an  example  of  avoidance  options  that  should  be 
evaluated.  Simply  avoiding  the  major  washes  for  placement  of  the  project  is  an 
inadequate  level  of  avoidance.  Once  impacts  are  avoided  and  minimized,  any 
remaining  impacts  must  be  mitigated. 

The  use  of  1 ,900  acre-feet  of  water  and  a peak  daily  demand  of  1 .5  million  gallons 
per  day  of  water  extracted  from  the  ground  (first  reference  is  in  Section  4.19-2)  may 
have  the  potential  to  dry  up  springs  as  noted  above  in  General  Comment  No.  7. 

Loss  or  degradation  of  scarce  desert  spring  water  resources  and  habitat  is  a 
potentially  significant  effect,  at  a minimum.  This  proposed  usage  must  be  evaluated 
in  reference  to  this  potential.  Groundwater  usage  and  the  potential  to  impact  springs 
in  the  Ivanpah  Basin  must  be  evaluated  in  terms  of  both  the  individual  impact  as  well 
as  the  cumulative  impacts  with  the  other  projects  in  the  closed  groundwater  basin. 
Mass  grading  and  removal  of  all  vegetation  increases  the  need  to  provide  for  dust 
control  and  increases  water  usage.  Mitigation  measure  MM-water-2,  which  would 
require  the  Applicant  to  develop  a Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  if  their  proposed 
water  withdrawal  were  found  to  be  causing  unacceptable  adverse  water  quality 
impacts,  does  not  adequately  address  the  potentially  significant  impact  to  springs. 
Additionally,  the  Applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  (West  Yost 
2012b)  and  Water  Supply  Contingency  Plan  should  be  provided  as  appendices  to 
this  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  required  to  be  implemented  as  a condition  of  approval. 

4.  Reliance  on  Permits 

As  stated  in  General  Comment  No.  3 above,  it  is  inappropriate  to  rely  on  the  Water 
Board  to  regulate  the  mobilization  of  saline  waters  into  the  groundwater,  as  stated 
on  page  4.19-21.  The  Water  Board  has  no  program  to  prevent  such  water  quality 
effects.  The  impacts  of  discharges  of  saline  surface  waters  to  the  groundwater  must 
be  evaluated  in  the  Final  EIS/EIR.  The  plan  to  treat  water  may  produce  salty 
residuals.  The  Final  EIS/EIR  must  discuss  disposal  of  residuals  from  water 
treatment. 
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5.  Storm  Water 

Mass  grading  and  removing  vegetation  on  over  2,000  acres  of  the  proposed  project 
site  is  cited  as  a method  to  “maximize  groundwater  infiltration,”  as  stated  on  page 
4.1 9-21 , and  to  “minimize  the  potential  for  erosional  flow,”  as  stated  on  page  4.1 9-9. 
We  disagree.  Storm  water  management  must  be  reconsidered  in  the  environmental 
review  process  in  light  of  the  comments  herein.  Of  particular  concern  is  the  proposal 
to  collect  up-gradient  and  down-gradient  storm  water  runoff  into  storm  water  basins. 
Even  with  adequate  design  and  maintenance,  the  consequences  of  combining  these 
flows  will  likely  be  concentrated  flows  and  increased  sediment  transport  during 
extreme  events.  The  environmental  document  must  evaluate  all  potential  storm 
water  impacts  and  describe  controls  needed  during  construction  as  well  as  controls 
needed  to  mitigate  potential  post-construction  hydrologic  impacts.  Describe  specific 
management  and  control  practices  that,  when  implemented,  will  reduce  those 
potential  impacts  to  a less  than  significant  level.  Where  feasible,  we  request  that  you 
consider  design  alternatives  that  maintain  the  existing  hydrology  of  the  site  and/or 
redirect  excess  flows  created  by  hardscapes  and  reduced  permeability  from  surface 
waters  to  areas  where  they  will  dissipate  by  percolation  into  the  landscape  using 
Low  Impact  Development  (LID)  principles  to  the  extent  feasible.  (See  the  following 
websites  http://water.epa.qov/polwaste/qreen/index.cfm  and 
http://wafer.epa.qov/polwaste/green/upload/lidnatl.pdf  or 
http-/  .vw'.v  .owimt  t • np'  ; vn  i.inc-t  .m  ) 
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Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  project.  If  you  have  any  questions  or 
comments  regarding  this  matter,  please  contact  me  at  (530)  542-5435  or  Alan  Miller,  i 

Chief,  North  Basin  Regulatory  Unit  at  (530)  542-5430. 


ITT  Tobi  L.  Tyler,  Water  Resource  Control  Engineer 
North  Basin  Regulatory  Unit 


TT/adw/T:/Slateline  Solar  Farm  DEIR  comments  2-19-13  TT  doc 
File:  Pending  / San  Bernardino  County  / Slateline  Solar  Farm  Project 


Grace,  Erika 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Friday,  February  22,  2013  10:34  AM 

Meckfessel,  George  R;  Raymond  C Lee;  Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 
Fwd:  US  EPA  Comments  on  Stateline  Solar  DEIS 
US  EPA  Stateline  Solar  DEIS  Comments  2.21.13.pdf 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  PLENYS,  THOMAS  <Plenys.Thomas@epa.gov> 
Date:  Thu,  Feb  21,  2013  at  4:49  PM 
I Subject:  US  EPA  Comments  on  Stateline  Solar  DEIS 

* To:  " i chi IdersfAb im . gov"  <ichil ders (a). blm. go v> 

Cc:  "PLENYS,  THOMAS"  <Plenvs.Thomas@epa.gov> 


Hello  Mr.  Childers, 


Please  find  attached  US  EPA’s  comments  on  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 
Hard  copies  are  in  the  mail. 


Thank  you  in  advance  for  considering  our  comments.  Please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me  with  any  questions. 
Tom 


Tom  Plenys 
U.S.  EPA,  Region  IX 
Environmental  Review  Office 
75  Hawthorne  Street,  CED-2 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
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UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

REGION  IX 
75  Hawthorne  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 


FEB  2 1 2013 


Jeffrey  Childers,  Project  Manager 
California  Desert  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
22835  CaJle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  California  92553 

Subject:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project,  San 

Bernardino  County,  California  (CEQ  #20120368) 

Dear  Mr.  Childers: 

The  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  has  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for 
the  Proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  Our  review  and  comments  are  provided  pursuant  to  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  Regulations  (40  CFR  Parts 
1 500-1508),  and  our  NEPA  review  authority  under  Section  309  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

EPA  continues  to  support  increasing  the  development  of  renewable  energy  resources  in  an  expeditious 
and  well  planned  manner.  Using  renewable  energy  resources  such  as  solar  power  can  help  the  nation  meet 
its  energy  requirements  while  reducing  greenhouse  gas  emissions.  We  encourage  BLM  to  apply  its  land 
management  and  regulatory  authorities  in  a manner  that  will  promote  a long-term  sustainable  balance 
between  available  energy  supplies,  energy  demand,  and  protection  of  ecosystems  and  human  health. 

On  September  6, 201 1,  EPA  provided  extensive  formal  scoping  comments  for  the  project,  including 
detailed  recommendations  regarding  purpose  and  need,  range  of  alternatives,  cumulative  impacts, 
biological  and  aquatic  resources,  and  other  resource  areas  of  concern. 

Based  on  our  review  of  the  DEIS,  we  have  rated  the  project  and  document  as  Environmental  Concerns  - 
Insufficient  Information  (EC-2)  (see  the  enclosed  “Summary  of  EPA  Rating  Definitions”).  We  were 
pleased  to  note  avoidance  of  highly  sensitive  resources,  such  as  the  two  major  drainage  channels 
emanating  from  the  south  end  of  nearby  Metamorphic  Hill.  We  also  commend  the  early  agency 
coordination,  and  consideration  of  stakeholder  comments,  that  resulted  in  the  evaluation  of  7 alternatives, 
including  4 solar  farm  configurations.  We  were  also  pleased  to  note  that  all  4 solar  farm  configuration 
alternatives  include  the  addition  of  over  23,000  acres  to  the  existing  Desert  Wildlife  Management  Area 

Notwithstanding  the  positive  aspects  of  the  proposed  project,  EPA  is  concerned  about  the  project’s 
potential  impacts  to  waters  of  the  US,  site  hydrology,  groundwater,  air  quality,  tribal  resources,  desert 
tortoise,  as  well  as  about  the  cumulative  impacts  associated  with  the  rapid  development  in  the  Ivanpah 
Valley  from  energy  and  transportation  projects. 
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EPA  generally  recommends  that  analyses  of  key  resource  areas,  such  as  jurisdictional  waters  of  the 
United  States,  as  well  as  identification  of  compensatory  mitigation  lands,  be  completed  as  early  as 
possible,  for  integration  into  a DEIS.  This  information  is  important  to  determine  a project's  viability, 
avoid  potential  project  delays,  and  assist  in  identifying  the  least  environmentally  damaging  alternative. 
Such  analyses  are  incomplete  in  the  subject  DEIS. 

Regarding  jurisdictional  waters  of  the  US,  EPA  agrees  that  Ivanpah  Lake  is  an  interstate  water  between 
California  and  Nevada  and  is,  therefore,  by  definition,  a jurisdictional  water  of  the  US.  Tributaries  to 
Ivanpah  Lake,  that  are,  themselves,  not  interstate  waters,  may  also  be  jurisdictional  waters  subject  to 
Clean  Water  Act  Section  404  regulations  if  they  have  a significant  nexus  to  the  interstate  water.  We 
recommend  that  the  FEIS  include  the  results  of  a US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers -conducted  significant 
nexus  evaluation  for  all  non-interstate  tributaries  to  Ivanpah  Lake.  The  FEIS  should  quantify  the  potential 
impacts  to  waters  of  the  US,  discuss  the  steps  that  would  be  taken  to  avoid  and  minimize  such  impacts, 
and  include  an  outline  of  the  requirements  of  a compensatory  mitigation  plan,  as  necessary. 

EPA  is  also  concerned  that  grading  and  compacting  the  site  will  result  in  significant  impacts  to  ephemeral 
washes  and  vegetation  without  commensurate  benefit  to  soil  stability.  Ephemeral  washes  provide  a wide 
range  of  functions  that  are  critical  to  the  health  and  stability  of  desert  ecosystems  and  wildlife.  We 
recommend  that  avoidance  of  the  on-site  drainages  be  maximized  through  design  modifications  to  the 
photovoltaic  array  layout  To  further  minimize  disruption  of  the  site's  hydrology,  we  recommend 
consideration  of  die  extent  to  which  vegetation  could  be  maintained  under  a higher-profile  tracking  panel 
with  greater  ground  clearance  than  the  proposed  1 8 inches. 

In  light  of  multiple  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  relying  on  the  Ivanpah  Valley  Groundwater  Basin, 
and  uncertainty  in  recharge  rates,  we  recommend  that  the  FEIS  include  confirmation  of  an  alternative 
water  suppfy  and  conditions  for  its  use.  To  inform  the  selection  of  the  appropriate  water  supply,  we 
suggest  including  an  analysis  of  the  associated  impacts  to  groundwater-dependent  vegetation. 

With  respect  to  adverse  air  quality  impacts  resulting  from  the  two  year  construction  period,  we 
recommend  requiring  more  stringent  mitigation  measures,  phased  construction,  and  early  coordination 
among  multiple  project  construction  schedules  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  to  minimize  adverse  air 
quality  impacts  in  the  region. 

Because  the  Ivanpah  Valley  provides  rich  habitat  and  supports  a diversity  of  mammals,  birds,  and  reptiles, 
we  recommend  that  the  applicant  and  BLM  continue  to  work  with  the  U S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to 
protect  habitat  connectivity  for  the  desert  tortoise,  as  well  as  other  sensitive  species.  In  coordination  with 
USFWS,  die  FEIS  should  identify  sufficient  lands  for  habitat  compensation  for  the  project’s  impacts,  in 
order  to  ensure  that  compensatory  lands  are  of  comparable  or  superior  quality  and  are  suitable 
compensation  for  the  unique  habitat  on  the  project’s  site. 

In  the  enclosed  detailed  comments,  we  provide  specific  recommendations  regarding  analyses  and 
documentation  needed  to  assist  in  assessing  potential  significant  impacts  from  the  proposed  project,  and 
for  minimizing  adverse  impacts.  We  are  available  to  further  discuss  all  recommendations  provided. 

Please  note  that,  as  of  October  1, 2012,  EPA  Headquarters  no  longer  accepts  paper  copies  or  CDs  of  EISs 
for  official  filing  purposes.  Submissions  on  or  after  October  1 , 2012,  must  be  made  through  the  EPA’s 
new  electronic  E1S  submittal  tool:  e-NEPA.  To  begin  using  e-NEPA , you  must  first  register  with  the 
EPA’s  electronic  reporting  site  - https://cdx.epa.gov/epa_home.asp.  Electronic  submission  does  not 
change  requirements  for  distribution  of  EISs  for  public  review  and  comment,  and  lead  agencies  should 
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still  provide  one  hard  copy  of  each  Draft  and  Final  EIS  released  for  public  circulation  to  the  EPA  Region 
9 office  in  San  Francisco  (Mail  Code:  CED-2), 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  me  at  (415)  972-3843  or  contact  Tom  Plenys,  the  lead  reviewer 
for  this  project.  Tom  can  be  reached  at  (415)  972-3238  or  plenvs.thomas@epa.nov. 


Communities  and  Ecosystems  Division 


Enclosures:  Summary  of  EPA  Rating  Definitions 
EPA’s  Detailed  Comments 

cc:  Aaron  Allen,  North  Coast  Branch  Chief,  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

Ray  Bransfield,  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
Shankar  Sharma,  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
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SUMMARY  OF  EPA  RATING  DEFINITIONS* 

This  rating  system  was  developed  as  a means  to  summarize  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency’s  (EPA) 
level  of  concern  with  a proposed  action.  The  ratings  are  a combination  of  alphabetical  categories  for  evaluation  of 
the  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposal  and  numerical  categories  for  evaluation  of  the  adequacy  of  the 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (E1S), 

qexheacthqn 

"LO  " (Lack  of  Objections) 

The  EPA  review  has  not  identified  any  potential  environmental  impacts  requiring  substantive  changes  to  the 
proposal.  The  review  may  have  disclosed  opportunities  for  application  of  mitigation  measures  that  could  be 
accomplished  with  no  more  than  minor  changes  to  die  proposal. 

"EC"  (Environmental  Concerns) 

The  EPA  review  has  identified  environmental  impacts  that  should  be  avoided  in  order  to  fully  protect  the 
environment.  Corrective  measures  may  require  changes  to  the  preferred  alternative  or  application  of  mitigation 
measures  that  can  reduce  the  environmental  impact.  EPA  would  like  to  work  with  the  lead  agency  to  reduce  these 
impacts. 

"EOn  (Environmental  Objections) 

The  EPA  review  has  identified  significant  environmental  impacts  that  should  be  avoided  in  order  to  provide 
adequate  protection  for  the  environment  Corrective  measures  may  require  substantial  changes  to  the  preferred 
alternative  or  consideration  of  some  other  project  alternative  (including  the  no  action  alternative  or  a new 
alternative).  EPA  intends  to  work  with  the  lead  agency  to  reduce  these  impacts. 

"EU”  (Environmentally  Unsatisfactory) 

The  EPA  review  has  identified  adverse  environmental  impacts  that  are  of  sufficient  magnitude  that  they  are 
unsatisfactory  from  the  standpoint  of  public  health  or  welfare  or  environmental  quality.  EPA  intends  to  work  with 
the  lead  agency  to  reduce  these  impacts.  If  the  potentially  unsatisfactory  impacts  are  not  corrected  at  the  final  EIS 
stage,  this  proposal  will  be  recommended  for  referral  to  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ). 

ADEQUACY  OF  THE  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

"Category  V ' (Adequate) 

EPA  believes  die  draft  EIS  adequately  sets  forth  the  environmental  impact(s)  of  the  preferred  alternative  and  those 
of  the  alternatives  reasonably  available  to  the  project  or  action.  No  further  analysis  or  data  collection  is  necessary, 
but  the  reviewer  may  suggest  the  addition  of  clarifying  language  or  information. 

" Category  2 " (Insufficient  Information) 

The  draft  EIS  does  not  contain  sufficient  information  for  EPA  to  fully  assess  environmental  impacts  that  should  be 
avoided  in  order  to  fully  protect  the  environment,  or  the  EPA  reviewer  has  identified  new  reasonably  available 
alternatives  that  are  within  the  spectrum  of  alternatives  analysed  in  the  draft  EIS,  which  could  reduce  the 
environmental  impacts  of  the  action.  The  identified  additional  information,  data,  analyses,  or  discussion  should  be 
included  in  the  final  EIS. 

"Category  3"  (Inadequate) 

EPA  does  not  believe  that  the  draft  EIS  adequately  assesses  potentially  significant  environmental  impacts  of  the 
action,  or  the  EPA  reviewer  has  identified  new,  reasonably  available  alternatives  that  are  outside  of  the  spectrum  of 
alternatives  analysed  in  the  draft  EIS,  which  should  be  analysed  in  order  to  reduce  the  potentially  significant 
environmental  impacts.  EPA  believes  that  the  identified  additional  information,  data,  analyses,  or  discussions  are  of 
such  a magnitude  that  they  should  have  full  public  review  at  a draft  stage.  EPA  does  not  believe  that  the  draft  EIS  is 
adequate  for  the  purposes  of  the  NEPA  and/or  Section  309  review,  and  thus  should  be  formally  revised  and  made 
available  for  public  comment  in  a supplemental  or  revised  draft  EIS.  On  the  basis  of  the  potential  significant  impacts 
involved,  this  proposal  could  be  a candidate  for  referral  to  the  CEQ. 

♦From  EPA  Manual  1640,  Policy  and  Procedures  for  the  Review  of  Federal  Actions  Impacting. the  Environment. 
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U.S.  EPA  DETAILED  COMMENTS  ON  THE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 
STATEMENT  FOR  THE  PROPOSED  STATELINE  SOLAR  FARM  PROJECT,  SAN 
BERNARDINO  COUNTY,  CALIFORNIA,  FEBRUARY  21, 2013 

Aquatic  Resources 

Waters  of  the  United  States 


Additional  jurisdictional  information  is  needed.  The  DEIS  states  that  Ivanpah  Lake  is  considered  to  be 
“Waters  of  the  U.S.55  under  the  jurisdiction  of  US  Array  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  that  washes  that  drain 
into  the  dry  lake  may  also  be  under  the  jurisdiction  of  USACE  (p.  2-42);  however,  Section  3.19  states  that 
“Section  404  and  401  would  only  be  applicable  to  the  project  if  the  USAGE  has  jurisdiction.  Although  a 
final  determination  has  not  been  made,  preliminary  information  (Allen  201 1)  suggests  that  USACE  will 
not  assert  jurisdiction.”  The  document  further  states  in  Section  5.0  that  Ivanpah  Lake  is  an  interstate  water 
and  subject  to  404  jurisdiction,  but  that,  because  it  is  not  a traditional  navigable  water  (TNW),  ephemeral 
washes  tributary  to  the  lake  would  not  be  subject  to  404  jurisdiction. 

EPA  agrees  that  Ivanpah  Lake  is  an  interstate  water  between  California  and  Nevada  and  is,  therefore,  by 
definition,  a jurisdictional  water  of  the  United  States.  Tributaries  to  Ivanpah  Lake  that  are,  themselves, 
not  interstate  waters,  may  also  be  jurisdictional  waters  subject  to  Clean  Water  Act  Section  404  regulations 
if  they  have  a significant  nexus  to  the  interstate  water.  It  is  EPA’s  longstanding  national  position  that 
there  is  no  regulatory  requirement  that  tributaries  have  a significant  nexus  to  a TNW  to  be  considered 
jurisdictional,  if  they  have  a significant  nexus  to  an  interstate  water  (re.,  Ivanpah  Lake). 


The  document  references  a jurisdictional  delineation  (LSA  2011)  that  surveyed  transect  intersections 
with  ephemeral  washes  and  included  drainage  mapping  based  on  high-resolution  photos.  None  of  this 
information  appears  to  be  included  in  the  DEIS  or  appendices,  even  though  it  would  be  useful  for 
demonstrating  jurisdiction  and  illustrating  the  location  and  extent  of  the  drainage  network  that  would  be 
graded  from  the  site. 


EPA  is  also  concerned  about  the  indirect  impacts  to  the  tributaries  downstream  of  the  site  leading  to 
Ivanpah  Lake,  as  well  as  indirect  impacts  to  Ivanpah  Lake  itself.  The  ephemeral  waters  traversing  the 
project  site  drain  to  Ivanpah  Lake,  and  the  preferred  alternative  (Alternative  3)  is  immediately  adjacent  to 
it.  The  DEIS  fails  to  assess  the  indirect  impacts  to  Ivanpah  Lake  from  the  proposed  project.  Indirect 
effects  could  include,  but  are  not  limited  to:  1)  changes  in  hydrology  and  sediment  transport  into  Ivanpah 
Lake;  2)  increases  in  volume  and  velocity  of  polluted  stormwater  from  impervious  surfaces  on  the  project 
site;  3)  decrease  in  water  quality  from  the  impairment  of  ecosystem  services  such  as  water  filtration, 
groundwater  recharge,  and  attenuation  of  floods;  4)  disruption  of  hydrological  and  ecological  connectivity 
from  the  Clark  Mountains  to  Ivanpah  Lake;  and  5)  decreases  in  biodiversity  and  ecosystem  stability. 
Reducing  potential  discharges  into  waters  should  reduce  the  indirect  effects  to  ivanpah  Lake  and  its 
tributaries. 


Recommendations : 

Include  information  in  the  FEIS  resulting  from  a USACE  significant  nexus  evaluation,  including 
identification  of  ephemeral  drainages  and  non-interstate  tributaries  to  Ivanpah  Lake  that  are 
determined  to  be  subject  to  CWA  Section  404  regulations. 


The  FEIS  should  include  a copy  of  the  201 1 jurisdictional  delineation,  including  any  maps  of  the 
drainage  network  with  and  without  an  overlay  of  the  project  footprint  and  anticipated  impacts. 
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Reduce  discharges  into  waters,  as  described  in  detail  below,  to  reduce  indirect  effects  to  Ivanpah 
Lake  and  its  tributaries. 

Projects  that  propose  to  fill  waters  of  the  U.S.  subject  to  CWA  Section  404  are  required  to  demonstrate 
that  the  alternative  for  which  USAGE  approval  is  sought  is  the  least  environmentally  damaging 
practicable  alternative  (LEDPA),  taking  into  account  cost,  existing  technology  and  logistics  in  light  of  the 
overall  project  purpose  (40  CFR  230).  Consistent  with  the  CWA  Section  404(b)(1)  Guidelines 
(Guidelines),  the  LEDPA  determination  is  made  based  on  an  alternatives  analysis.  Action  alternatives 
analyzed  in  the  DEIS  would  avoid  the  two  largest  washes  located  in  the  Project  Study  Area,  but  would 
impact  130  to  17$  acres  of  ephemeral  drainages  on  the  site.  Following  a significant  nexus  determination 
by  USACE  and  identification  of  jurisdictional  drainages,  an  alternatives  analysis  will  be  needed  to 
identify  the  LEDPA.  A compensatory  mitigation  plan  must  be  prepared  to  offset  any  impacts  to  waters 
that  are  determined  to  be  unavoidable. 

Recommendation: 

Prepare  a CWA  404(b)(l ) alternatives  analysis  that  incorporates  avoidance  and  minimization 
measures  for  jurisdictional  ephemeral  drainages.  Alternatives  that  would  avoid  and  minimize 
impacts  to  waters  of  the  U.S.  should  include  solar  array  installation  methods  that  would  preserve 
some  or  all  of  the  jurisdictional  drainages.  The  CWA  404(b)(1)  alternatives  analysis  and  any 
proposed  compensatory  mitigation  to  offset  unavoidable  impacts  should  be  included  in  the  FEIS. 

Drainages,  Ephemeral  Washes  and  Site  Hydrology 

Natural  washes  perform  a diversity  of  hydrologic,  biochemical,  and  geochemical  functions  that  directly 
affect  the  integrity  and  functional  condition  of  higher-order  waters  downstream.  Ephemeral  washes  also 
provide  habitat  for  breeding,  shelter,  foraging,  and  movement  of  wildlife.  Many  plant  populations  are 
dependent  on  these  aquatic  ecosystems  and  adapted  to  their  unique  conditions.  The  potential  damage  that 
could  result  from  disturbance  of  flat-bottomed  washes  includes  alterations  to  the  hydrological  functions 
that  natural  channels  provide  in  arid  ecosystems,  such  as  adequate  capacity  for  flood  control,  energy 
dissipation,  and  sediment  movement;  as  well  as  impacts  to  valuable  habitat  for  desert  species. 

EPA  is  concerned  that  grading  and  compacting  the  site  will  result  in  significant  impacts  to  ephemeral 
washes  and  vegetation  without  commensurate  benefit  to  soil  stability.  The  action  alternatives  include 
grading  and  compacting  the  entire  project  footprint  and  installation  of  stormwater  basins  upstream  and 
downstream  of  the  site.  These  measures  are  included  to  prevent  erosion  on  site  and  downstream 
sedimentation;  however,  EPA  expects  that,  without  established  flow  paths  and  increased  vegetative 
roughness,  the  graded  site  could  experience  increased  erosion.  The  applicant’s  own  modeling  results 
demonstrated  that,  under  a i 00-year  flood  scenario,  there  could  be  scour  around  solar  array  support  piles 
of  4.1  feet  without  the  basins  and  up  to  2 feet  with  the  basins  (p.  4.19-1 1);  however,  neither  scenario 
would  destabilize  the  arrays  because  of  the  depth  and  number  of  support  piles. 

Because  the  basins  are  designed  to  capture  only  the  1 .2  year  storm  (p.  2-9),  it  is  anticipated  that  a 
significant  number  of  storms  would  exceed  basin  design  capacity  and  cause  sheet  flow  across  the  graded 
site,  resulting  in  surface  erosion.  We  recognize  that  alluvial  fans  are  dynamic  systems,  but,  based  on  aerial 
imagery  dating  back  to  1 994,  it  appears  that  many  of  the  ephemeral  drainages  on  the  site  have  remained 
relatively  static  for  nearly  two  decades  and  may  not  pose  an  imminent  threat  to  solar  arrays  placed  in  their 
proximity.  Given  all  of  the  above,  grading  the  entire  site,  including  over  a hundred  acres  of  ephemeral 
drainages,  may  not  be  necessary  to  prevent  significant  damage  to  solar  arrays  from  erosion. 
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Recommendations: 

To  avoid  and  minimize  direct  and  indirect  impacts  to  desert  washes,  EPA  recommends  that  the 
FEIS: 


Evaluate  and  commit  to  utilizing  designs  that  would  retain  all  ephemeral  drainages,  or  at 
least  those  that  have  remained  relatively  stable,  and  site  solar  arrays  outside  of  these 
areas.  Solar  arrays  close  to  drainages  could  be  installed  using  deeper  support  posts  to  help 
ensure  they  remain  stable  in  the  event  the  adjacent  channel  moves.  _ 

Reconcile  the  proposed  commitment  to  avoid  placing  solar  arrays  “within  100  feet  of  any  — 
significant  onsite  drainage”  (p.  2-16)  with  plans  to  grade  and  compact  the  entire  site. 

Apply  this  measure  to  ephemeral  drainages  on-site  that  have  remained  relatively  static  for  J 
two  decades.  — 

Evaluate  and  commit  to  minimizing  the  number  of  road  crossings  over  washes  and  " 

designing  necessary  crossings  to  provide  adequate  flow-through  during  storm  events;  — J 

Discuss  the  benefits  of  maintaining  some  or  all  of  the  ephemeral  washes,  including 
preserving  important  habitat,  retaining  ephemeral  wash  functions,  potentially  reducing 
erosion,  reducing  construction  costs,  and  improving  the  implementation  and  success  of 
closure  plans  after  the  site  is  retired  from  operation.  — 

Demonstrate  that  downstream  flows  would  not  be  adversely  impacted  due  to  proposed 
changes  to  natural  washes  resulting  from  the  proposed  “disc-and-roll”  and  “cut  and  fill” 
methods.  _ 

Include  the  finalized  drainage  plan  to  facilitate  assessment  of  impacts  and  effectiveness  J 
of  mitigation  measures. 
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As  proposed,  all  action  alternatives  would  use  PV  modules  in  linear  arrays,  and  would  only  require  18 
inches  of  clearance  above  the  ground  surface  (p.  2-5).  It  is  our  understanding  that  other  PV  solar 
companies  have  proposed  designs  that  reduce  the  need  for  site  clearing  and  grading  by  mounting  PV 
panels  at  sufficient  height  above  ground  to  maintain  vegetation,  which  could  also  minimize  drainage 
disturbance,  the  need  for  site  grading  and  generation  of  fugitive  dust 


Recommendation : 

The  FEIS  should  evaluate  mounting  PV  panels  at  sufficient  height  above  ground  to  maintain 
vegetation  and  minimize  drainage  disturbance.  Quantify  acreage  that  would  not  require  clearing 
and  grading  as  a result  Compare  these  results  to  existing  alternatives,  and  incorporate  project 
design  changes  into  site  design  and  conditions  of  certification,  accordingly. 
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Fencing 


The  DEIS  does  not  provide  information  about  the  effects  of  security  fencing  and  desert  tortoise  fencing 
on  drainage  systems.  By  entraining  debris  and  sediment,  fencing  can  interfere  with  natural  flow  patterns. 
Fence  design  should  address  hydrologic  criteria,  as  well  as  security  performance  criteria. 


Recommendations : 

Describe,  in  the  FEIS,  where  permanent  fencing  will  be  used  and  the  potential  effects  of  fencing 
on  drainage  systems.  Ensure  that  the  fencing  proposed  for  this  project  will  meet  appropriate 
hydrologic  performance  standards. 
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Review  the  National  Park  Service’s  published  article1  on  the  effects  of  the  international  boundary 
pedestrian  fence  on  drainage  systems  and  infrastructure,  and  discuss  in  the  FEIS  how  such  issues 
are  adequately  addressed  with  this  project. 

Floodplain  Hazards 

Executive  Order  1 1988  Floodplain  Management  requires  federal  agencies  to  avoid,  to  the  extent  possible, 
the  long  and  short-term  adverse  impacts  associated  with  the  occupancy  and  modification  of  floodplains. 
According  to  the  DEIS,  the  project  site  is  located  in  a Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  (FEMA) 
Flood  Zone  D,  or  area  “where  flood  hazards  have  not  been  mapped”  (p.  3.19-2).  Based  on  hydrologic 
study  and  modeling  completed  by  the  applicant,  the  alluvial  fan  on  which  the  project  is  located  can  be 
subject  to  intense  water  flows  and  can  be  affected  by  stormwater  flows  from  six  sub  watersheds  (p.  4.19- 
1 1).  As  previously  mentioned,  scour  depths  of  up  to  4.1  feet  could  occur  during  a 100  year  flood. 

Recommendations: 

Describe,  in  the  FEIS,  how  BLM’s  action  would  be  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  Executive 
Order  11988. 

Provide,  in  the  FEIS,  a detailed  description  of  the  current  FEMA  floodplain,  and  include  results 
of  consultation  with  FEMA,  if  appropriate. 

Groundwater 

We  are  concerned  about  the  potential  significant  groundwater  drawdown  and  cumulative  impacts  to  the 
Ivanpah  Valley  Groundwater  Basin  (IVGB)  associated  with  the  construction  phase  of  the  proposed 
project  in  conjunction  with  the  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  in  the  vicinity. 

EPA  supports  the  project’s  proposal  to  minimize  water  use  during  operations  by  eliminating  water  use  for 
panel  washing  (p.  2-9);  however,  construction  of  the  proposed  300  MW  project  would  require  1,900  acre- 
feet  (AF)  over  a period  of  24  months  from  the  IVGB  (p.  4.19-2).  While  a positive  basin  balance  of  530  to 
1,845  AF/yr  is  estimated  during  construction,  the  DEIS  notes  that  there  are  wide  ranging  estimates  for 
recharge  from  precipitation  and  from  returns  (p.  4.19-5).  Mitigation  measure  MM  WAT-2  would  require 
the  applicant  to  identify  an  alternative  water  source  for  the  project  if  the  proposed  water  withdrawal  were 
found  to  be  causing  unacceptable  adverse  impacts;  however,  there  does  not  appear  to  be  a requirement,  or 
trigger  event,  for  its  use. 

Recommendations: 

The  FEIS  should  identify  the  alternative  non-IVGB  water  source,  as  recommended  by  MM 
WAT-2,  and  analyze  potential  impacts  to  groundwater  and  air  quality  (e.g.  from  transportation) 
that  could  result  from  its  use.  Clarify  the  circumstances  under  which  this  alternative  water  supply 
would  be  used. 

J 

Address,  in  the  FEIS,  what  mitigation  measures  would  be  taken,  and  by  whom,  should 
groundwater  resources  in  the  basins  become  overextended  to  the  point  that  further  curtailment  is 
necessary  due  to,  for  example,  additional  growth,  the  influx  of  large-scale  solar  projects,  drought, 
climate  change,  or  the  utilization  of  existing  or  pending  water  rights  in  the  basin. 
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1 National  Park  Service,  August  2008,  Effects  of  the  International  Boundary  Pedestrian  Fence  in  the  Vicinity  of 
Lakeville,  Arizona,  on  Drainage  Systems  and  Infrastructure,  Organ  Pipe  Cactus  National  Monument,  Arizona.  \J/ 
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Commit,  in  the  FEIS  and  ROD,  to  no  water  use  for  solar  panel  washing  during  operations,  and 
describe  any  measures  that  will  be  used  to  clean  the  solar  panels,  if  applicable. 

The  DEIS  notes  that  groundwater  drawdown  at  proposed  wells  could  range  from  0.63  to  3.1 8 feet.  Long- 
term declines  in  local  wells  have  already  ranged  from  4 to  5 feet  (p.  4.19-71).  As  prior  BLM  NEPA 
documents  have  noted,  even  modest  drawdowns  of  03  feet  can  adversely  affect  vegetation  if  groundwater 
drops  below  the  effective  rooting  levels  for  a sustained  period  of  time.2  A drop  in  groundwater  levels 
could  also  impact  neighboring  wells,  lower  the  water  table,  and  adversely  affect  groundwater-dependent 
vegetation  and  woodlands.  MM  WAT-3  discusses  measures  to  be  taken  if  water  levels  decline  five  feet  or 
more  below  the  projected  baseline  trend  at  nearby  private  wells  (p.  4.19-90);  however,  the  likelihood  of 
these  scenarios  is  not  analyzed. 


Recommendation: 

Include,  in  Section  4.19  of  the  FEIS,  a numerical  analysis,  based  on  expected  pumping  rates  and 
drawdown  conditions  mentioned  above,  of  the  anticipated  drop  in  groundwater  levels  and 
associated  impacts  to  groundwater-dependent  vegetation. 
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Air  Quality 


EPA  is  concerned  about  the  direct,  indirect  and  cumulative  impacts  of  construction  and  fugitive  dust 
emissions  associated  with  the  project.  The  DEIS  includes  estimated  emissions  for  criteria  pollutants  and 
description  of  the  mitigation  measures  that  will  be  implemented  to  reduce  the  adverse  air  impacts 
identified  in  the  DEIS;  however,  even  with  implementation  of  these  mitigation  measures,  peak  daily  and 
annual  construction  emissions  are  predicted  to  exceed  Mojave  Desert  Air  Quality  Management  District’s 
thresholds  of  significance  from  October  2014  thru  October  2016  for  oxides  of  nitrogen  (NO*)  and 
particulate  matter  10  microns  or  less  in  size  (PMjo)  (p.  4.2-3). 

According  to  the  DEIS,  the  project  area  is  in  nonattainment  for  Federal  and  state  PMjq  standards  as  well 
as  state  ozone  standards  (p.  3.2-3).  In  light  of  the  nonattainraent  status,  the  40  daily  truck  trips  and  130 
construction  vehicles  expected  during  the  construction  phase,  and  the  numerous  projects  proposed  in  the 
area,  all  feasible  measures  should  be  implemented  to  reduce  and  mitigate  air  quality  impacts  to  the 
greatest  extent  possible. 


Recommendations: 

Ensure  that  mitigation  measures  in  the  DEIS,  and  additional  mitigation  measures  that  go  beyond 
those  in  the  DEIS  (see  recommendations,  below),  are  implemented  on  a schedule  that  will  reduce 
construction  emissions  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible. 


Include,  in  the  FEIS  and  ROD,  all  mitigation  measures  proposed  in  the  DEIS  and  any  additional 
measures  adopted.  Include  tables  for  construction  and  operational  phases,  comparing  criteria 
pollutant  emissions  before  and  after  newly  proposed  mitigations. 
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Describe,  in  the  FEIS,  how  these  mitigation  measures  will  be  made  an  enforceable  part  of  the 
project's  implementation  schedule.  We  recommend  implementation  of  applicable  mitigation 
measures  prior  to  or,  at  a minimum,  concurrent  with  the  commencement  of  construction  of  the 
project.  \ / 


2 Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  California  Energy  Commission,  March  2010.  Staff  Assessment  and  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Genesis  Solar  Energy  Project,  p.  C.2-4. 
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Correct,  in  the  FEIS,  references  in  the  DEIS  stating  the  project  area  is  classified  as  in  “serious 
nonattainment”  of  the  federal  PMjo  ambient  air  quality  standard  by  replacing  with  “moderate 
nonattainmenf’  (see  p.  3,2-7). 

EPA  supports  incorporating  mitigation  strategies  to  reduce  or  minimize  fugitive  dust  emissions,  as  well  as 
more  stringent  emission  controls  for  PM  and  ozone  precursors  for  construction-related  activity.  We  also 
advocate  minimizing  disturbance  to  the  natural  landscape  as  much  as  possible,  so  that  the  need  for 
measures  to  reduce  fugitive  dust  emissions  is  minimized  or  eliminated. 

While  we  recognize  MM  AIR-2  recommends  Tier  3 or  higher  non-road  engines  (p.  4.2-25),  we 
recommend  that  the  applicant  and  BLM  commit  to  implementing  best  available  emission  control 
technologies  for  construction,  ahead  of  the  California  Air  Resources  Board’s  in-use  off-road  diesel 
vehicle  regulations,  regardless  of  fleet  size,3  EPA  began  phasing-in  Tier  4 standards  for  non-road  engines 
in  20084;  however,  the  DEIS  does  not  mention  the  availability  of  Tier  4 non-road  engines.  The  use  of 
such  engines  would  result  in  an  approximately  90%  reduction  in  NO,  and  PM  emissions  as  compared  to 
those  from  Tier  3 engines. 

Recommendations: 

The  FEIS  should  discuss,  and  include  emission  tables  for,  various  classifications  of  on-road  and 
non-road  engines,  highlighting  emission  levels  for  PMjo,  PM2.5  and  NO*. 

The  FEIS  should  indicate  the  expected  availability  of  Tier  3 and  Tier  4 engines  for  the 
construction  equipment  list  provided  on  page  4.2-3. 

The  FEIS  and  ROD  should  commit  to  using  non-road  construction  equipment  that  meets  Tier  4 
emission  standards,  when  available,  and  best  available  emission  control  technology,  for 
construction  that  occurs  prior  to  Tier  4 standards  availability. 

The  FEIS  should  update  the  tables  in  the  Section  4.2  impact  analysis  to  reflect  the  additional 
criteria  pollutant  emissions  reductions  that  would  result  from  using  Tier  4 engines  for  each 
component  of  project  construction. 

Evaluate  and  quantity,  in  the  FEIS,  the  benefits  of  maximizing  natural  vegetation  under  a higher 
PV  panel  option  in  reducing  fugitive  dust. 

All  applicable  state  and  local  requirements,  the  additional  measures  listed  above,  and  the 
additional  measures  resulting  from  the  recommended  consultation  between  the  applicant  and  the 
MDAQMD  (as  recommended  under  MM-Air-2),  should  be  included  in  the  FEIS  and  ROD. 

Cumulative  Air  Quality  Analysis 

Cumulative  air  analyses  for  construction  of  the  proposed  action  and  eight  foreseeable  projects  showed 
exceedances  of  MDAQMD  daily  and  annual  thresholds  of  significance  for  volatile  organic  compounds 
(VOCs),  NOx,  carbon  monoxide,  PMj0  and  PM2  5.  Four  out  of  five  of  these  pollutants  exceeded  the 
threshold  by  a full  order  of  magnitude  (p.  4.2-1 8).  The  contribution  of  the  proposed  action  to  cumulative 
daily  construction  emission  totals  ranges  from  5,3%  to  1 1 .9%.  The  DEIS  concludes  the  project  would 
have  temporary  significant  and  unavoidable  NOx  and  PMt0  impacts  during  construction  (p.  4.2-21 ). 


3 Sec  CARB’s  Factsheel  at:  http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/ordiesel/faq/overview_fact_sheet_dec_2010-final.pdf 

4 See  EPA  website: 
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Recommendations: 

Break  out  by  year,  in  the  FEIS,  the  cumulative  construction  and  operational  emissions  from  the 
proposed  project  combined  with  the  eight  foreseeable  projects  highlighted  in  Tables  4.2-8.  We 
recommend  that  these  annual  cumulative  emissions  data  be  used  to  develop,  in  consultation  with 
the  MDAQMD,  a phased  construction  schedule,  for  projects  that  will  undergo  construction 
concurrently,  that  will  not  result  in  any  violations  of  local,  state  or  federal  air  quality  regulations. 
EPA  recommends  incremental  construction  on-site  to  ensure  air  quality  standards  are  not 
exceeded. 

The  FEIS  should  provide  technical  justification  for  any  determination  that  a project  is  too  far 
from  the  proposed  project  to  contribute  to  cumulative  regional  air  quality  impacts  or  sensitive 
receptor  impacts.  While  the  DEIS  states  that  a cumulative  air  quality  analysis  should  be  limited  to 
an  area  within  six  miles  of  a project  and  one-mile  for  sensitive  receptor  impacts  (p.  4-2.15),  the 
appropriate  area  to  consider  depends  on  the  emissions,  size  of  the  source,  and  release  height, 
among  other  criteria. 

If  additional  mitigation  measures  would  be  needed,  based  on  the  evaluation  of  cumulative 
emissions,  or  if  the  project  would  affect  the  ability  of  other  foreseeable  projects  to  be  permitted, 
the  FEIS  should  discuss  this. 

Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions  - Construction  and  Operation  Bid  Specifications 

In  soliciting  future  contracts  for  project  construction  and  operations,  consider  including  in  the  FEIS,  and 
adopting  in  the  ROD,  the  following  additional  requirements: 


— , < 
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a) 

b) 


c) 

d) 

e) 

0 

g) 

h) 


Soliciting  bids  that  include  use  of  energy-  and  fuel-efficient  fleets; 

Requiring  that  contractors  ensure,  to  the  extent  possible,  that  construction  activities  utilize 
grid-based  electricity  and/or  onsite  renewable  electricity  generation  rather  than  diesel  and/or 
gasoline  powered  generators; 

Employing  the  use  of  zero  emission  or  alternative  fueled  vehicles; 

Using  lighting  systems  that  are  energy  efficient,  such  as  LED  technology; 

Using  the  minimum  amount  of  GHG-emitting  construction  materials  that  is  feasible; 

Using  cement  blended  with  the  maximum  feasible  amount  of  fly  ash  or  other  supplemental 
cementitious  materials  that  reduce  GHG  emissions  from  cement  production; 

Using  lighter-colored  pavement  where  feasible;  and. 

Recycling  construction  debris  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible. 
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Biological  Resources 

Endangered  Species  and  Other  Species  of  Concern 

The  site  supports  a diversity  of  mammals,  birds,  and  reptiles,  including  special  status  wildlife  species. 
Project  construction  would  result  in  permanent  and  long-term  impacts  to  2,023  acres,  including  direct 
impacts  to  wildlife  by  removal  and  crushing  of  shrubs  and  herbaceous  vegetation,  resulting  in  loss  and 
fragmentation  of  cover,  breeding  and  foraging  habitat  (p.  4.22-2).  Indirect  effects  to  wildlife  would  also 
occur  due  to  increased  fragmentation  and  reduction  of  connectivity  between  wildlife  populations  (p.  4.22- 
3).  In  addition  to  desert  tortoise  and  Nelson’s  bighorn  sheep,  the  project  study  area  provides  suitable 
nesting  and  foraging  habitat  for  golden  eagles  (p.  4.22-19).  The  project  site  is  located  within  10  miles  of 
1 2 known  golden  eagle  nesting  territories. 


7 


Comment  Letter  61 


Maintaining  habitat  connectivity  within  the  Ivanpah  Valley  was  identified  as  a key  issue  in  the  Ivanpah 
Solar  Electric  Generating  Station  Biological  Opinion  (June  2011).  Maintaining  and  preserving  a corridor 
of  undisturbed  desert  tortoise  habitat  should  be  an  integral  component  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Project,  and 
any  other  project  located  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley, 

We  understand  that  the  Biological  Opinion  for  this  project  has  not  yet  been  finalized.  The  Biological 
Opinion  will  play  an  important  role  in  informing  the  decision  on  which  alternative  to  approve  and  what 
commitments,  terms,  and  conditions  must  accompany  that  approval. 

Recommendations: 

The  FEIS  should  provide  an  update  on  the  consultation  process,  and  any  relevant  documents 
associated  with  the  ESA  Section  7 consultation  process,  including  any  Biological  Assessments 
and  Biological  Opinions,  should  be  summarized  and  included  in  an  appendix. 

Include,  in  the  FEIS,  results  of  discussions  with  USFWS  of  whether  adequate  desert  tortoise 
movement  corridors  would  result  for  each  action  alternative,  and  compare  such  corridor  buffer 
distances  to  those  under  consideration  at  BLM’s  nearby  Silver  State  Solar  project  Discuss,  in  the 
FEIS,  how  resulting  habitat  connectivity  corridors  would  be  preserved  in  light  of  foreseeable 
projects,  including  DesertXpress, 

Mitigation  and  monitoring  measures  that  result  from  consultation  with  USFWS  to  protect 
sensitive  biological  resources,  including  desert  tortoise,  golden  eagles  and  Nelson’s  big  horn 
sheep,  should  be  included  in  the  FEIS  and,  ultimately,  the  ROD. 

Identify  specific  measures  to  reduce  impacts  to  eagles.  Specify  in  the  FEIS  how  approval  of  the 
proposed  project  would  comply  with  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  and  the  Bald  and  Golden 
Eagle  Protection  Act. 

Describe  compensatory  mitigation  for  golden  eagles  to  reduce  the  effect  of  permitted  mortality  to 
a no-net-loss  standard. 

Include,  in  the  FEIS,  design  practices  to  be  followed  for  the  above  ground  power  lines  to 
minimize  bird  collisions,  as  necessary.  A useful  reference  for  this  is  the  Avian  Power  Line 
Interaction  Committee  document,  Mitigating  Bird  Collisions  with  Power  Lines:  The  State  of  the 
Art  in  1994 . 

Include  in  the  FEIS  a requirement  for  the  Avian  Protection  Plan  (now  called  Bird  and  Bat 
Conservation  Strategies  (BBCS))  to  be  developed  using  the  2005  Avian  Power  Line  Interaction 
Committee  and  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Avian  Protection  Plan  Guidelines,  as  necessary. 
Include,  in  the  FEIS,  practices  that  reduce  the  potential  for  raptor  fatalities  and  injuries  from 
power  lines.  These  practices  can  be  found  in  the  Suggested  Practices  for  Avian  Protection  on 
Power  Lines:  State  of  the  Art  in  2006  manual. 

Discuss,  in  the  FEIS,  potential  impacts  to  wildlife  movement  in  the  area  under  future  climate 
change  scenarios. 

Compensatory  Mitigation 

We  note  that  mitigation  measure  MM  Wild-8  provides  compensatory  mitigation  ratios  for  desert  tortoise; 
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however,  the  DEIS  does  not  state  that  specific  compensation  lands  are  available  (p.  4.4-10).  In  light  of  the  4 

numerous  energy  and  transportation  projects  under  construction  or  proposed  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  the 
availability  of  land  to  adequately  compensate  for  environmental  impacts  to  resources  such  as  US  and  state 
jurisdictional  waters,  vegetative  communities,  golden  eagles  and  desert  tortoise,  may  serve  as  a limiting 
factor  for  development 


Recommendations: 

Identify  compensatory  mitigation  lands  or  quantify,  in  the  FEIS,  available  lands  for  compensatory 
habitat  mitigation  for  this  project,  as  well  as  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  in  Ivanpah  Valley. 


Clarify  the  rationale  for  the  3:1  mitigation  ratio  for  desert  tortoise  habitat  and  how  this  relates  to 
the  mitigation  ratios  recommended  by  other  agencies  and  to  mitigation  ratios  used  for  other 
renewable  energy  projects  in  California  and  Nevada. 


61-22 


Specify  provisions  to  be  adopted  in  the  ROD  that  set  out  a clear  timetable  for  ensuring  adequate 
compensatory  mitigation  has  been  identified,  approved  and  purchased,  as  appropriate. 


The  FEIS  and  ROD  should  discuss  mechanisms  and  incorporate  proposed  conditions  for 
certification  that  would  protect  into  perpetuity  any  compensaloiy  lands  that  are  selected. 


Climate  Change 


EPA  commends  the  BLM  for  including  estimates  of  greenhouse  gas  emissions  from  construction  and 

operation  of  the  project.  The  DEIS  also  includes  a qualitative  discussion  of  the  potential  impacts  of 

climate  change  on  the  project.  4t 

Recommendation:  ~ 

Considering  that  the  project  is  planned  to  be  in  operation  for  30,  and  possibly  as  many  as  50, 
years,  the  FEIS  should  include  additional  details  on  how  climate  change  may  affect  the  project, 
particularly  its  sources  of  groundwater,  reclamation  and  restoration  efforts  after  construction  and  61-^ 

decommissioning,  and  potential  Increased  stormflows  through  the  site  and  to  Ivanpah  Lake.  The 
FEIS  should  also  discuss  how  climate  change  may  affect  the  project’s  impacts  on  sensitive 
species,  including  the  desert  tortoise.  — 


Consistency  with  toe  California  Desert  Renewable  Energy  Conservation  Plan 


The  California  DRECP,  scheduled  for  completion  in  2014,  is  intended  to  advance  State  and  federal 
conservation  goals  in  the  desert  regions  while  also  facilitating  the  timely  permitting  of  renewable  energy 
projects  in  California.  The  DRECP  will  include  a strategy  that  identifies  and  maps  areas  for  renewable 
energy  development  and  areas  for  long-term  natural  resource  conservation.  The  proposed  project  is 
located  in  the  DRECP  boundary  area. 

Recommendation: 

The  FEIS  should  elaborate  on  the  DRECP,  and  include  up-to-date  maps  illustrating  the  current 
boundaries  and  conceptual  alternatives  that  are  relevant  to  the  proposed  project.  Discuss  and 
confirm  any  additional  requirements  and/or  conditions  that  may  apply  upon  approval  of  the 
DRECP. 
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Consultation  with  Tribal  Governments 

The  DEIS  states  that  BLM  contacted  1 1 Indian  Tribes  to  initiate  consultation  at  the  govemment-to- 
goverament  level  throughout  the  review  of  the  project  (p.  5-4).  We  note  that  only  the  Pahrump  Paiute 
Tribe  responded  and  requested  additional  information  for  this  project.  The  DEIS  does  not  expand  on  the 
type  of  information  the  Tribe  requested  nor  BLM’s  response  to  the  request.  While  we  commend  BLM  for 
initiating  consultation  in  the  fall  of  2007,  the  DEIS  does  not  specify  whether  potential  tribal  resources  are 
known  at  this  time  and  whether  impacts  to  such  resources  as  a result  of  the  construction  of  the  solar  farm 
can  be  satisfactorily  mitigated. 


BLM  has  been  engaged  in  multiple  projects  in  the  area  and  has  conducted  similar  consultations.  In  light 
of  this  additional  background,  the  DEIS  should  discuss  whether  consultation  with  Indian  Tribes,  or 
discussions  with  Tribal  organizations  and  individuals,  have  revealed  concern  about  the  importance  and 
sensitivity  of  cultural  resources  near  the  project  site,  as  well  as  cumulative  effects  to  cultural  resources 
and  landscapes. 
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Recommendations: 

Describe,  in  the  FBIS,  the  process  and  outcome  of  govemment-to-govemment  consultation 
between  the  BLM  and  the  tribal  governments  listed  on  page  5-4.  Include  relevant  outcomes  from 
consultations  conducted  for  the  Ivanpah  and  Silver  State  Solar  projects. 

Discuss  issues  that  were  raised,  how  those  issues  were  addressed  in  relation  to  the  proposed 
project,  and  how  impacts  to  tribal  or  cultural  resources  will  be  avoided  or  mitigated,  consistent 
with  Executive  Order  13175,  Consultation  and  Coordination  with  Indian  Tribal  Governments, 
Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act,  and  Executive  Order  13007,  Indian  Sacred 
Sites . 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Friday,  February  22,  2013  10:36  AM 

Raymond  C Lee;  Meckfessel,  George  R;  Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 
Fwd:  Stateline  solar  DEIS 

Stateline  solar  project  DEIS  Comments  NGOs  2_21_13.pdf;  Desert  tortoise  avoidance 
alternative  recommendation.pdf;  Final  Ivanpah  Valley  letter.pdf 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  Jeff  Aardahl  <iaardahl@defenders.org> 
Date:  Thu,  Feb  21,  2013  at  5: 14  PM 
Subject:  Stateline  solar  DEIS 
To:  "Childers,  Jeffery"  <i childersfeblm.gov> 


Jeff: 


Attached  is  a comment  letter  from  several  conservation  NGOs  regarding  the  proposed  Stateline  solar 
project.  Please  confirm  receipt  of  our  comments. 


Thanks  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the  DEIS. 


Jeff  Aardahl 

California  Representative 


Defenders  of  Wildlife 

46600  Old  State  Hwy,  Unit  13;  Gualala,  CA  95445 
Tel:  707-884-1169  | Fax:916-313-5812 

jAardahl@defenders.orp  | www . d e fc nd c r s . o rp 
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Defenders  of  Wildlife 
Center  for  Biological  Diversity 
Natural  Resources  Defense  Council 
Sierra  Club 


February  21,  2013 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
California  Desert  District 
22835  Calle  San  juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Attn:  Stateline  Solar  Project 
Via  email:  jchilders@blm.gov 

Re:  Draft  Plan  Amendment  (PA)  to  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan,  1980,  as 
amended  (CDCA  Plan),  and  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  /Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Report  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 

Dear  Mr.  Childers; 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(“DEIS”)  and  Proposed  Amendment  to  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  (“CDCA”)  Plan, 
and  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (“DEIR”)  for  the  Proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm 
(“Stateline  Project”).  These  comments  are  submitted  on  behalf  of  Defenders  of  Wildlife 
(“Defenders”),  the  Natural  Resources  Defense  Council  (“NRDC”),  Center  for  Biological  Diversity 
(“Center”),  and  the  Sierra  Club,  all  non-profit  public  interest  conservation  organizations  with  offices 
in  California  as  well  as  elsewhere  in  the  U.S.  Our  organizations  submitted  NEPA  scoping 
comments  for  the  proposed  project  in  a joint  letter  dated  September  14,  2011. 


Defenders  has  1.1  million  members  and  supporters  nationally,  including  171,000  in  California. 
Defenders  is  dedicated  to  protecting  all  wild  animals  and  plants  in  their  natural  communities.  To  this 
end,  we  employ  science,  public  education  and  participation,  media,  legislative  advocacy,  litigation, 
and  proactive  on-the-ground  solutions  in  order  to  impede  the  accelerating  rate  of  extinction  ol 
species,  associated  loss  of  biological  diversity,  and  habitat  alteration  and  destruction. 
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The  Center  has  over  42,000  members,  the  majority  of  whom  reside  in  California.  The  Center  is 
dedicated  to  protecting  imperiled  species  anci  their  habitats  by  combining  scientific  research,  public 
organizing,  and  administrative  and  legal  advocacy.  The  Center  believes  that  development  of 
renewable  energy  is  a critical  component  of  efforts  to  reduce  greenhouse  gas  emissions  and  avoid 
the  worst  consequences  of  global  warming.  The  Center  strongly  supports  the  development  of 
appropriately  sited  renewable  energy  projects  that  are  thoughtfully  planned  to  minimize  impacts  to 
the  environment.  Only  by  maintaining  the  highest  environmental  standards  with  regard  to  local 
impacts,  and  effects  on  species  and  habitat,  can  renewable  energy  production  be  truly  sustainable. 

NRDC  has  over  1.2  million  members  and  online  activists  nationwide,  more  than  250,000  of  whom 
live  in  California.  NRDC  uses  law,  science  and  the  support  of  its  members  and  activists  to  protect 
the  planet's  wildlife  and  wild  places  and  to  ensure  a safe  and  healthy  environment  for  all  living 
things.  NRDC  has  worked  to  protect  wildlands  and  natural  values  on  public  lands  and  to  promote 
pursuit  of  all  cost  effective  energy  efficiency  measures  and  sustainable  energy  development  for  many 
years. 

The  Sierra  Club  is  a national  nonprofit  organization  of  approximately  1.3  million  members  and 
supporters  (approximately  250,000  of  whom  live  in  California)  dedicated  to  exploring,  enjoying,  and 
protecting  the  wild  places  of  the  earth;  to  practicing  and  promoting  the  responsible  use  of  the  earth’s 
ecosystems  and  resources;  to  educating  and  enlisting  humanity  to  protect  and  restore  the  quality  of 
the  natural  and  human  environment;  and  to  using  all  lawful  means  to  carry  out  these  objectives.  The 
Sierra  Club’s  concerns  encompass  protecting  our  public  lands,  wildlife,  air  and  water  while  at  the 
same  time  rapidly  increasing  our  use  of  renewable  energy  to  reduce  global  warming. 

As  we  transition  toward  a clean  energy  future,  it  is  imperative  for  our  future  and  the  future  of  our 
wild  places  and  wildlife  that  we  strike  a balance  between  addressing  the  near  term  impacts  of  large 
scale  solar  energy  development  with  the  long-term  impacts  of  climate  change  on  our  biological 
diversity,  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  and  natural  landscapes.  To  ensure  that  the  proper  balance  is 
achieved,  we  need  smart  planning  for  renewable  power  that  avoids  and  minimizes  adverse 
impacts  on  wildlife  and  wild  lands.  These  projects  should  be  placed  in  the  least  harmful  locations 
near  existing  transmission  lines  and  on  already  disturbed  lands. 
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We  strongly  support  the  emission  reduction  goals  found  in  the  Global  Warming  Solutions  Act  of 
2006,  AB  32,  including  the  development  of  renewable  energy  in  California.  However,  we  urge  that  in 
seeking  to  meet  our  renewable  energy  portfolio  standard  in  California,  project  proponents  design 
their  projects  in  the  most  sustainable  manner  possible.  This  is  essential  to  ensure  that  project 
approval  moves  forward  expeditiously  and  in  a manner  that  does  not  sacrifice  our  fragile  desert 
landscape  and  wildlife  in  the  rush  to  meet  our  renewable  energy  goals. 


Brief  Description  of  the  Project  and  alternatives 

The  Stateline  Project  and  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  are  located  on  public  land  in 
northern  Ivanpah  Valley  of  California  near  the  town  of  Primm,  NV.  The  DEIS/DEIR  analyzed 
seven  alternatives,  as  follows: 

1.  Alternative  1 (Applicant’s  proposed  Stateline  Project).  A 300  MW  photovoltaic  solar  field 
and  gen-tie  line  connecting  to  the  Ivanpah  Valley  Substation  currently  under  construction, 
utilizing  2,143  acres  of  public  land. 

2.  Alternative  2.  A 300  MW  solar  field  utilizing  2,385  acres  of  public  land. 

3.  Alternative  3.  A 300  MW  solar  field  utilizing  2,151  acres  of  public  land. 

4.  Alternative  4 (Reduced  Acreage).  A 232  MW  solar  field  utilizing  1,766  acres  ol  public  land. 

5.  Alternative  5.  No  Action  Alternative 

6.  Alternative  6.  No  Project  Alternative  including  a CDCA  Plan  amendment  designating  the 
project  area  unsuitable  for  solar  energy  project  development. 

7.  Alternative  7.  No  Project  Alternative  including  a CDCA  Plan  amendment  designating  the 
project  area  as  suitable  for  future  solar  energy  project  development. 


Our  comments  on  the  Stateline  Project  DEIS/DEIR  are  as  follows: 

1.  Introduction.  Our  organizations  believe  fundamentally  in  the  critical  importance  of  agency- 
guided  development  of  renewable  energy,  rather  than  developer-initiated  development.  We  invested 
a great  deal  of  time  and  effort  into  the  “fast  track”  projects  over  the  past  several  years,  and  will 
continue  to  engage  on  individual  projects,  such  as  this  one,  in  2013  and  beyond. 
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The  proposed  Stateline  Project  is  located  in  high  quality  habitat  that  is  occupied  and  utilized  by  the 
threatened  desert  tortoise  and  supports  other  rare  or  at-risk  species  of  plants  and  animals'  and  their 
habitat  that  were  documented  on  site  or  had  the  potential  to  occur,  based  on  literature  review, 
habitat  type  and  site  surveys  in  support  of  development  of  the  DEIS/DEIR.  The  proposed  Project 
and  development  alternatives  would  not  only  destroy  habitat  and  eliminate  desert  tortoises  and  other 
at-risk  species  from  the  site,  but  will  also  contribute  to  increased  habitat  fragmentation  and  loss,  and 
further  loss  of  desert  tortoises  and  other  sensitive  species. 


Incidentally,  we  found  the  physical  layout  of  the  text  of  the  document  with  its  inappropriate  spacing 
within  words  was  awkward  and  made  the  voluminous  document  very  hard  to  read.  We  hope  this 
will  be  corrected  in  subsequent  documents  for  this  project. 
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2.  Range  of  alternatives  analyzed  is  inadequate.  The  development  alternatives  analyzed 
demonstrate  some  effort  to  avoid  or  minimize  adverse  impacts  to  at-risk  species,  especially  the 
desert  tortoise.  We  believe  an  additional  development  alternative  that  further  avoids  and  minimizes 
impacts  to  the  desert  tortoise  is  needed  to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  (“NEPA”),  California  Endangered  Species  Act,  federal  Endangered  Species  Act,  and 
BLM  wildlife  policies.  Such  an  alternative  could  be  identified  as  the  “desert  tortoise  avoidance 
alternative”  and  we  have  discussed  this  concept  with  representatives  of  First  Solar  at  a recent 
meeting.  We  suggest  this  alternative  because  the  protocol  surveys  for  the  desert  tortoise  within  the 
project  area  identified  a zone  extending  approximately  1700  meters  westerly  from  the  edge  of 
Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  that  was  essentially  void  of  desert  tortoises.  Our  suggested  desert  tortoise 
avoidance  alternative  would  avoid  14  out  of  16  desert  tortoises  located  on  the  project  site  during 
protocol  surveys  conducted  in  the  spring  of  2012.  Furthermore,  we  recommend  a wider  swath  of 
habitat  be  provided  for  immediately  north  of  the  proposed  project  that  is  sufficient  to  sustain 
populations  of  desert  tortoises  and  serve  as  a viable  linkage  area  that  connects  with  the  Stateline 
Pass.  We  feel  this  is  particularly  important  given  that  the  Desert  Xpress  high  speed  railroad  is 
proposed  to  traverse  this  area.  A map  showing  an  alternative  which  both  avoids  nearly  all  desert 
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Banded  gila  monster  (potential),  Golden  eagle  (foraging).  Loggerhead  shrike  (present),  Western  burrowing  owl 
(present),  LeConte’s  thrasher  (present),  American  badger  (potential),  Rusby’s  desert-mallow  (present),  Small-flowered 
androstephium  (present),  Mojave  milkweed  (present),  Desert  pincushion  (present),  Nine-awned  pappus  grass  (present), 
and  Parish’s  club-cholla  (present).  See  Ironwood  Consulting.  2012.  Biological  Resources  Technical  Report,  Stateline 
Solar  Farm  Project. 
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tortoises  and  excludes  development  in  habitat  linkages  is  attached.  We  provide  additional 
information  regarding  issues  involving  the  desert  tortoise  later  in  this  letter. 

Because  the  Ivanpah  Valley  is  so  crucial  to  the  desert  tortoise,  its  habitat  and  its  habitat  connectivity, 
especially  in  the  Northeastern  Recovery  Unit  in  California,  coupled  with  the  cumulative  impacts  of 
projects  that  are  permitted  or  proposed  in  the  same  valley  both  in  California  and  in  Nevada,  the  EIS 
needs  to  include  an  alternative  similar  to  Alternative  6 (no  project  and  unsuitable  for  solar 
development)  that  also  includes  the  proposed  project  site  as  part  of  the  proposed  Area  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern. 

The  DEIS/DE1R  does  not  consider  a distributed  renewable  energy  alternative.  The  document 
should  have  also  analyzed  alternatives  utilizing  private  lands,  previously  disturbed  or  degraded  lands 
and  others  that  would  avoid  impacts  associated  with  the  proposed  project  as  well  as  impacts  of  the 
associated  transmission  line  gen-tie  and  the  new  substation. 

The  DEIS/DEIR  failed  to  consider  any  off-site  alternative  that  would  significantly  reduce  the 
impacts  to  biological  resources  including  desert  tortoise  habitat,  key  movement  corridors,  golden 
eagles,  occupied  desert  kit  fox  habitat,  rare  plants  and  others.  Because  such  alternatives  are  feasible, 
on  this  basis  and  others,  the  range  of  alternatives  is  inadequate.  We  urge  a revision  to  the 
DEIS/DEIR  to  adequately  address  a range  of  feasible  alternatives  and  other  issues  detailed  below 
and  recirculation  of  a revised  or  supplemental  DEIS/DEIR  for  public  comment. 

The  existence  of  the  alternatives  described  above,  in  addition  to  other  potential  unexplored 
alternadves,  demonstrates  that  the  range  of  alternatives  considered  and  analyzed  in  the  DEIS/DEIR 
are  inadequate. 

3.  Impact  analysis  is  inadequate.  The  cumulative  impacts  from  existing  and  reasonably 
foreseeable  projects  within  the  greater  Ivanpah  Valley,  including  the  proposed  Stateline  project,  need 
to  be  analyzed  in  a manner  that  addresses  the  immediate  and  long-term  effects  of  habitat  loss  and 
fragmentation  and  the  species  that  occupy  this  region.  Given  the  enormous  impact  ot  the 
BrightSource  Ivanpah  projects  on  the  desert  tortoise  and  its  habitat,  and  other  sensitive  species  of 
animals  and  plants,  it  is  incumbent  on  BLM  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  to 
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determine  whether  the  Ivanpah  Valley  can  sustain  any  further  degradation  and  loss  of  habitat 
without  irreparable  harm  to  the  desert  tortoise  populations  not  only  in  Ivanpah  Valley,  but  in  the 
Eastern  Mojave  and  Northeastern  Mojave  Recovery  Units. 


Numerous  conservation  organizations,  including,  but  not  limited  to  those  signing  this  comment 
letter,  are  deeply  concerned  over  the  cumulative  impacts  to  natural  communities,  the  species  they 
sustain,  and  their  overall  environmental  values.  In  response  to  these  concerns,  these  organizations 
recently  sent  a letter  to  BUM  Acting  Director,  Mike  Pool,  recommending  development  and 
implementation  of  a conservation  plan  for  the  greater  Ivanpah  Valley  before  granting  future  right  of 
way  grants  for  large-scale  renewable  energy  projects  (copy  of  letter  attached). 
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4.  Ecological  Assessment  of  Ivanpah  Valley.  We  appreciate  the  extraordinary  commitment  of 
the  applicant  to  oversee  and  fund  an  assessment  the  ecological  condition  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley, 
culminating  in  a formal  report  prepared  by  NatureServe.2  We  also  appreciate  the  additional  work  on 
assessing  desert  tortoise  habitat  linkages  undertaken  by  the  applicant  in  coordination  with  ongoing 
studies  conducted  by  research  biologists  from  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey.  The  NatureServe 
assessment  relied  on  existing  information,  sometimes  limited,  on  desert  tortoise  density,  extent  of 
habitat  and  its  suitability,  and  desert  tortoise  home  ranges  and  movements.  The  NatureServe 
analysis  was  performed  using  two  computer-based  models  to  assess  continuity  of  suitable  habitat  in 
the  study  area  and  to  identify  constraints  based  on  topography,  existing  developments  and  the 
addition  of  the  proposed  project. 
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The  assessment  concluded  there  would  be  insignificant  cumulative  impacts  to  desert  tortoise  habitat, 
desert  tortoise  populations  and  connectivity  (habitat  linkages)  due  to  the  proposed  project. 
Furthermore,  the  assessment  indicated  the  desert  tortoise  population  located  west  of  1-15  may  not 
persist  because  the  current  population  estimate  is  below  the  threshold  of  at  least  5,000  individuals  as 
per  the  1994  desert  tortoise  recovery  plan  published  by  the  US  1 AX'S. 


The  assessment  also  cautioned  that  the  long-term  effects  of  cumulative  and  planned  projects  in  the 
study  area  could  not  be  determined,  and  that  several  potential  habitat  corridors  or  linkages  leading  in 


V 


2 NatureServe.  2012.  Regional  assessment:  Statelme  solar  farm  project.  Technical  report  prepared  for  Desert 
Stateline,  LLC.  NatureServe,  Arlington,  VA.  94  pp. 
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and  our  of  ivanpah  Valley  would  require  sire..snedtkTkid^^  whether  or  not  they  are 

occupied  by  desert  tortoises  and  could  therefore  potential!)! &cry;g_asJ^^giliiai3itam. 


The  USGS  habitat  suitability  model,  developed  to  identify  desert  tortoise  habitat  throughout  the 
range  of  the  listed  species,  clearly  identifies  the  proposed  Stateline  project  area  as  high  value  desert 
tortoise  habitat5.  In  2012,  the  FWS  also  identified  the  proposed  project  area  as  key  connectivity 
habitat  for  desert  tortoise4  and  the  Final  Solar  PEIS  identified  the  proposed  project  area  as  a 
Development  Exclusion  Area'.  Additionally,  the  RLM  has  previously  acknowledged  portions  of  the 
Ivanpah  Valley  meet  area  of  critical  environmental  concern  relevance  mid  importance  criteria  for 
Agassiz's  desert  tortoise  and  White- margined  penstemond 
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Of  concern  to  our  organizations  is  the  cumulative  loss  of  desert  tortoise  habitat  and  naturally 
occurring  desert  tortoises  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  and  especially  west  of  1-15.  We  are  concerned,  as  is 
the  US  FWS,  over  the  issue  of  whether  or  not  the  existing  population  can  remain  viable  given  its 
current  condition  and  trend,  as  well  as  connectivity  of  tortoises  within  Ivanpah  Valley  and  to 
adjacent  habitats  in  nearby  desert  tortoise  recovery  units,  including  those  with  designated  critical 
habitat  Connectivity  among  desert  tortoise  populations  is  dependent  on  individual  animals 
interacting  with  their  adjacent  neighbors  on  a home  range- to- home  range  basis,  and  such 
connectivity  is  dependent  on  habitat  linkages  of  sufficient  size  and  quality  to  sustain  resident  desert 
tortoise  populations. 


Based  on  the  deteriorating  condition  and  trend  of  desert  tortoise  habitat  and  desert  tortoise 
populations  in  Ivanpah  Valley  (both  in  California  and  Nevada),  we  continue  to  strongly  recommend 
that  BLM  postpone  permitting  additional  solar  energy  projects  in  this  area  until  a science-based 
conservation  plan  is  finalized  and  its  protective  provisions  implemented  for  public  lands  in  the 
Ivanpah  Valley.  Such  a plan  will  require  an  integrated  and  coordinated  approach  resulting  in 
concurrent  amendments  to  two  resource  management  plans  in  California  and  Nevada. 
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5.  Proposal  to  establish  a Desert  Wildlife  Management  Area  (“DWMA”).  We  note  that  BLM 
proposes  to  designate  a “DWMA”  in  the  remaining  areas  of  Ivanpah  Valley  in  California  west  of  I- 
15  in  addition  to  selecting  an  alternative  for  the  Stateline  project.  Establishing  such  a DWMA  is 
proposed  for  each  of  the  four  action  alternatives.  We  recommend  the  proposal  to  establish  a 
DWMA  is  also  associated  with  the  desert  tortoise  avoidance  alternative  which  we  identify  in  this 
letter. 
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We  very  much  appreciate  BLM’s  effort  to  provide  protection  for  remaining  habitat  in  this  area,  but 
also  stress  the  need  for  BLM  to  formulate  and  implement  a conservation  plan  to  sustain  desert 
tortoises  in  Ivanpah  Valley,  including  those  public  lands  located  west  of  1-15,  before  committing  to 
approve  the  Stateline  project.  Such  a conservation  plan  would  allow  BLM  to  determine  if  the 
project  could  be  located  and  sized  in  a manner  consistent  with  long-term  persistence  of  desert 
tortoises  in  the  area  west  of  1-15,  including  ensuring  for  adequate  habitat  linkages  and  corridors 
necessary  to  provide  for  gene  flow  throughout  the  affected  areas  of  I vanpah  Valley.  We  feel  this  is 
essential  given  that  the  ecological  assessment  conducted  by  NatureServe  concluded  that  the  long- 
term effects  of  cumulative  and  planned  projects  in  the  study  area  could  not  be  determined. 


Proposed  DWMAs  were  identified  by  the  USFWS  in  the  1994  Recovery  Plan  for  the  Mojave 
population  of  the  desert  tortoise  as  areas  where  reserve- level  conservation  management  should 
occur  to  promote  recovery  of  the  species.  Tire  northern  Ivanpah  Valley  west  of  1-15  was  included 
in  the  larger  proposed  Ivanpah  DWMA.  Throughout  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area 
(“CDCA”)  BLM  has  designated  desert  tortoise  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 
(“ACECs”)  in  response  to  DWMA  recommendations  from  the  USFWS.  We  recommend  BLM 
modify6 7  its  terminology  in  this  case  by  proposing  an  ACEC  in  northern  Ivanpah  Valley  that 
conforms  to  the  DWMA  proposed  by  the  USFWS  in  the  1994  Recovery  Plan.  Furthermore,  we 
recommend  that  such  an  ACEC,  the  proposed  1%  limit  on  future  habitat  loss  as  well  as  the  5:1 
habitat  compensation  requirement  be  applied  to  the  Stateline  solar  project 


6.  Habitat  connectivity  enhancements.  As  noted  in  the  PEIS  section  on  the  DWMA  proposal, 
habitat  connectivity  for  the  desert  tortoise  is  thought  to  potentially  occur  through  Stateline  Pass  and 

through  existing  culverts  under  1-15.  We  recommend  the  proposed  action  include  enhancing 
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opportunities  for  desert  tortoises  to  traverse  these  areas  that  include  1)  excluding  any  form  of 
development  within  and  on  either  side  of  Stateline  Pass,  and  2)  establishing  conditions  suitable  for 
desert  tortoises  to  move  under  1-15  utilizing  culverts. 
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7,  Limited.  Use  Class  Lands.  The  entire  proposed  Stateline  project,  the  existing  Ivanpah  SEGS 
and  a substantial  portion  of  the  authorized  Desert  Xpress  railroad  are  located  on  Limited  Use  Class 
lands.  Limited  Use  Class  lands  were  designated  by  BUM  as  part  of  a multi-tier  conservation 
framework  for  die  CDCA:  “ Multiple-Use  Class  L (Limited  Use)  protects  sensitive , natural, 
scenic,  ecological,  and  cultural  resource  values.  Public  lands  designated  as  Class  L are 
managed  to  provide  for  generally  lower-intensity,  carefully  controlled  multiple  use  of 
resources,  while  ensuring  that  sensitive  values  am  not  significandy  diminished  ” CDCA  Plan, 
as  amended,  page  13. 


The  cumulative  adverse  impacts  to  Limited  Use  Class  lands  in  Ivanpah  Valley  mid  their  sensitive 
resources  are  of  great  concern  to  our  organizations.  Although  the  final  decision  on  the  CDCA  Plan 
allowed  for  renewable  energy  projects  to  be  located  within  Limited  Use  Class  lands  provided  NEPA 
requirements  were  met,  such  requirements  are  not  simply  procedural  in  nature,  but  must  relate  to 
the  fundamental  land  use  plan  management  framework  and  ensure  that  subsequent  BLM  decisions, 
on  a site-specific  level,  conform  to  the  fundamental  principles  governing  land  use.  in  this  case,  as  in 
many  others,  BLM  is  obligated  to  address  Limited  Use  Class  land  management  requirements  relative 
to  multiple  land  uses  and  arrive  at  decisions  consistent  with  the  Limited  Use  Class  definition.  BLM 
must  consider,  analyze  and  select  an  alternative  that  actually  protect  sensitive,  natural,  scenic, 
ecological  and  cultural  resource  values.  The  only  alternative  that  currently  conforms  to  Limited  Use 
Class  guidelines  for  this  project  is  Alternative  6 — No  project  and  exclude  solar  development  on  the 
site.  Alternative  7 - No  project,  identify  the  site  suitable  for  future  solar  development  is  potentially 
acceptable  provided  the  project  size  and  location  within  the  application  areas  conforms  to  Limited 
Use  Class  guidelines,  especially  with  respect  to  protection  of  sensitive  resources  such  as  the  desert 
tortoise  and  its  habitat  in  Ivanpah  Valley. 
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8.  Desert  Tortoise  Translocation  Plan 
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A draft  desert  tortoise  translocation  plan  was  provided,  however,  it  does  not  conform  to  the  ISA 
recommendations  in  that  it  proposes  to  translocate  desert  tortoises.  Recent  desert  tortoise 
translocations  have  resulted  in  significant  short-term  mortality  of  45%  or  greater8  and  unknown 
long-term  survivorship.  The  Revised  Recover}'  Plan  for  the  Mojave  population  of  die  desert  tortoise 
recommends  that  translocation  should  implemented  “in  target  areas  to  augment  populations  using  a 
scientifically  rigorous,  research-based  approach”9.  However  the  translocation  plan  does  not  present 
any  evidence  that  the  proposed  translocation  site(s)  will  augment  populations  nor  does  it  provide 
any  scientifically  rigorous,  research-based  approach.  The  “perimeter”  recipient  site  is  also  the 
location  where  some  of  the  ISEGS  translocated  desert  tortoises  have  been  moved,  yet  neither 
project  has  evaluated  the  carrying  capacity  of  the  area.  It  also  is  the  site  of  the  proposed  Desert 
Xpress  high-speed  rail  (Plan  at  Figure  5).  Moreover,  none  of  the  proposed  translocation  sites  are 
protected  in  perpetuity  from  other  habitat  disturbing  activities  that  could  impact  not  only  the  “host” 
desert  tortoise,  but  any  translocated  tortoises  and  perhaps  forcing  them  to  be  moved  twice.  This 
scenario  is  simply  unacceptable. 

The  3:1  mitigation  ratio  for  lost  desert  tortoise  habitat  is  inadequate  to  mitigate  for  the  destruction 
of  this  high  quality  occupied  habitat  and  should  be  far  higher.'0  Mitigation  presumes  that  2:1 
acquisition  will  be  land  containing  appropriate  tortoise  habitat  (occupied  or  unoccupied)  which  is 
currently  existing  and  providing  benefits  to  the  species,  to  off-set  the  elimination  of  the  proposed 
project  site,  while  the  remaining  1:1  “mitigation”  will  include  conservation  actions  to  benefit  the 
desert  tortoise.  However,  this  strategy  will  result  in  a mt  loss  of  habitat  for  the  desert  tortoise,  as 
currently  they  are  using  or  could  use  both  mitigation  sites  and  the  proposed  project  site.  Therefore, 
in  order  to  aid  in  recover}'  of  this  declining  species,  a 5:1  mitigation  ratio  should  be  required  as 
mitigation  for  the  total  elimination  of  occupied  desert  tortoise  habitat  on  the  proposed  project  site. 

9.  Desert  Kit  Fox  Analysis  Missing 

The  DE1S/DEIR  does  not  recognize  the  desert  kit  fox  is  a protected  furbearing  mammal  under 
California  Code  of  Regulations,  Tide  14  Section  460  (DEIS/DEIRat  3.4-3)  and  fails  to  evaluate  the 
desert  kit  fox  occupation  on  the  proposed  project  site.  Density  estimates  were  not  quantified  for  the 

‘ hiqaE /.w\\w-cnerg}\ca.gQv/1201Qpublicitttons/DRECP-l(.)(.)0-201 04)08 /DRFR1P- 1000-20 10-()08-F.PDI-- 
8 Gowan  and  Berry  2009. 

rorrolye/dQc^meutsvrccuvv.^T...gk^L/RRPitQ2yDr%20theA20;^Io1n^v^:2l49esert'^  o 

20Tortoise%2(fc%20May%20201 1 .pdf 

10  Moilanen  et  al  2009,  Norton  2008 
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number  of  desert  kit  fox  that  will  be  displaced  and  “taken”  by  the  proposed  project.  As  the  BLM  is 
well  aware,  the  first  documentation  of  a deadly  outbreak  of  canine  distemper  was  confirmed  in  late 
2011  in  desert  kit  fox,  when  dead  kit  foxes  found  on  and  adjacent  to  the  Genesis  solar  project 
during  construction  and  were  necropsied  by  state  veterinarians. 

The  state  wildlife  veterinarian  for  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  isn't  certain  the 
distemper  outbreak  is  connected  to  the  construction  activities,  but  has  concluded  that  habitat 
disturbance  causes  stress,  and  when  animals  succumb  to  stress  they  become  more  susceptible  to 
disease. 

Kit  foxes  have  great  fidelity  to  their  natal  burrows  and,  as  documented  on  the  Genesis  project  site, 
are  not  easily  evicted  from  their  burrows  and  home  ranges  through  “passive  relocation”  or  hazing. 
The  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  gave  take  permits  for  desert  1-tit  foxes  for  the 
Genesis  project  to  allow  for  placement  of  trackable  electronic  collars  for  monitoring  of  some 
animals  and  inoculation  of  others  against  distemper.  If  any  avoidance  or  minimization  activities  are 
proposed  for  desert  kit  fox  as  part  of  the  project,  we  request  that  take  permits  be  sought  for  the 
onsite  kit  foxes  to  monitor  the  ultimate  outcome  of  the  any  hazing  activities.  Robust  avoidance, 
minimization,  monitoring  and  mitigation  measures  for  desert  kit  fox  were  adopted  for  other  BLM 
projects,  most  recently  in  the  McCoy  Solar  FEIS  (at  4.4-7-38) 

Despite  the  efforts  of  state  and  federal  biologists  to  prevent  the  disease  from  spreading,  their  efforts 
have  not  been  successful,  and  the  kit  fox  distemper  epidemic  has  spread  over  forty  miles  south  and 
east  of  the  Genesis  project  site.  Hope  is  dimming  that  the  epidemic  can  now  be  contained.  The 
BLM  must  ensure  that  this  devastating  impact  to  the  desert  kit  fox  population  is  not  repeated  at  the 
Stateline  or  any  other  project  site.  Additional  disruption  of  native  populations  of  desert  kit  foxes 
from  hazing  them  off  the  Stateline  project  site  will  result  in  additional  displaced  animals  wandering 
the  desert  and  potentially  spreading  the  disease  farther  through  the  population.  This  is  unacceptable. 

The  DEIS/DEIR  must  quantify  how  many  kit  fox  territories  overlap  the  proposed  project  site  and 
analyze  the  impacts  to  this  species  from  the  proposed  project.  A supplemental  or  revised 
DEIS/DEIR  needs  to  address  the  status  of  the  on-site  desert  kit  fox  population;  direct,  indirect,  and 
cumulative  impacts  to  the  species;  and  include  a desert  kit  fox  avoidance,  minimization  and 
relocation  plan  that  sets  out  clear  strategies  to  first  avoid  impacts  to  the  species,  and  measures  to 
minimize  and  mitigate  any  remaining  impacts  to  this  species. 
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10.  Avifauna 


Migratory  Birds 

The  DEIS/DEIR  does  not  address  fatalities  that  have  been  documented  from  birds  colliding  with 
reflective  surfaces".  Adjacent  to  the  proposed  project  site  is  the  Primm  Golf  Course,  which  has 
numerous  water  and  other  landscaping  features  that  attract  birds.  The  DEIS/DEIR  does  not 
quantify  the  number  of  birds  (rare,  migratory  or  otherwise)  that  use/ traverse  the  project  site  nor 
does  it  clearly  identify  the  number  of  days  that  avian  point  count  surveys  were  conducted  (Biological 
Resources  Technical  Report  at  pg.  19),  nor  does  it  evaluate  the  impact  to  birds.  McCrary"  estimated 
1.7  birds  deaths  per  week  on  a 32  ha  site  with  mirrors  and  a power  tower  configuration.  The 
proposed  project  solar  site  is  approximately  867  ha  (over  27  times  larger).  While  the  proposed  solar 
project  is  a photovoltaic  technology  as  compared  to  the  mirrors  in  the  McCrary  study,  other 
researchers  have  evaluated  impacts  to  avian  species  from  reflective  surfaces  and  power  lines"  and 
find  significant  impacts  associated  with  them.  A revised  or  supplemental  DEIS/DEIR  needs  to 
analyze  likely  impacts  to  birds  from  the  proposed  project  and  panel  configuration  based  on  the  point 
counts. 
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The  lack  of  baseline  data  necessary  to  assess  avian  impacts  violates  NEPA.  Absence  of  such  an 
analysis  relative  to  migratory  birds  may  lead  to  unintended  violation  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty 
Act,  16  U.S.C.  §§  703  -711,  because  migratory  birds  may  be  “taken”  if  the  proposed  project  is 
constructed  without  adequate  measures  to  avoid,  minimize  or  otherwise  compensate  for  such  losses 


Executive  Order  13186  states  “Each  Federal  agency  taking  actions  that  have,  or  are  likely  to  have,  a 
measurable  negative  effect  on  migratory  bird  populations  is  directed  to  develop  and  implement, 
within  2 years,  a Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
(Service)  that  shall  promote  the  conservation  of  migratory  bird  populations.”  14  Furthermore  the  EO 
states  that  goals  pursuant  to  the  MOU  include  “3)  prevent  or  abate  the  pollution  or  detrimental 
alteration  of  the  Environment  for  the  benefit  of  migratory  birds,  as  practicable;”  and  “(6)  ensure  that 
environmental  analyses  of  Federal  actions  required  by  the  NEPA  or  other  established  environmental 
review  processes  evaluate  the  effects  of  actions  and  agency  plans  on  migratory  birds,  with  emphasis 
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13  Klem  1990,  Erickson  et  al.  2005 

14  http:  / / ceq.hss.doe.gov / ncpa/ regs  / cos  / col  3 1 86.html 
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on  species  of  concern”.  Clearly,  a supplemental  DEIS/DEIR  should  be  prepared  to  adequately 
identify  the  migratory  bird  issues  on  site  and  evaluate  the  impact  to  those  species  in  light  of  the 
guidance  in  Executive  Order  13186.  — 

Burrowing  Owl 

The  DEIS/DEIR  documents  that  burrowing  owls  occur  on  site  and  “two  burrows,  with  sign,  occur 
in  the  proposed  project  footprint  (DEIS/DEIR  at  4.22-19),  yet  fails  to  actually  identify  the  number 
of  burrowing  owls  using  the  site,  how  they  will  be  affected  by  the  proposed  project  and  lacks  any 
avoidance,  minimization  or  mitigation  measures  specifically  for  burrowing  owls.  Instead  the 
DEIS/DEIR  proposes  a vague  avoidance  measure  “APM-Wild-5:  Nesting  bird  locations  would  be 
temporarily  avoided  during  construction”  (DEIS/DEIR  at  4.22-5).  Such  avoidance  needs  to  be 
clarified  in  terms  of  duration,  how  avoidance  will  be  ensured,  and  the  extent  of  construction  buffers 
around  burrows  and  nesting  sites. 

Preliminary  results  from  the  2006-7  statewide  census  identified  that  the  Mojave  Desert  in  California 
harbors  few  Western  burrowing  owls.1"  Of  greater  concern  is  the  documented  crash  of  burrowing 
owl  populations  in  their  former  stronghold  in  the  Imperial  Valley.  The  Imperial  Valley  has  had  a 
documented  burrowing  owl  decline  of  27%  in  the  past  years16,  resulting  in  an  even  more  dire  state 
for  burrowing  owls  in  California.  Because  burrowing  owls  are  in  decline  throughout  California,  and 
now  their  “stronghold”  is  documented  to  be  declining  severely,  the  burrowing  owls  on  this 
proposed  project  site  (and  on  other  renewable  energy  projects)  become  even  more  important  to 
species  conservadon  efforts.  A supplemental  DEIS/DEIR  needs  to  evaluate  the  potential  impact  of 
the  proposed  project,  as  well  as  other  similar  projects  authorized  and  reasonably  foreseeable,  on 
local  and  regional  owl  populations. 

Although  the  DEIS/DEIR  acknowledges  burrowing  owls  occur  on  the  proposed  project  site,  it 
does  not  propose  any  impact  mitigation  measures.  Mean  burrowing  owl  foraging  territories  are  242 
hectares  in  size,  although  foraging  territories  for  owls  in  heavily  cultivated  areas  average  only  35 
hectares'  . Compensatory  habitat  mitigation  acreage  needs  to  be  required  based  on  mean  foraging 
territory  size  times  the  number  of  owls  displaced  due  to  the  proposed  project.  Using  the  average 
foraging  territory  size  in  California  for  compensatory  habitat  mitigation  calculations  may  not  w 

15  IBP  2008;  Wilkerson  and  Seigel  2010 

16  Manning  2009. 

17  USFWS  2003 
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accurately  reflect  the  carrying  capacity  and  may  overestimate  the  carrying  capacity  of  the  proposed 
project  site  because  it  is  located  in  the  Mojave  Desert.  It  is  possible  that  burrowing  owls  in  this 
region  have  foraging  territories  that  are  significantly  larger  than  the  242  hectares.  The  DEIS/DEIR 
fails  to  incorporate  the  guidance  from  CDFW  from  201 2IS  that  carrying  capacity  of  mitigation  lands 
should  be  ded  to  habitat  quality.  Language  should  be  included  that  mitigation  lands  that  are 
acquired  for  burrowing  owl  be  nadve  habitats  on  undisturbed  lands,  not  cultivated  lands,  which  are 
subject  to  the  alteration  due  to  land  use  changes.  The  long-term  persistence  of  burrowing  owls  lies 
in  their  ability  to  utilize  natural  landscapes,  not  human-created  ones. 

While  “passive  relocation”  minimizes  immediate  direct  take  of  burrowing  owls,  ultimately  the 
burrowing  owls’  available  habitat  is  reduced,  and  “relocated”  birds  are  forced  to  compete  for 
resources  with  other  resident  burrowing  owls  and  may  move  into  less  suitable  habitat,  ultimately 
resulting  in  “take”.  The  DEIS/DEIR  needs  to  include  the  requirement  for  development  of  a 
Burrowing  Owl  Mitigation  Plan  which  should  monitor  the  “passively  relocated”  burrowing  owls  for 
survivorship  and  provide  triggers  for  additional  conservation  if  measurable  goals  are  not  achieved. 

Golden  Eagle 

While  the  DEIS/DEIR  identified  twelve  golden  eagle  territories  within  a 10-mile  survey  area 
surrounding  the  project  study  area,  the  DEIS/DEIR  concludes  that  only  one  territory  partially 
overlaps  the  proposed  project  area.  It  is  unclear  how  many  territories  are  affected  by  the  proposed 
project  due  to  lack  of  studies  of  individual  birds  and  the  actual  movements  they  make  over  extended 
time  periods.  Furthermore,  the  DEIS/DEIR  does  not  address  mitigation  for  the  loss  of  a 2,143 
acres  of  foraging  habitat  for  the  golden  eagle  from  this  project.  Significant  amounts  of  foraging 
habitat  will  decrease  the  carrying  capacity  of  the  landscape  and  could  result  in  a potential  loss  of 
habitat  needed  to  support  a nesting  pair,  which  would  impact  reproductive  capacity  and  be 
considered  “take”  under  BGEPA.  We  are  especially  concerned  over  the  cumulative  impacts  to 
golden  eagles  in  the  greater  Ivanpah  Valley  given  the  amount  of  habitat  involved  in  renewable 
energy  projects,  both  those  under  construction  and  those  reasonably  certain  to  be  approved  in  the 
near  future.  The  DEIS/DEIR  needs  to  clearly  address  such  cumulative  impact  and  measures  BLM 
intends  to  require  to  meet  its  obligations  to  conserve  golden  eagles. 
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Humans  detected  by  a raptor  in  its  nesting  or  foraging  habitat  can  be  a significant  habitat-altering 
disturbance  even  if  the  human  is  far  from  an  active  nest1 '.  Regardless  of  distance,  a straight-line 
view  of  disturbance  affects  raptors,  and  an  effective  approach  to  mitigate  impacts  of  disturbance  for 
golden  eagles  involves  calculation  of  viewsheds  using  a three-dimensional  GIS  tool  and 
development  of  buffers  based  on  the  modeling"0.  Golden  eagles  have  also  been  documented  to 
avoid  industrialized  areas  that  are  developed  in  their  territory.21  Additionally,  the  DEIS/DEIR  does 
not  actually  analyze  the  impacts  to  and  mitigation  for  the  golden  eagle  impacts  under  the  Bald  Eagle 
and  Golden  Eagle  Protection  Act,  which  prohibits,  except  under  certain  specified  conditions,  the 
take,  possession,  and  harassment  of  these  birds.  Any  anticipated  “take”  of  golden  eagles  by  the 
project  must  first  be  permitted  under  the  Bald  and  Golden  Eagle  Protection  Act — the  BLM  should 
not  issue  any  approval  until  that  permit  is  secured. 
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Other  Avian  Species 

Other  raptors  including  Northern  harrier  and  prairie  falcon,  and  other  species  such  as  the 
loggerhead  shrike  and  Le  Conte’s  thrasher  are  all  known  to  utilize  the  project  site,  yet  the 
DEIS/DEIR  fails  to  actually  evaluate  the  impacts  from  the  proposed  project  on  them  and,  other 
than  nest  avoidance,  fails  to  include  any  additional  measures  to  avoid,  minimize  or  compensate  for 
adverse  impacts  to  these  species,  all  of  which  are  afforded  protection  under  the  Migratory  Bird 
Treaty  Act. 


11.  Cryptobiotic  Soil  Crusts  Not  Analyzed 

The  proposed  project  is  located  in  the  Mojave  Desert  Air  Quality  Management  District  area,  which 
is  already  in  non-attainment  for  PM- 10  particulate  matter"2.  The  construction  of  the  proposed 
project  further  increases  emissions  of  these  types  of  particles  because  of  the  disruption  and 
elimination  of  potentially  thousands  of  acres  of  cryptobiotic  soil  crusts.  Indeed,  the  proposed 
project  site  fits  the  description  identified  by  USGS  as  most  vulnerable  to  wind  erosion23. 

Cryptobiotic  soil  crusts  are  an  essential  ecological  component  in  arid  lands.  They  are  the  “glue”  that 
holds  surface  soil  particles  together  precluding  erosion,  provide  “safe  sites”  for  seed  germination, 


Richardson  and  Miller  1997 

20  Camp  et  al.  1997;  Richardson  and  Miller  1997 

21  Walker  et  al.  2005 

22 

http:/  /wvr\v.mdaqmcl.ca.gov/inclex.aspx?paire=214 
23  http:/ / ay.arizona.edu/OALS/ALN/aln51  /chavcz.html 
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trap  and  slowly  release  soil  moisture,  and  provide  C02  uptake  through  photosynthesis24. 

While  the  DEIS/DE1R  proposes  to  remove  “cryptobiotic  crusts  due  to  site  grading  and  vehicle 
movement”  (at  pg.  4.14-2),  it  fails  to  describe  the  on-site  cryptobiotic  soil  crust  types  or  extent  of 
their  occurrence  and  cover.  The  proposed  project  will  disturb  an  unidentified  portion  of  these  soil 
crusts  and  will  likely  cause  them  to  lose  their  capacity  to  stabilize  soils,  trap  soil  moisture  and  uptake 
C02:\  The  DEIS/DEIR  needs  to  include  a map  of  the  soil  crusts  occurring  on  the  project  site, 
assess  the  ecological  impacts  due  to  their  loss,  and  identify  impact  avoidance,  minimization  and 
compensatory  measures.  The  DEIS/DEIR  fails  to  evaluate  the  destabilizadon  of  the  soil  structure 
and  its  effects  on  air  quality,  soil  moisture  and  C02  sequestration  of  the  existing  in-tact  site.  A 
revised  or  supplemental  DEIS/DEIR  must  identify  the  extent  of  the  cryptobiotic  soils  on  site  and 
analyze  the  potential  impacts  to  these  subtle  but  essential  desert  ecosystem  components  as  a result 
of  this  project. 


12.  Rare  Plants  and  Plant  Communities  Inadequately  Analyzed 

Surface  vegetation  on  the  project  site  is  proposed  for  removal,  yet  it  is  unclear  why  this  method  is 
being  proposed  or  necessary,  when  the  adjacent  project  under  construction  (ISEGS)  was  required 
leave  vegetation  in  place  but  allowed  to  maintain  its  height  below  heliostats  through  mechanical 
trimming.  There  are  multiple  benefits  to  maintaining  vegetation  on  the  site,  and  yet  the 
DEIS/DEIR  fails  to  identify  and  analyze  them. 

Eight  rare  plant  species  are  known  from  the  proposed  project  site.  Transplantation  is  proposed  as  a 
minimization  measure,  however,  it  is  well  documented  that  rare  plant  translocation  is  mostly 
unsuccessfuG’.As  the  Draft  Vegetation  Resources  Management  Plan  notes  (at  pg.  15),  “The  majority 
of  special  status  plant  species  identified  within  the  Project  site  were  associated  the  gravelly,  rocky 
terrain  of  the  stabilized  alluvial  fan,  which  occurred  in  the  higher  elevations  (generally  above  2,500 
feet)”.  A revised  or  supplemental  DEIS/DEIR  needs  to  address  avoidance  of  impacts  to  these  rare 
plant  species  by  analyzing  an  alternative  that  avoids  this  high  density  rare  plant  area,  which  overlaps 
the  area  with  more  numerous  desert  tortoises.  Avoidance  is  much  preferable  for  species  that  are 
highly  unlikely  to  survive  transplantation  or  translocation. 


63-24 


Belnap  2003,  Belnap  et  al  2003,  Belnap  2006,  Belnap  et  al.  2007 

25  Wohlfardt  et  al.  2008 

26  Fiedler  1991 
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The  DEIS/DEIR  also  fails  to  account  for  creosote  rings  on  the  project  site  and  to  recognize  the  San 
Bernardino  County  Code  Sec.  88.01  Plant  Protection  and  Management-  which  addresses  these 
unique  vegetation  resources.  Numerous  creosote  rings  were  documented  on  the  adjacent  ISEGS 
project  site,  making  it  highly  likely  they  also  would  occur  on  the  Stateline  project  site. 
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13.  Key  Minimization,  Mitigation  and  Monitoring  Plans  Not  Provided. 

The  DEIS/DEIR  references  numerous  plans  that  are  key  to  minimizing  and  mitigating  impacts  to 
environmental  resources.  The  BLM’s  project  website  provides  the  Draft  Desert  Tortoise 
Translocation  Plan  and  a Draft  Vegetation  Resources  Management  Plan  which  may  or  may  not 
change  when  BLM  releases  a Final  EIS  for  the  proposed  project.  Other  key  plans  that  are  not 
provided  for  public  review  include: 

• Worker  Education  and  Awareness  Program  (DEIS/DEIR  at  4.22-61) 

• Noxious  Weed  Management  Plan  (DEIS/DEIR  at  4.17-2) 

• Closure,  Decommissioning,  and  Reclamation  Plan  (DEIS/DEIR  at  4.17-3) 

• Raven  Control  Plan  (DEIS/DEIR  at  4.22-64) 

• Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy  (DEIS/DEIR  at  4.22-64) 

• Eagle  Conservation  Plan  (DEIS/DEIR  at  4.22-64) 

Other  plans  that  should  be  a part  of  the  public  review  of  the  project  include: 

• Restoration  Plan 

• Compensation  Lands  Acquisition  and  Management  Plan 

• Construction  Water  Pond  Design 

These  plans  should  be  included  in  a revised  or  supplemental  DEIS/DEIR  so  that  the  public  and 
decision-makers  can  understand  what  is  being  proposed  to  minimize  and  mitigate  impacts  to  public 
resources. 


14.  Wildlife  Movement  Corridor 

The  DEIS/DEIR  recognizes  that  the  project  site  could  be  used  by  bighorn  sheep  as  a movement 
corridor  (DEIS  at  4.22-21).  As  mentioned  above,  it  is  also  a FWS-ide milled  connectivity  corridor 
for  desert  tortoise.  However  the  DEIS/DEIR  does  not  identify  minimization  or  mitigation 
measures  for  impacts  to  these  crucial  movement  corridors.  This  analysis  should  be  included  in  a 
revised  or  supplemental  DEIS/DEIR. 

27  www.sbcounty.gov/UploHds/lus/Handouts/Plarit.pdf 
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15.  Impacts  to  Water  Resources — Surface  and  Groundwater  Water  Impacts 

As  the  DEIS/DEIR  notes,  the  proposed  project  will  impact  a large  number  of  washes  and 
ephemeral  streams  and  it  is  located  on  an  alluvial  fan.  These  areas  provide  important  habitat  values 
that  will  be  lost  by  the  construction  of  the  proposed  for  the  project  site.  The  impacts  on  soils  from 
the  proposed  project  have  not  been  adequately  addressed  in  the  DEIS/DEIR. 

Ephemeral  and  intermittent  streams  make  up  over  81%  in  the  arid  and  semi-arid  southwest 
(Arizona,  New  Mexico,  Nevada,  Utah,  Colorado  and  California).  These  streams  provide  a variety  of 
ecosystem  functions  including: 


• landscape  hydrologic  connections; 

• stream  energy  dissipation  during  high-water  flows  to  reduce  erosion  and  improve  water 
quality; 

• surface  and  subsurface  water  storage  and  exchange; 

• ground-water  recharge  and  discharge; 

• sediment  transport,  storage,  and  deposition  to  aid  in  floodplain  maintenance  and 
development; 

• nutrient  storage  and  cycling; 

• wildlife  habitat  and  migration  corridors; 

• support  for  vegetadon  communities  to  help  stabilize  stream  banks  and  provide  wildlife 
services; 

• and  water  supply  and  water-quality  filtering"8. 
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Yet  the  DEIS/DEIR  fails  to  evaluate  the  impact  of  the  proposed  project  on  the  ephemeral  and 
intermittent  streams  and  the  ecosystem  functions  they  provide  both  on  and  off  of  the  proposed 
project  site.  A revised  or  supplement  DEIS/DEIR  is  needed  to  analyze  the  effects  of  the  proposed 
project  on  these  important  resources  and  their  ecological  values. 


Reserved  Water  Rights 


As  BLM  is  well  aware,  the  California  Desert  Protection  Act  (“CDPA”)  expressly  reserved  water 
rights  for  wilderness  areas  that  were  created  under  the  act.  16  U.S.C.  §410aaa-76._,  The  CDPA 
reserved  sufficient  water  to  fulfill  the  purposes  of  the  Act  including  to  “preserve  unrivaled  scenic. 
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V 


28  Levick  et  al.  2008. 

29  The  reservation  excluded  two  wilderness  areas  with  regard  to  Colorado  River  water.  See  103  P.L.  433;  108  Stat.  4471; 
1994  Enacted  S.  21;  103  Enacted  S.  21,  SEC.  204.  COLORADO  RIVER.  (“With  respect  to  the  Havasu  and  Imperial 
wilderness  areas  designated  by  subsection  201(a)  of  this  title,  no  rights  to  water  of  the  Colorado  River  are  reserved, 
either  expressly,  impliedly,  or  otherwise.”) 
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geologic,  and  wildlife  values  associated  with  these  unique  natural  landscapes,”  “perpetuate  in  their 
natural  state  significant  and  diverse  ecosystems  of  the  California  desert,”  and  “retain  and  enhance 
opportunities  for  scientific  research  in  undisturbed  ecosystems.”  103  P.L.  433,  Sec.  2.  The  priority 
date  of  such  reserved  water  rights  is  1994  when  the  CDPA  was  enacted.  Therefore,  at  minimum, 
the  BLM  must  ensure  that  use  of  water  for  the  proposed  project  (and  cumulative  projects)  over  the  life 
of  the  proposed  projects  will  not  impair  those  values  in  designated  wilderness  that  depend  on  water 
resources  (including  perennial,  seasonal,  and  ephemeral  creeks,  springs  and  seeps  as  well  as  any 
riparian  dependent  plants  and  wildlite). 
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Although  no  express  reservation  of  rights  has  been  made  for  many  of  the  other  public  lands  in  the 
CDCA,  the  DEIS/DEIR  should  have  addressed  the  federal  reserved  water  rights  afforded  to  the 
public  to  protect  surface  water  sources  on  all  public  lands  affected  by  the  proposed  project. 
Pursuant  to  Public  Water  Reserve  107  (“PWR  107”),  established  by  Executive  Order  in  1926, 
government  agencies  cannot  authorize  activities  that  will  impair  federal  reserved  water  rights. 


PWR  107  created  a federal  reserved  right  to  certain  surface  waters  on  public  land  that  must  be 
maintained  to  protect  public  water  uses.  U.S.  v.  Idaho , 959  P.2d  449,453  (Idaho,  1998)  cert,  denied; 
Idaho  v.U.S.  526  U.S.  1012  (1999);  Cappaert  v.  U.S. , 426  U.S.  128,  145  (1976).  PWR  107  applies  to 
reserved  water  that  supports  riparian  areas,  provides  flow  to  adjacent  creeks  and  isolated  springs  that 
are  “nontributary”  or  which  form  the  headwaters  of  streams.  U.S.  v.  City  <&  County  of  Denver,  656 
P.2d  1,  32  (Colo.,  1982).  Accordingly,  BLM  cannot  authorize  activities  that  will  impair  the  public  use 
of  reserved  waters  covered  by  PWR  107. 


BLM  must  examine  the  federal  reserved  water  rights  within  the  area  affected  by  the  proposed 
project  and  other  proposed  and  recently  approved  projects  that  will  use  significant  amounts  of 
groundwater.  This  examination  must  include  a survey  any  water  sources  potentially  affected  by  the 
proposed  project.  The  BLM  must  ensure  that  any  springs,  seeps,  creeks  or  other  water  sources  on 
public  land  and  particularly  within  the  wilderness  areas  and  National  Park  Units  are  not  degraded  by 
the  proposed  projects’  use  of  water  and  continue  meet  the  needs  of  the  existing  wildlife  and  native 
vegetation  that  depend  on  those  water  resources. 
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PWR  107  also  protects  the  public  lands  on  which  protected  water  sources  exist.  Accordingly,  BLM 
should  not  only  consider  the  impact  of  projects  on  water  sources  present  on  public  lands,  but  also 

V 
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the  direct  and  indirect  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  on  the  surrounding  lands  as  well  as  impacts 
to  the  ecosystem  as  a whole. 


The  conservation  organizations  are  concerned  that  the  discussion  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  is  also 
incomplete  because  it  fails  to  address  any  potential  water  rights  that  could  arguably  be  created  from 
use  of  groundwater  in  support  of  the  proposed  project  on  public  lands.  While  we  recognize  that 
this  issue  may  be  legally  complex,  at  minimum,  the  BLM  must  address  this  issue  and  to  either 
require  the  project  proponent  to  agree  that  no  water  rights  will  be  created  or  to  otherwise  ensure 
that  any  water  rights  that  could  arguably  be  created  will  be  conveyed  back  to  the  BLM  and  remain 
attached  to  public  land  at  the  end  of  the  proposed  project  ROW  term.  The  BLM  must  provide  a 
mechanism  to  insure  that  in  no  case  will  the  use  of  water  for  the  proposed  project  on  public  lands 
result  in  water  rights  accruing  to  the  project  applicant  that  it  could  arguably  convey  to  any  third 
party.  Therefore,  any  water  rights  arguably  created  by  groundwater  pumping  on  public  lands  for  the 
proposed  project  must  not  ultimately  accrue  to  any  third  party  for  use  off-site  or  on-site  in  the  future 
for  any  other  project.  Moreover,  BLM  should  ensure  that  the  applicant  will  not  use  the  groundwater 
associated  with  the  project  off-site  for  any  purpose. 
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15.  The  DEIS  Fails  to  Adequately  Identify,  Analyze  and  Off-set  Impacts  to  Air  Quality  and  — 
GHG  Emissions. 


Federal  courts  have  squarely  held  that  NEPA  requires  federal  agencies  to  analyze  climate  change 
impacts.  Center  for  biological  Diversity  v.  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration,  508  F.3d  508  (9th 
Cir.  2007).  As  most  relevant  here,  NEPA  requires  consideration  of  greenhouse  gas  emissions 
(“GHG  emissions”)  associated  with  all  projects  and,  in  order  to  fulfill  this  requirement,  the  agencies 
should  look  at  all  aspects  of  a project  which  may  create  GHG  emissions  including  operations, 
construction,  and  life-cycle  emissions  from  materials.  Where  a proposed  project  will  be  associated 
with  significant  GHG  emissions,  the  agency  should  identify  alternatives  and/ or  mitigation  measures 
that  will  lessen  such  effects. 
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As  part  of  the  NEPA  analysis  federal  agencies  must  assess  and,  wherever  possible,  quantify  or 
estimate  GHG  emissions  by  type  and  source  by  analyzing  the  direct  operational  impacts  of 
proposed  actions.  Assessment  of  direct  GHG  emissions  from  on-site  combustion  sources  is 
relatively  straightforward.  For  the  proposed  project,  energy  consumption  for  manufacturing, 
transportation  and  construction  will  be  the  major  source  of  GHG  emissions.  The  indirect  effects  of 
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a project  may  be  more  far-reaching  and  will  require  careful  analysis.  Within  this  category,  for 
example,  the  BLM  should  evaluate,  GHG  and  GHG-precursor  emissions  associated  with 
construction,  electricity  use,  fossil  fuel  use,  water  consumption,  waste  disposal,  transportation,  the 
manufacture  of  building  materials  (lifecycle  analysis),  and  land  conversion.  Moreover,  because  many 
projects  may  undermine  or  destroy  the  value  of  carbon  sinks,  including  desert  soils,  projects  may 
have  additional  indirect  effects  from  reduction  in  carbon  sequestration,  therefore  both  the  direct  and 
quantifiable  GHG  emissions  as  well  as  the  destruction  of  carbon  sinks  should  be  analyzed. 
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The  DEIS/DE1R  does  not  analyze  production  of  GHG  emissions  from  the  solar  project.  GHG 
emissions  from  the  construction  phase  of  the  project  are  not  analyzed  and  there  is  no  discussion  of 
reducing  these  emissions  by  using  more  efficient  equipment  or  vehicles.  It  also  fails  to  analyze  the 
reduction  of  GHG  sequestration  from  the  destruction  of  cryptobiotic  soils  (see  above  discussion). 


The  DEIS/DEIR  also  fails  to  adequately  address  other  air  quality  issues,  including  PM  10  both 
during  construction  and  operation,  which  is  of  particular  concern  in  this  area  which  is  a 
nonattainment  area  for  PM  10  and  ozone.  It  is  clear  that  extensive  on-site  grading  will  result  in 
significant  amounts  of  bare  soils  and  increased  PM10  may  be  introduced  into  the  air  by  wind  and 
that  the  use  of  the  area  during  construction  and  operations  will  lead  to  additional  PM10  emissions 
from  the  site.  Although  some  mitigation  measures  are  suggested  they  are  not  specific  and 
enforceable  and,  because  the  extent  of  the  impact  has  not  been  adequately  addressed  as  an  initial 
matter,  there  is  no  way  to  show  that  the  mitigation  measures  proffered  will  reduce  the  impacts  to 
less  than  significant.  The  project  is  proposing  to  use  either  “cut  or  fill  method”  (39%  of  the  site)  or 
“disc,  contour  and  roll”  method  (61%  of  the  site)  (DEIS/DEIR  at  2.9).  Both  methods  ensure  that 
much  dust  will  be  created.  On  other  sites  utilizing  the  “disc,  contour  and  roll”  method,  dust 
palliatives  were  necessary  to  control  the  dust.  The  DEIS/DEIR  does  not  mention  dust  palliatives 
and  therefore  fails  to  analyze  the  issues  associated  with  widespread  use  of  palliatives  over  the  2,143 
acre  site.  A revised  or  supplemental  DEIS/DEIR  needs  to  comprehensively  analyze  the  issues 
associated  with  such  methodologies. 


Although  the  proposed  project  may  reduce  GHG  emissions  overall,  it  will  also  emit  GHGs  during 
the  construction  and  decommissioning  phases  as  well  as  during  the  materials  manufacturing 
processes  that  are  not  accounted  for  or  off-set.  The  DEIS/DEIR  completely  fails  to  explore  this 
aspect  of  the  impacts  of  the  project. 
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This  concludes  our  comments  on  the  DEIS/DEIR.  Please  contact  any  or  all  of  us  if  you  have 
questions  about  our  comments  or  need  clarification  ol  the  issues  and  recommendations  we  have 
provided. 

Sincerely, 

ft 

Jeff  Aardahl 

California  Representative 
Defenders  of  Wildlife 
jaardahl@defenders.org 


Helen  O’Shea 

Director,  Western  Renewable  Energy  Project 

Natural  Resources  Defense  Council 

111  Sutter  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

hoshea@nrdc.org 


Q 
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Sarah  K.  Friedman 
Senior  Campaign  Representative 
Beyond  Coal  Campaign 
Sierra  Club 

sarah.friedman@sierraciub.ora 


wL 


Ileene  Anderson 

Biologist/Wildlands  Desert  Director 
Center  for  Biological  Diversity 
ianderson@biologicaldiversity.org 
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Audubon  California 
California  Native  Plant  Society 
Center  for  Biological  Diversity 
Defenders  of  Wildlife 
National  Parks  Conservation  Association 
Natural  Resources  Defense  Council 
Sierra  Club 

The  Nature  Conservancy 


December  19,  2012 

Via  Electronic  Mail  ( with  Hard  Copy  to  follow ) 

Mike  Pool,  Acting  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
1 849  C Street,  N.W. 

Washington,  DC  20240 

RE:  Request  for  a Regional  Ecological  Assessment  and  Conservation  Plan  for  Ivanpah  Valley 

Dear  Director  Pool: 
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Due  to  the  extraordinary  level  of  development  currently  underway  or  proposed  in  this  region  and 
its  ecological  importance,  we  believe  that  this  assessment  and  conservation  plan  are  critical  to 
ensure  that  BLM  actions  and  decisions  are  consistent  with  its  legal  mandates  under  the  Federal 
Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA)  to: 

1)  “[mjanage  habitat  with  an  emphasis  on  ecosystems  to  ensure  self-sustaining  populations 
and  a natural  abundance  and  diversity  of  wildlife,  fish,  and  plant  resources  on  the  public 
lands;”2 

2)  c‘[u]se  habitat  conservation  assessments  based  on  regional  ecosystem  assessments,  where 
available,  to  develop  conservation  strategies  and  agreements  that  outline  the  program  of 
work  necessary  to  reduce,  eliminate,  or  mitigate  specific  threats  to  sensitive  species;  and 


The  undersigned  organizations  are  writing  to  request  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
(BLM)  1)  immediately  develop  a landscape-level  ecological  assessment  for  the  Ivanpah  Valley 
in  California  and  Nevada;  and,  2)  suspend  issuing  approvals  for  proposed  and  planned 
development  projects  until  a coordinated  conservation  plan  is  implemented  for  the  bistate 
region.1 


We  define  the  Ivanpah  Valley  as  the  region  that  extends  from  Cima  Dome  in  the  Mojave  National  Preserve  in 
California  and  northward  to  where  Sheep  Mountain  meets  the  Bird  Spring  Range  near  Jean,  Nevada  adjacent  to 
Interstate  15.  This  region  is  bordered  on  the  west  by  the  Ivanpah,  Clark  and  Spring  mountain  ranges  and  on  the  east 
by  the  New  York  and  Lucy  Gray  mountain  ranges. 

2 BLM  Manual  6500-  Wildlife  and  Fisheries  Management. 
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to  develop  an  ecosystem  management  approach  to  conservation  on  BLM-administered 
lands”;3  and 

3)  ensure  that  “[a]ctions  authorized  by  the  BLM  shall  further  the  conservation  and/or 
recovery  of  federally  listed  species.”4 

Compliance  with  these  laws  and  policies  is  especially  important  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley 
considering  the  magnitude  of  current  and  proposed  development  and  the  pressure  to  develop 
various  land  uses.  The  BLM’s  approach  to  review  and  permit  individual  projects  on  a case-by- 
case basis  does  not  allow  for  adequate  assessment  of  cumulative  impacts  on  wildlife  and  natural 
resources,  and  has  resulted  in  a failure  to  appropriately  avoid,  minimize  or  mitigate  for 
landscape-level  impacts  to  the  region.  In  addition,  without  a comprehensive  landscape-level 
analysis,  it  is  impossible  for  stakeholders  to  assess  whether  any  of  the  proposed  projects  are 
appropriate  in  their  current,  or  modified,  forms.  Therefore,  we  urge  BLM  to  suspend  further 
permitting  of  individual  projects  while  the  analysis  is  being  completed. 

Land  use  impacts  include,  in  addition  to  multiple  high-acreage  renewable  energy  projects,  the 
Southern  California  Edison  Eldorado-Ivanpah  transmission  line  and  Ivanpah  substation;  a 
wastewater  treatment  project  in  Jean,  NV;  Ivanpah  Valley  Airport;  DesertXpress  High-speed 
Train  Project;  Caltrans  Joint  Port  of  Entry;  Calnev  Pipeline  Expansion  Project;  and  the 
Mountain  Pass  Lateral  gas  transmission  pipeline  serving  the  Molycorp  Mine. 

We  believe  a landscape-scale  ecological  assessment  and  conservation  plan  for  the  Ivanpah 
Valley  is  essential  for  the  following  reasons: 

1.  To  Protect  the  Resource  Values  in  the  Ivanpah  Valiev.  The  Ivanpah  Valley  is  located 
near  federally  designated  wilderness  areas  and  the  Mojave  National  Preserve  and  has 
been  identified  as  ecologically  important  habitat  in  a variety  of  studies.  For  example,  in 
the  Mojave  Desert  Ecoregional  Assessment  prepared  by  The  Nature  Conservancy, 
Ivanpah  Valley  is  identified  as  ecologically  core  in  California  and  parts  ofNevada,  with 
most  of  the  Nevada  portion  identified  as  ecologically  intact.5  The  biological  importance 
of  this  region  should  not  be  underestimated;  natural  communities  in  Ivanpah  Valley 
support  rare  and  diverse  plants  and  animals  including  genetically  distinct  populations  of 
the  threatened  desert  tortoise  which  occur  in  relatively  high  densities.6  As  stated  above, 
under  the  current  approach,  the  BLM  is  failing  to  adequately  assess  and  account  for  the 
cumulative  impacts  from  the  current  and  proposed  development.  Only  a properly  defined 
landscape  scale  assessment  and  conservation  plan  will  adequately  protect  the  biological 
resources  and  values  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley. 

2.  To  Address  Uncertainty  Regarding  Efficacy  of  Mitigation.  Under  the  current 
approach,  the  BLM  is  evaluating  and  assessing  mitigation  requirements  on  a project-by- 

3 BLM  Manual  6840-  Special  Status  Species  Management 

4 Ibid. 

5 Randall,  J.  M.,  S.S.  Parker,  J.  Moore,  B.  Cohen,  L.  Crane,  B.  Christian,  D.  Cameron,  J.  Mackenzie,  K.  Klausmeyer 
and  S.  Morrison.  2010.  Mojave  Desert  Ecoregional  Assessment.  Unpublished  Report.  The  Nature  Conservancy,  San 
Francisco,  California.  106  pages  + appendices.  Available  at: 

htip:;V'conscrveonline.orii/\vorkspaces/moiave/documents4rioiave-deseri-ecoregional-2()10/wf</)vic\v'.htinl. 
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project  basis.  However,  uncoordinated  mitigation  requirements  for  individual  projects 
can  limit  their  success;  for  example,  two  projects  that  require  translocation  of  displaced 
desert  tortoises  to  the  same  area  may  result  in  an  overall  lower  survival  rate  because  the 
area  cannot  support  the  higher  density  tortoise  population.  Furthermore,  given  the 
relatively  small  percentage  of  private  land  with  intact  habitat  within  this  region,  we  have 
serious  reservations  about  the  effectiveness  of  compensatory  mitigation  for  approved 
projects  to  date.  For  example,  compensatory  mitigation  for  the  desert  tortoise  habitat  lost 
at  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  is  occurring  in  the  Western  Mojave  Recovery  Unit  rather  than  in  the 
Northeastern  Mojave  Recovery  Unit  where  the  projects  are  located.  We  do  not  believe 
that  compensatory  mitigation  for  desert  tortoise  impacts  should  occur  outside  of  the 
recovery  unit  in  which  the  impact  is  occurring.  A landscape-level  assessment  will  not 
only  allow  for  an  assessment  of  impacts,  it  will  also  result  in  producing  important 
information  for  guiding  mitigation  investment  consistent  with  a landscape-scale 
conservation  strategy. 

We  believe  our  request  will  enable  BLM  to  properly  manage  public  lands  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley 
in  a sustained  yield  manner  and,  in  California,  provide  the  necessary  level  of  long-term 
protection  for  sensitive  resources  within  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area,  both  of  which 
are  requirements  of  FLPMA.  BLM  can  and  should  consider  other  existing  regional  assessments 
and  conservation  plans  to  provide  information  for  the  requested  bistate  Ivanpah  Valley 
assessment.  These  include  but  are  not  limited  to:  a First  Solar-contracted  NatureServe  study  on 
the  ecological  effects  of  two  proposed  alternatives  for  the  Stateline  solar  project  in  California;  a 
First  Solar-contracted  U.S.  Geological  Survey  study  on  desert  tortoise  connectivity  in  Nevada; 
the  Desert  Renewable  Energy  Conservation  Plan  (DRECP)  in  California;  the  ongoing  revision  of 
the  Las  Vegas  Resource  Management  Plan  in  Nevada;  the  Clark  County  Multiple  Species 
Habitat  Conservation  Plan;  the  BLM’s  Rapid  Ecoregional  Assessment  for  the  Mojave  Basin  and 
Range  region;  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  study  on  priority  linkages  for 
Mojave  desert  tortoise  critical  habitat  and  recovery  units. 

There  is  a critical  gap  in  the  application  of  the  above  information  to  decisions  regarding 
conservation  and  development  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  as  a whole.  We  believe  that  the  BLM  can 
consolidate  and  use  the  above-referenced  information  to  inform  decisions  to  ensure  adequate 
habitat  conservation  and  self-sustaining  populations  of  desert  tortoise  and  other  sensitive  species 
in  the  Ivanpah  Valley.  Additionally,  the  BLM  has  taken  a positive  step  in  recognizing  the 
importance  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  as  wildlife  habitat  by  removing  all  further  consideration  for 
solar  development  within  the  variance  process,  and  acknowledging  portions  of  the  Ivanpah 
Valley  meet  area  of  critical  environmental  concern  relevance  and  importance  criteria 
for  Agassiz’s  desert  tortoise  and  White-margined  penstemon.  The  very  values  intended  to  be 
protected  through  this  action  could  be  compromised  through  projects  already  approved,  under 
application,  or  being  permitted  through  other  federal,  state,  or  county  agencies. 

For  these  reasons,  it  is  critical  that  the  BLM  immediately  develop  and  implement  a landscape- 
level  conservation  assessment,  and  that  permitting  for  projects  is  placed  on  hold  until  such  a plan 
is  completed.  By  requiring  completion  of  this  kind  of  comprehensive  planning  before  moving 
forward  with  the  permitting  of  any  individual  projects,  the  federal  agencies  can  ensure  that  future 
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development  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  will  proceed  consistent  with  the  BLM’s  duty  to  protect  and 
conserve  the  Valley’s  wildlife  and  natural  resources. 

We  are  requesting  by  this  letter  the  opportunity  to  discuss  this  important  issue  with  you  in  person 
and  look  forward  to  working  with  your  staff  to  schedule  a meeting. 


^ fj 

i w 


Kim  Delfino 

California  Program  Director 
Defenders  of  Wildlife 


Helen  O’Shea 

Director,  Western  Renewable  Energy 
Natural  Resources  Defense  Council 


) 


Ileene  Anderson 

Biologist/Public  Lands  Desert  Director 
Center  for  Biological  Diversity 


David  Lamfrom 

Senior  Desert  Program  Manager 
National  Parks  Conservation  Association 


U jy  J 

Sarah  Friedman 

Senior  Representative,  Beyond  Coal  Campaign 
Sierra  Club 


Greg  Suba 

Conservation  Director 
California  Native  Plant  Society 


Garry  George 

Renewable  Energy  Project  Director 
Audubon  California 


Laura  Crane 

Director,  California  Renewable  Energy  Initiative 
The  Nature  Conservancy 


) 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Friday,  February  22,  2013  10:43  AM 

Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika;  Raymond  C Lee;  Meckfessel,  George  R 

Fwd:  Primadonna  Company,  LLC  comments  to  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 

CACA-048669 

primadonna  comments  to  stateline  2-21-13.pdf;  Stateline  Fence  Exhibit.pdf 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From;  Tom  Driggs  <tdriggs@nevadafirm.com> 

Date:  Thu,  Feb  21,  2013  at  1 1:20  PM 

Subject:  Primadonna  Company,  LLC  comments  to  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  CACA-048669 

To:  "ichilders@blm.gov"  <ichilders@blm.gov>,  "Nelson.Miller@lus.sbcounty.gov" 
<Nelson.Miller@liis.sbcountv.gov> 

Cc:  "Bob  Swadkins  (bswadkins@affinitygaming.com)"  <bswadkms@affinity gamlng.com>,  "Marc  Rubinstein 
(mrubinstein@affmitygaming.com)"  <mrubinstein@affmitygaming.com>,,  "Angela  Mackinnon 
(Angela.l.MacKinnon@us.mwhglobal.com)"  < Angela. LMacKinnon@us.mwhglobal.com>,  "Charles 
Kajkowski  (Charles.Kaikowski@us.mwhglobal.com)"  <Charles.Kalkowski@us.mwhglobal.com>,  Jennifer 
Davis  < J ennl ter. L . Da vi s@ us . mwh gl oba  1 . com>,  "riionson@aol.com"  <riionson@aol.com>,  "Marilyn  L. 
Skender  (mskender@skenderlaw.com)"  <mskender@skenderlaw.coni>,  Greg  Walch 
<gwaleh@nevadafirm.com> 


Jeff, 

Attached  are  comments  from  the  Primadonna  Company  on  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  Also  attached  as 
an  attachment  to  our  comments  is  a proposed  minor  redesign  of  the  site  plan  prepared  by  First  Solar. 


Please  email  me  if  you  have  any  questions  or  comments. 


t 
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COTTON-DRIGGS-WALCH 

HOLLEY-WOLOSON-THOMPSON 


Writer's  email:  tdriggs@nevadafirm.com 

February  20,  2013 


Via  Email  fichilders@blm.uov; 

Nelson.  Miller@lus.sbcounty.aov) 

Mr.  Jeffrey  Childers 
BLM  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
jchilders@blm.gov 

Mr.  Nelson  Miller 

San  Bernardino  County  Land  Use  Services  Department 

Planning  Division 

153900  Smoke  Tree  Street 

Hesperia,  CA  92345 

Nelson.  Mi  ller@lus.sbcounty.uov 

RE:  CACA-048669 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Environmental  Impact  Report 
(“DEIS/EIR”)  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  (SCH  #201  1081080) 

Dear  Messrs.  Childers  and  Miller: 

This  office  represents  the  Primadonna  Company,  LLC  (“Primadonna”)  with  respect  to  the 
above-referenced  matter.  Primadonna  has  reviewed  the  DEIS/EIR  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm 
Project  (the  “Project”)  proposed  by  Silver  State  Solar  Power  South,  LLC  (the  “Company”  or 
“Applicant”).  Below  for  your  consideration  are  comments  to  the  EIS  that  have  been  prepared  by 
our  office  and  the  Las  Vegas  office  of  MWH  Americas,  Inc.  (“MWH”)  addressing  various 
environmental  and  water  issues.  Some  comments  below  relate  to  information  received  at  the 
BLM  public  meetings  and  discussions  with  Company  representatives  at  such  meetings. 

A.  Primadonna’s  existing  ROW 

As  noted  in  Section  3. 6. 1.3  of  the  DEIS/DEIR,  Primadonna  holds  an  existing  Right-of 
Way  (CACA-02161 7)  in  the  Project’s  proposed  facility  area  for  a water  pipeline,  monitoring 
wells  (M-8  and  M-10),  access  road  and  power  line.  These  pipelines  presently  connect  to  two 
groundwater  supply  wells  (WP-5  and  WP-6)  operated  by  Primadonna  on  the  western  edge  of  the 
project  site  (Primadonna  has  recently  filed  an  application  to  amend  its  ROW  to  provide  for  the 
drilling  of  replacement  wells  within  the  existing  ROW).  These  wells  supply  water  to  the  hotels, 
casinos  and  other  commercial  operations  at  Primm,  NV,  and  to  the  NV  Energy  Walter  Higgins 
Power  Generating  System. 
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Presently,  Alternative  1 (Figure  1-2)  and  Alternative  3 (Figure  2-5)  in  the  DEIS/DEIR 
propose  a relocation  of  Primadonna’s  pipeline,  access  road  and  power  line.  The  proposed 
alternatives  would  adversely  affect  Primadonna’s  ROW  and  commercial  operations  in  various 
ways  including,  but  not  limited  to,  increasing  system  head  losses,  decreasing  wells’  pump 
capacity,  increasing  power  consumption  and  operating  costs.  Additionally,  such  proposals  could 
potentially  cause  temporary  shutdown  of  Primadonna’s  commercial  operations  including  the 
casinos. 

Notwithstanding  the  published  alternatives,  Primadonna  understands  that  Section  4.6.3. 1 
of  the  DEIS/DEIR  correctly  states,  “If  the  Proposed  Action  is  implemented,  the  Applicant  would 
be  required  to  accommodate  the  existing  ROW  for  water  production  held  by  Primadonna.”  That 
section  further  states  that  prior  to  being  issued  a ROW  the  Company  would  need  to  acquire  a 
non-objection  letter  from  Primadonna.  Additionally,  Mitigation  Measure  MM-4.6.11 
specifically  requires  the  project  to  be  designed  to  accommodate  Primadonna’s  groundwater  wells 
and  pipelines,  and  requires  the  Company  to  coordinate  with  Primadonna  to  determine  an 
acceptable  solution. 

In  the  spirit  of  the  above  provision,  the  Company  has  already  been  coordinating  with 
Primadonna,  in  response  to  the  above  concerns  and  those  previously  expressed  about  the 
proposal  in  the  Plan  of  Development  to  re-route  the  water  pipeline  and  access  road  (see  Figure 
4.6-1  in  the  DEIS/DEIR).  Primadonna  asked  the  Company  to  determine  if  there  could  be  a 
minor  design  modification  in  the  Project  to  create  a corridor  free  of  solar  arrays  wide  enough  to 
accommodate  Primadonna’s  existing  pipeline  and  access  road.  As  a result,  the  Company 
prepared  the  minor  redesign  shown  in  Attachment  1 to  this  letter.  Primadonna  and  its  expert 
consultants  have  reviewed  this  proposed  redesign,  and  concur  that  it  satisfactorily  accommodates 
its  existing  ROW  and  the  proposed  amended  ROW. 

Accordingly,  Primadonna  requests  that  BLM  and  the  County  revise  MM-4.6.11  to 
specify  that  the  potential  effect  on  the  existing  ROW  be  mitigated  by  implementing  the  minor 
redesign  shown  in  Attachment  1.  It  is  our  understanding  that  this  redesign  does  not  alter  the 
overall  footprint  or  capacity  of  the  Project.  Alternatively,  the  Final  EIS/EIR  could  specifically 
acknowledge  that  the  requirements  in  the  existing  language  of  MM-4.6-1 1 to  accommodate  the 
owners  of  existing  uses  would  be  satisfied  through  implementing  this  minor  redesign. 


‘ 
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In  connection  with  this  proposed  minor  design  and  the  DEIS/DEIR,  Primadonna  has  the 
following  specific  comments  and  questions: 

1 . When  will  the  Project  erect  the  fencing  along  Primadonna’s  access  road? 


65-2 


2.  Does  the  Project  contemplate  using  the  present  access  road  to  access  the  array  Helds,  and 
will  they  maintain  access  gates  from  their  site  to  the  access  road?  If  so,  will  use  of  the 
road  be  calculated  into  the  Project’s  rent,  and  will  the  Company  have  any  maintenance 
obligations  for  the  access  road. 
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3.  Primadonna’s  water  pipeline  runs  across  the  length  of  the  Project  area,  and  may  be 
vulnerable  to  damage  by  heavy  equipment  driving  over  the  pipeline.  Accordingly,  what 
type  of  vehicles  and  other  heavy  equipment  will  cross  the  pipeline  and  access  road?  And 
what  measures  will  be  takes  to  protect  the  water  pipeline  from  being  damaged  by  such 
heavy  equipment  traffic? 
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4.  Any  equipment,  appurtenances,  wire  conductors,  etc.  crossing  the  access  road  in  the 
proposed  minor  redesign  must  be  at  a minimum  16.5  feet  above  the  road  to  provide  clear 
access  to  Primadonna’s  wells  for  well  drilling  and  maintenance  equipment.  Additional 
head  space  above  the  16.5  feet  should  also  be  required  to  provide  safe  separation  from 
high  voltage  conductors,  if  any. 
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5.  Will  the  Project’s  use  of  the  access  road,  if  any,  reduce  Primadonna’s  rent  for  its  ROW, 
or,  alternatively,  would  the  relocating  of  Primadonna’s  access  road  and  related  utility 
lines  increase  Primadonna’s  ROW  rent. 


65-6 


6.  Various  Project  maps  show  retention  basins  located  adjacent  to  Primadonna’s  ROW  and 
well  sites.  Primadonna  is  generally  concerned  that  the  retention  basins  may  adversely 
affect  its  well  sites,  and  requests  that  they  be  relocated  away  from  the  well  sites. 
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B.  Groundwater 


Primadonna  presently  maintains  and  operates  the  two  wells  within  the  ROW  described 
above.  Accordingly,  Primadonna  is  concerned  with  the  location  of  the  Project’s  wells,  especially 
the  proposed  secondary  well  and  any  adverse  effects  or  draw  down  that  may  occur  in  its  wells 
during  the  construction  and  operation  phase  of  the  Project.  This  concern  also  includes  any 
adverse  effects  to  the  water  quality  as  these  wells  are  the  source  of  potable  water  to 
Primadonna’s  commercial  operations  in  Primm.  Accordingly,  Primadonna  has  the  following 
specific  comments  and  questions  from  the  DEIS/DFJR: 


1.  The  Project  anticipates  1,900  acre-feet  annually  (“afa”)  of  water  use  during  the  Project’s 
construction.  Is  there  a proposed  pumping  schedule  or  rate  of  pumping  (continuously, 
certain  hours  of  the  day,  certain  days  of  the  month,  year)  including  estimated  quantities 
per  month  and/or  construction  phases? 


2.  What  is  the  anticipated  effect  of  the  Project’s  pumping  on  the  aquifer  water  level  and 
water  quality? 


65-9 


3.  Table  3-19.3  of  the  DEIS/DEIR  shows  Primadonna’s  pump  rate  and  consumptive  use 
amount.  The  published  pump  rate  and  consumptive  use  amount  appears  to  be  historical, 
and  does  not  properly  retlect  Primadonna’s  permitted  appropriation  in  the  Southern 
Ivanpah  Valley  Basin  as  set  forth  in  the  terms  of  Primadonna’s  Nevada  water  permits. 
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4.  On  page  4.19-3  of  the  DEIS/DEIR  (middle  of  the  page)  it  states  that  the  monitoring  wells 
would  be  approximately  220  feet  deep.  However,  on  page  4.19-6,  a reference  to  ‘The 
Annual  Report  for  2011  (Broadbent  2012)  provides  data  that  the  historical  depth  to 
groundwater  at  Primm  Valley  Golf  Club  wells  range  between  275  and  298  feet. 
Accordingly,  it  seems  that  the  proposed  monitoring  wells  be  drilled  deeper  than  220  feet, 
and  may  need  to  be  deeper  than  existing  wells  to  observe  long-range  declines  in  aquifer 
water  levels. 
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5.  On  page  4.19-7  (second  paragraph)  it  suggests  that  in  the  event  the  monitoring  program 
detects  a drawdown  that  exceeds  the  criterion  from  the  pumping  at  the  Project’s  primary 
well,  which  is  7,700  feet  from  well  WP-6,  the  Company  would  then  mitigate  the 
drawdown  by  pumping  from  the  secondary  well  that  is  even  closer  to  well  WP-6  - at  a 
distance  of  5,000  feet.  Logically,  this  proposed  mitigation  measure  would  most  likely 
worsen  the  drawdown  at  WP-6  instead  of  mitigate  the  drawdown.  Accordingly, 
Primadonna  requests  that  other  mitigation  measures  be  developed  to  ensure  that  pumping 
from  either  of  the  Project’s  wells  does  not  result  in  a drawdown  of  more  than  2 feet  in 
Primadonna’s  wells. 


6.  The  proximity  of  the  Project’s  secondary  production  well  (Figure  2)  to  Primadonna’s 
wells  causes  a concern,  whether  there  are  two  or  four  years  of  groundwater  withdrawal. 
The  Project’s  secondary  production  well  simulated  drawdown  for  well  WP-6  is  3.18  feet 
(Chapter  3. 1.1.1).  However,  Appendix  B,  Figure  5.4a,  shows  the  well  WP-6  drawdown 
at  approximately  4.0  feet.  Accordingly,  Primadonna  would  like  confirmation  as  to  the 
correct  simulated  drawdown.  As  expressed  above,  the  optimal  short  or  long  term  water- 
level  drawdown  in  Primadonna’s  wells  resulting  from  the  Project’s  pumping  should  not 
exceed  two  feet. 


7. 


As  discussed  on  pages  4.19-6  and  4.19-7,  what  “corrective  actions”  does  the  Company 
propose  in  the  event  the  Project’s  pumping  triggers  San  Bernardino’s  Ground  Water 
Extraction  Significance  Criteria? 
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8. 


On  page  4.19-7  (third  paragraph)  it  states  “[t]he  following  mitigation  measures  would 
help  insure  that  the  basin  overdraft  and  offsite  drawdown  of  more  than  5 feet  do  not 
occur.”  The  mitigation  measures  cited  are  MM-Water  -2,  -3,  -4,  -5  and  -6.  However, 
none  of  these  mitigation  measures  addresses  a scenario  where  the  water  levels  decline 
more  than  5 feet  and  such  levels  are  sustained  for  an  extended  period  time,  e.g.,  a year 
plus,  even  after  the  Company  has  reduced  its  pumping.  Accordingly,  Primadonna 
proposes  that  the  mitigation  measures  should  include  importing  water  from  outside  the 
South  Ivanpah  Valley  aquifer. 
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9.  ENSR’s  (2007)  hydrologic  parameters  used  in  the  West  Yost  groundwater  model  i 

(Appendix  B,  Chapter  5,  page  5-1)  may  not  correctly  simulate  actual  drawdown  65-16 
conditions.  Groundwater  withdrawals  from  either  the  primary  or  secondary  production 
well  could  result  in  drawdowns  on  an  order  of  magnitude  more  or  less  than  simulated,  \/ 


0X1 50-01/1 02772 1 doc 


Messrs.  Jeffrey  Childers  & Nelson  Miller 
February  20,  2013 
Page  5 


Comment  Letter  65 


Aceordingly,  additional  measures  should  be  employed  to  prevent  drawdown  of  more  than 
the  two  feet. 


10.  Regarding  water  quality,  degradation  of  the  water  quality  in  Primadonna’s  wells  is  a 
paramount  concern.  Adverse  changes  in  groundwater  water  quality  have  already  been 
documented  in  existing  Ivanpah  Valley  wells.  Pumping  from  the  Project’s  wells, 
especially  the  secondary  production  well,  may  likely  mobilize  poor  quality  water  that 
may  degrade  the  water  quality  in  Primadonna’s  wells.  A reduction  in  Primadonna’s 
wells’  water  quality  could  lead  to  costly  water  quality  treatment  to  meet  potable  drinking 
water  standards  required  for  Primadonna’s  commercial  operations.  Accordingly, 
Primadonna  requests  that  the  Project  provide  safeguards  to  prevent  a degradation  of  the 
water  quality  in  Primadonna’s  wells. 


C.  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan 

The  Company  has  proposed  a groundwater  monitoring  plan,  the  Groundwater  Monitoring 
and  Reporting  Plan  (West  Yost  11-2012),  for  the  Project  (the  “Plan”).  Primadonna  has  the 
following  specific  comments  and  questions  relating  to  the  Plan: 
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1.  On  pages  1-4  to  1-5  of  the  Plan,  the  Project’s  water  operational  demand  is  characterized 
at  20  afa  for  a period  of  30  years.  The  manner  of  use  is  stated  as  being  for  purely 
“domestic  purposes”  only.  Will  this  water  be  used  for  maintenance  purposes,  e.g., 
photovoltaic  panel  cleaning,  dust  suppression,  etc? 

2.  On  page  1-4,  the  Plan  states  that  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  (“PVGC”)  groundwater 
monitoring  program  will  be  used  to  evaluate  groundwater  levels  and  trends. 
Primadonna’s  monitoring  and  production  well  data  (M-8,  M-10,  WP-5  and  WP-6)  may 
also  provide  helpful  data  to  the  Project’s  monitoring  program  in  addition  to  the  PVGC 
data. 

3.  Chapter  5.2.1  and  5.2.2  and  Table  2.  Additional  wells  in  the  region  should  be  monitored 
and  evaluated,  and  included  in  the  Plan. 

4.  On  page  1-5,  the  Plan  states  that  it  is  necessary  to  evaluate  changes  in  groundwater 
elevation  with  respect  to  other  entities  in  the  groundwater  basin,  but  does  not  provide  any 
specific  methodology  for  how  this  will  be  accomplished.  Primadonna  suggests  that  the 
Plan  provide  a detailed  methodology  on  how  to  distinguish  effects  from  the  Project’s  well 
pumping  on  groundwater  water  level  changes  of  non-Project  wells  located  within  the 
groundwater  model  boundary. 

5.  On  page  5-2,  the  Plan  proposed  possible  measures  for  mitigating  both  excessive 
groundwater  level  decline  and  impacts  to  groundwater  quality  are  listed  as  reducing 
pumping  rates  and  implementing  conservation  measures.  Primadonna  suggests  that  the 
Plan  provide  a more  detailed  pumping  reduction  and  monitoring  plan/schedule. 
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6.  On  page  5-2,  similar  to  comment  C.3.  (above),  Primadonna  suggests  the  Plan  (or  a 
qualified  consultant)  provide  a detailed  methodology  on  how  to  distinguish  effects  of 
pumping  on  changes  in  water  quality  from  non-Project  wells  located  within  the 
groundwater  model  boundary. 

7.  Appendix  B page  5-3,  throughout  the  Plan,  the  Project’s  water  requirement  will  be  no 
more  than  1,900  afa  during  either  a 2 or  4 year  construction  period.  The  model  results 
indicate  that  the  greatest  impact  to  the  groundwater  levels  will  occur  during  the 
construction  pumping  periods.  How  was  the  construction  flow  demand  calculated?  Is  it 
possible  that  the  Project’s  water  requirements  will  exceed  1,900  afa  due  to  unforeseen 
circumstances  during  construction?  If  this  possibility  exists,  what  would  be  the  absolute 
maximum  demand  anticipated  and  what  will  the  effects  be  to  Primadonna’s  wells?  Is  it 
possible  that  the  Project’s  water  requirements  will  be  less  than  1,900  afa? 

8.  Appendix  B,  Chapter  5,  page  5-1.  The  West  Yost  groundwater  model  does  not  consider 
any  “worst  case  - best  case”  hydrologic  parameters.  Typically,  comparing  between  a 
wider  range  of  simulations  is  essential  for  properly  evaluating  effects  from  groundwater 
withdrawal.  Primadonna’s  suggests  that  supplementing  the  Plan  with  a wider  range  of 
simulations  may  be  beneficial. 

9.  Appendix  B,  Chapter  5.  Cumulative  effects  of  drawdown  simulations  were  not 
completed  for  multiple  current  and  future  pumping  wells  throughout  the  Ivanpah  Valley. 
Primadonna  believes  such  simulations  are  essential  to  an  effective  monitoring  plan. 

10.  Chapter  5.1.1  and  5.1.2.  Provisional  Significance  Criterion  for  Evaluating  Groundwater 
Level  Impacts  and  Provisional  Significance  Criterion  for  Evaluating  Groundwater 
Quality  Impacts  comments: 

a.  Due  to  the  short  groundwater  withdrawal  duration,  either  2 or  4 years  for  large  scale 
groundwater  withdrawal,  any  data  exceeding  water-level  or  water-quality  significance 
criteria  would  not  be  recognized  through  planned  reporting  on  an  annual  and  five  year 
basis.  As  a result  of  this  time  delay,  potential  irreversible  damage  could  occur  to  the 
water  resource  and  Primadonna’s  sole  water  supply  prior  to  the  enactment  of  any 
mitigation  measures. 

b.  Monthly  water-level  and  water-quality  monitoring  with  quarterly  reporting  and 
immediate  data  evaluation  is  the  only  acceptable  approach  for  determining  the  actual 
effects  from  the  Project's  groundwater  withdrawal.  Immediate  data  evaluation  means 
adverse  water-level  and  water-quality  changes  would  trigger  immediate  mitigation. 

Delays  in  implementing  mitigation  for  more  than  a year,  multiple  years  or  more  than  five 
years  could  prove  to  catastrophic.  Likewise,  quarterly  monitoring  and  annual  reporting 
and  evaluation  would  be  insufficient.  Accordingly,  Primadonna  believes  that  monthly 
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monitoring  and  reporting  is  neeessary  to  safeguard  the  resouree. 

c.  Mitigation  measures  should  include  stopping  pumping. 

d.  Water  conservation  measures  should  be  a continuous  process  and  always  be 
implemented  rather  than  a mitigation. 

1 1 . Appendix  B,  Figure  3.2  shows  2008  groundwater  levels.  However,  Broadbent  and 

Associate,  Inc.’s  201 1 report  (referenced  in  the  Plan)  included  water-level  data  for  Primm 
Valley  Golf  Club  well  MW- 13  that  would  change  Figure  3.2  and  current  groundwater 
levels  by  approximately  25  feet.  The  same  comment  applies  for  Figure  2 in  the  Plan. 


D.  Surface  Water 


Regarding  the  proposed  site  grading  and  development,  and  any  resulting  increase  in  the 
potential  for  flooding  hazards,  Primadonna  has  concerns  as  follows: 


1.  The  Project  appurtenances  such  as  detention  ponds,  fences,  poles,  are  very  close  to  the 
well  sites  and  will  alter  surface  drain/flood  water  sheet  flow  and  may  have  adverse 
impacts  on  the  well  sites  and  access  road  between  well  sites. 


2.  Recent  significant  storm  events  have  resulted  in  substantial  damage  to  the  access  road 
that  required  costly  repairs.  Primadonna  suggests  that  consideration  be  given  to  the 
requirement  of  additional  road  improvements  necessary  to  mitigate  the  effects  of  the 
increased  flooding  hazards. 
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E.  Air  Quality 

Generally,  Primadonna  is  concerned  about  the  adverse  effects  of  potential  dust  resulting 
from  the  site  preparation  and  related  activities  at  the  site,  and  its  effect  on  well  infrastructure 
within  Primadonna’s  existing  ROW  and  its  various  commercial  operations  located  in  Primm. 
Accordingly,  what  is  the  estimated  schedule  for  dust  suppressant  during  construction  and 
operation  of  the  Project,  and  how  much  water  is  expected  to  be  used  during  this  time? 


Primadonna  continues  to  work  with  the  Company,  and  is  complimentary  of  the 
Company’s  efforts  to  address  Primadonna’s  concerns  and  minimize  any  adverse  effects  to 
Primadonna’s  operations  during  construction  and  operation  of  the  Project. 


I 
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For  the  reasons  set  forth  above,  Primadonna  is  concerned  that  the  proposed  ROW  could 
adversely  affect  Primadonna’ s production  wells,  commercial  operations  and  related  interests. 
Accordingly,  Primadonna  respectfully  requests  that  BLM  and  the  Company  evaluate  and  address 
such  concerns  in  connection  with  any  approval  of  the  proposed  ROW. 

Sincerely, 

COTTON,  DRIGGS,  WALCH, 

HOLLEY,  WOLOSON  & THOMPSON 

Thomas  D.  Driggs  ^ 


TDD:tdd 
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cc:  Bob  Swadkins 
Marc  Rubinstein 
Angela  MacKinnon 
Marilyn  Skender 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Friday,  February  22,  2013  10:41  AM 

Meckfessel,  George  R;  Raymond  C Lee;  Grace,  Erika;  Dover,  Robert 
Fwd:  LiUNA  Comments  on  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  (SCH  201181080) 
2013.02.21  Stateline  Solar  Draft  EIR-EIS  Comment.pdf 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  CHRISTINA  CARO  <christina@lozeaudrury.com> 

Date:  Thu,  Feb  21,  2013  at  10:48  PM 

Subject:  LiUNA  Comments  on  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  (SCH  201 181080) 

To:  "ichilders@blni.gov11  <iehilders@blm.gov> 

Cc:  Richard  Drury  <ri c-hard@  1 ozeaudru rv.com> 

Dear  Mr.  Childers: 

Attached  please  find  the  comments  of  LiUNA  Local  783  on  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  Draft 
EIS/EIR.  Due  to  large  megabyte  size,  Exhibits  A through  C have  been  sent  via  overnight  mail  for  first  a.m. 
delivery  to  your  attention  tomorrow  morning.  Please  incorporate  this  letter  and  all  exhibits  into  the  Project 
record  for  this  Project.  Please  confirm  receipt  of  both  letter  and  exhibits. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  Project. 

Regards, 

Christina  M.  Caro 
Associate  Attorney 
Lozeau  | Drury  LLP 
410  12th  Street,  Suite  250 
Oakland,  CA  94607 
ph:  (510)  836-4200 
fax:  (510)  836-4205 
christina@lozeaudrurv.com 

Confidentiality  Notice:  This  message  and  any  attachment(s)  may  contain  privileged  or  confidential  information. 
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February  21,  2013 

Via  Electronic  Mail  and  Overnight  Delivery 

Mr.  Jeffrey  Childers,  Project  Manager 

Attn:  Stateline  Solar  Project 

BLM  California  Desert  District  Office 

22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 

Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 

Fax:  (951)  697-5299 

Email:  ichiiders@blm.gov 


Re:  Comments  on  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and 

Proposed  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan  Amendment 
(SCH  #2011081080)  (CACA  48669) 

Dear  Mr.  Childers: 


This  letter  is  submitted  on  behalf  of  Laborers  International  Union  of  North 
America,  Local  Union  783,  and  its  members  living  in  San  Bernardino  County 
(collectively  "LiUNA"  or  "Commenters")  regarding  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (“EIS”)  / Environmental  Impact  Report  (“EIR”)  (collectively,  “Draft 
EIS/EIR”)  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Project,  Application  CACA  #48669  for  a Right-of- 
Way  (“ROW”)  authorization  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (“BLM”)  to 
construct,  operate,  maintain,  and  decommission  an  approximately  2,143  acre, 
300-megawatt  (“MW”)  alternating  current  (“AC”)  solar  photovoltaic  (“PV”)  energy 
generation  facility  to  be  located  on  approximately  2,000  acres  of  BLM- 
administered  in  Ivanpah  Valley,  California  (“Project”  or  “Stateline  Project”). 

As  discussed  herein,  after  reviewing  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  together  with  our 
team  of  expert  consultants,  it  is  evident  that  the  document  fails  to  comply  with 
NEPA,  CEQA,  and  FLPMA  and  that  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  contains  numerous  errors 
and  omissions  that  preclude  accurate  analysis  of  the  Project,  including: 


• The  Draft  EIS/EIR  erroneously  concludes  that  the  Project  is  in  conformity 
with  the  CDCAArea  Plan’s  Energy  Production  and  Utility  Corridors 
Element  decision  criteria.  In  particular,  the  Project  fails  to  avoid  sensitive 
resources  wherever  possible  and  does  not  conform  to  local  plans  (i.e.,  the 
San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan)  whenever  possible. 
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• The  Draft  EIS/EIR  fails  to  include  the  reports  and  studies  referenced  in 
Staff’s  conclusions,  and  relied  upon  by  BLM  and  the  County  in  rendering 
the  Draft  EIS/EIR’s  conclusions  regarding  significant  impacts. 

• The  Draft  EIS/EIR  fails  to  adequately  analyze  the  Project  impacts  to 
sensitive  plant  and  animal  species,  to  groundwater  aquifers,  and  from  the 
use  of  cadmium  telluride  solar  modules. 

• The  Draft  EIS/EIR  fails  to  establish  a baseline.  In  particular,  the  FEIS  fails 
to  adequately  disclose  accurate  baseline  conditions  . 

• The  Draft  EIS/EIR  fails  to  adequately  analyze  mitigation  measures  related 
to  the  Project’s  biological  and  hydrological  impacts. 

• The  Draft  EIS/EIR  fails  to  adequately  analyze  cumulative  impacts  related 
to  biological  resources  and  groundwater  drawdown. 

• The  Draft  EIS/EIR  fails  to  adequately  analyze  Project  alternatives. 

We  have  prepared  these  comments  with  the  assistance  of  expert  wildlife 
and  forest  ecology  biologist  Scott  Cashen,  M.S.,  who  has  expertise  in  the  areas 
of  wildlife  movement  corridors,  habitat  fragmentation,  and  special-status  species 
such  as  desert  tortoise,  golden  eagles,  bighorn  sheep  and  other  animal  and  plant 
species  relevant  to  the  Project  and  to  this  Draft  EIS/EIR.  His  comments  and 
curriculum  vitae  are  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A and  are  incorporated  herein  by 
reference  in  their  entirety. 

Commenters  also  submit  the  comments  of  expert  hydrogeologist  Heidi  M. 
Rhymes,  PG.  Ms  Rhymes  concludes  that  the  Project  is  likely  to  have  significant 
impacts  on  local  groundwater  resources,  including  significant  cumulative  impacts 
on  depletion  of  the  area’s  groundwater  aquifer.  These  impacts  are  not 
adequately  identified  and  mitigated  by  the  Draft  EIS/EIR.  Ms.  Rhymes’ 
comments  and  curriculum  vitae  are  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  B. 

Each  comment  letter  requires  separate  responses  in  the  Final  EIS/EIR. 

Commenters  also  attach  and  incorporate  by  reference  herein  comments 
submitted  on  the  adjacent  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  System  Project, 
Ivanpah  1 (“Ivanpah  Project”)  attached  to  the  comments  of  Mr.  Cashen  in  Exhibit 
A. 


After  reviewing  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  together  with  our  expert  consultant,  it  is 
evident  that  the  document  contains  numerous  errors  and  omissions  that  preclude 
accurate  analysis  of  the  Project.  As  a result  of  these  inadequacies,  the  Draft 
EIS/EIR  fails  as  an  informational  document,  fails  to  adequately  identify  preferred 
and  environmentally  superior  Project  alternatives,  fails  to  properly  analyze  and 
mitigate  the  cumulative  impacts  of  the  Project  in  connection  with  numerous  other 
existing  and  planned  solar  development  projects  in  the  Ivanpah  area,  and  fails  to 


Comment  Letter  66 


Mr.  Mr.  Jeffrey  Childers 

Comments  on  Stateline  Solar  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR 
February  21,  2013 

Page  3 of  82  


impose  feasible  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  the  Project’s  significant  individual 
impacts.1 

LiUNA  Local  783  recognizes  that  the  development  of  reliable  renewable 
energy  sources  is  critical  for  California’s  future,  and  supports  California  and  the 
nation’s  mission  to  reduce  dependency  on  fossil  fuels.  In  particular,  LiUNA 
supports  the  development  of  clean,  renewable  energy  technology,  including  the 
use  of  solar  power  generation  where  feasible,  and  the  sustainable  use  of  public 
lands  for  multiple  uses  where  appropriate.  Ail  solar  projects  must  be  properly 
analyzed  and  carefully  planned  to  minimize  impacts  on  the  environment.  Solar 
generation  projects  should  avoid  impacts  to  sensitive  species  and  habitats,  and 
should  take  all  feasible  steps  to  ensure  that  the  production  of  renewable  energy 
is  not  done  at  the  expense  of  the  State’s  and  federal  deserts’  natural  resources, 
and  dependent  species.  Only  by  maintaining  the  highest  standards  in  these  and 
other  ways  can  energy  supply  development  be  truly  sustainable.  Unfortunately, 
the  Project  falls  short  in  these  and  other  ways.  As  a consequence,  the  Draft 
EIS/EIR  will  need  to  be  revised  and  recirculated,  as  set  forth  below. 

I.  BACKGROUND 

a.  Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project. 

Applicant  Desert  Stateline,  LLC,  a wholly-owned  subsidiary  of  First  Solar 
Development,  Inc.  (“First  Solar”),  has  filed  Application  CACA  #48669  for  a Right- 
of-Way  (“ROW”)  authorization  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (“BLM”)  to 
construct,  operate,  maintain,  and  decommission  an  approximately  2,143  acre, 
300-megawatt  (“MW”)  alternating  current  (“AC”)  solar  photovoltaic  (“PV”)  energy 
generation  facility  (“Project”  or  “Stateline  Project”).  DEIS,  p.  ES-1.  The  proposed 
action  would  include  the  PV  generating  facility,  the  220-kilovolt  (kV)  generation 
interconnection  (gen-tie)  transmission  line,  operations  and  maintenance  (“O&M”) 
facilities,  and  a site  access  road.  Id.,  Notice  of  Availability  (“NOA”),  p.  1. 

The  Project  would  be  located  entirely  on  public  lands  managed  by  the 
BLM  Needles  Field  Office  within  San  Bernardino  County,  within  the  Ivanpah 
Valley  of  the  Basin  and  Range  physiographic  province,  adjacent  to  Ivanpah  Dry 
Lake  and  Interstate  Highway  15  ("1-15”),  at  the  California-Nevada  state  border  at 
Primm,  Nevada.  Id.;  Figure  1-1. 


1 We  reserve  the  right  to  supplement  these  comments  at  later  hearings  and  proceedings 
for  this  Project.  See  Galante  Vineyards  v.  Monterey  Water  Dist.  (1997)  60  Cal.  App.  4th 
1109. 
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The  Project  site  consists  primarily  of  a gently  sloping  alluvial  fan  flattening 
out  to  the  playa  surface  of  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake.  Vegetation  is  sparse, 
predominantly  low-growing  grasses  and  shrubs.  The  area  is  bisected  by 
several  dry  washes  ranging  in  size  from  2 feet  wide  and  a few  inches  deep  in 
most  places,  to  more  than  10  feet  wide  and  4 feet  deep  in  others.  The  valley 
itself  is  bordered  on  most  sides  by  rugged,  rocky,  mountains  and  jagged 
ridgelines.  Steeply  rising,  barren  slopes  and  ridges  of  the  Clark,  Spring,  and 
Ivanpah  Mountains  to  the  south,  west,  and  north,  and  the  Lucy  Gray, 

McCullough,  and  New  York  Mountains  to  the  east,  define  the  Ivanpah  Valley  in 
the  project  vicinity.  DEIS,  p.  3.18-3. 

Several  existing  electrical  transmission  lines  cross  the  site.  Other 
prominent  built  features  currently  existing  within  a few  miles  of  the  proposed 
facility  include  1-15,  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad,  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  solar  thermal 
power  facility  (currently  under  construction),  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course,  the 
Walter  Higgins  Bighorn  Generating  Station,  the  Silver  State  Solar  facility,  and  the 
three  casino/hotels  and  other  buildings  that  form  the  Primm  Resorts  at  the 
California-Nevada  state  line.  1-15  passes  through  Ivanpah  Valley  from  the  north 
to  the  southwest  within  1 mile  of  the  proposed  facility.  The  Project  would  be 
located  roughly  30  miles  south  of  the  City  of  Las  Vegas. 

1.  Solar  Panel  Arrays. 

The  PV  modules  used  at  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  would  be 
constructed  using  First  Solar’s  thin  film  cadmium  telluride  (“CdTe”)  PV  panels. 

PV  modules  would  be  mounted  at  a fixed  angle  to  “tables”  which  are  then 
mounted  on  steel  columns  approximately  10  feet  apart.  Columns  would  be 
secured  without  concrete  footings  by  being  driven  into  the  ground.  The  PV 
modules  would  be  placed  in  linear  arrays  with  positioning  of  the  arrays  based  on 
various  site  constraints  including  location  of  other  site  facilities,  topography  and 
biological  concerns.  The  modules  would  be  spaced  approximately  6 feet  apart 
from  each  other.  The  arrays,  when  completed,  would  be  approximately  six  feet 
high,  and  would  be  a minimum  of  18  inches  above  the  ground  surface.  DEIS,  p. 
2-3. 


To  minimize  the  potential  for  erosional  flow  within  the  array  area,  the  entire 
site  would  be  graded  to  a flat  surface.  Vegetation  would  be  removed,  and  the 
topography  would  be  leveled  using  the  cut  and  fill  method  (for  approximately  39 
percent  of  the  site)  and  the  disc,  contour,  and  roll  method  (for  the  other  61 
percent  of  the  site).  DEIS,  p.  2-9. 
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2.  Electrical  Collection  and  Transmission  System. 

The  Project  Substation  facility  would  be  located  in  a 2.5-acre  area 
centrally  located  within  Project  area  north  of  the  existing  transmission  lines. 
Transformers  at  the  Project  Substation  would  step  up  the  34.5  kV  voltage  of  a 
solar  panel  array  to  220  kV  for  off-site  transmission  to  the  Ivanpah  Substation. 

An  additional  building  approximately  15  feet  by  50  feet  in  size,  serving  as  the  site 
control  center,  would  be  constructed  adjacent  to  the  on-site  substation.  At  220 
kV,  the  electricity  would  be  exported  to  the  California  Independent  System 
Operator  -operated  grid  via  the  Southern  California  Edison  (“SCE”)-owned 
transmission  system.  The  SCE  transmission  system  would  be  accessed  by  way 
of  a 220  -kV  gen-tie  line  that  would  exit  the  southwestern  portion  of  the  Project 
site.  The  new  220-kV  gen-tie  line  would  follow  a 160-foot-wide  transmission 
ROW  to  SCE’s  Ivanpah  Substation  which  will  be  located  approximately  2.3  miles 
south  of  the  Project  site.  This  proposed  transmission  line  would  be  located  within 
two  overlapping  designated  utility  corridors,  CDCA  Utility  Corridor  BB  and  West- 
Wide  Energy  Corridor  225-27.  An  application  for  interconnection  at  the  new 
Ivanpah  Substation  was  filed  with  the  California  Independent  System  Operator  on 
January  9,  2007.  DEIS,  p.  2-4. 

3.  Water  Use. 

A maximum  amount  of  1 ,900  acre-feet  of  water  would  be  used  during  the 
approximately  2 to  4 year  construction  period,  with  the  majority  of  the 
construction  water  use  occurring  during  the  site  preparation  period  of  the  first 
year.  Water  uses  include  soil  compaction,  dust  control,  and  sanitary  needs.  The 
peak  daily  water  demand  is  estimated  to  be  approximately  1.5  million  gallons 
per  day  (“gpd”)  during  construction.  Meeting  peak  daily  demand  during 
construction  would  be  managed  by  controlling  the  capacity  of  the  water  storage 
ponds.  The  Applicant  reports  in  their  POD  that  water  is  not  needed  during 
operations  for  washing  of  the  solar  panels.  DEIS,  p.  2-6. 

Water  for  the  construction  and  operation  of  the  Project  would  be  drawn 
from  the  South  Ivanpah  Groundwater  Basin.  Water  would  be  provided  from  two 
new  groundwater  production  wells  installed  and  operated  by  the  Applicant.  Well 
construction  requires  approval  from  San  Bernardino  County.  Water  uses  during 
construction  would  include  soil  compaction,  dust  control,  and  sanitary  needs.  The 
peak  daily  water  demand  is  estimated  to  be  approximately  1.5  million  gpd.  The 
water  would  be  obtained  from  two  new  groundwater  production  wells;  the  primary 
well  to  be  located  on  the  southeastern  corner  of  the  facility,  and  the  secondary  w 
ell  located  approximately  4,250  feet  west  of  the  facility.  The  production  wells 
would  be  12  inches  in  diameter  and  670  feet  deep,  with  a screened  interval 
located  at  a depth  of  430  to  630  feet  below  ground  surface.  The  estimated 
pumping  capacity  for  each  well  would  be  1 .5  million  gpd,  but  only  one  well  would 
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produce  at  a time  to  generate  the  peak  daily  water  demand  of  1 .5  million  gpd 
(i.e.,  there  would  not  be  a situation  in  which  both  wells  are  produced  to  exceed 
1 .5  million  gpd).  Id. 

In  addition  to  the  production  wells,  three  groundwater  monitoring  wells 
would  be  installed  to  evaluate  potential  impacts  to  groundwater  availability  and 
quality.  The  monitoring  wells  would  be  approximately  220  feet  deep.  Id.  After 
completion  of  the  construction  phase  of  the  Stateline  Project,  groundwater  use 
would  be  for  domestic  purposes  (drinking,  washing,  toilets)  in  the  O&M  Facility. 
According  to  the  Applicant,  no  water  would  be  required  for  washing  of  solar 
panels.  Id. 

b.  Required  Permits. 

The  Project  would  require  BLM  approval  of  a ROW  grant  for  the 
construction,  operations  and  maintenance,  and  decommissioning  of  the  Project 
and  associated  amendment  to  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan 
1980  (CDCA  Plan;  BLM  1980),  as  well  as  groundwater  well  approvals  from  the 
County  of  San  Bernardino  (“County”),  which  has  entered  into  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  (“MOU”)  Agreement  No.  03-1211  between  BLM  and  the  County, 
which  requiring  the  Project’s  groundwater  wells  to  fall  under  the  County’s 
jurisdiction,  and  would  therefore  require  compliance  with  County  Ordinance  No. 
3872  regarding  permitting  and  monitoring  of  groundwater  extraction  wells.  DEIS, 
pp.  ES-1,1-8. 


To  approve  the  Project  as  proposed  (also  referred  to  as  “Alternative  1”), 
the  following  actions  are  required  by  BLM  and  the  County: 

• BLM  would  approve  the  proposed  ROW  grant  for  the  Alternative  1 site 
configuration,  which  totals  2,143  acres; 

• BLM  would  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  to  identify  the  Desert  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  facility  as  an  element  within  the  Plan; 

• BLM  would  modify  the  boundary  of  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA,  as 
described  above  in  Section  2. 1.3. 6; 

• BLM  would  modify  the  designations  of  open  routes;  and 

• The  County  would  issue  well  permits.  DEIS,  p.  ES-2. 

c.  Desert  Ecosystem  and  Proposed  California  Desert  Conservation 
Area  Plan  Amendment. 

The  Project  would  be  located  within  the  boundaries  of  designated  utility 
corridors  which  are  designated  in  BLM’s  CDCA  Plan.  DEIS,  p.  1-6,  Figure  1-3. 
The  proposed  site  is  located  near,  but  not  within,  several  special  land  use  areas. 
The  facility  would  be  visible  from  locations  within  the  Mojave  National  Preserve 
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(administered  by  the  National  Park  Service  [“NPS”]),  Ivanpah  Desert  Wildlife 
Management  Area  DWMA  (“DWMA”),  Clark  Mountain  Area  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern  (“ACEC”),  Stateline  Wilderness,  and  Mesquite 
Wilderness.  The  facility  is  located  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Clark  Mountain 
Grazing  Allotment.  Id. 

The  resource  management  plan  covering  the  Proposed  Action  is  the 
BLM’s  CDCA  Plan  of  1980,  as  amended.  The  Project  Study  Area  is  within  the 
planning  area  designated  under  a 2002  amendment  to  the  CDCA  Plan — the  Final 
California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan  Amendments  for  the  Northern  and 
Eastern  Mojave  Desert  Planning  Area  (NEMO). 

The  CDCA  Plan  establishes  four  multiple  use  classes  (“MUCs”),  MUC 
guidelines,  and  plan  elements  for  specific  resources  or  activities  such  as 
motorized-vehicle  access,  recreation,  vegetation,  and  utility  corridors.  The 
multiple  use  classes  are: 

• Class  C (Controlled  Use).  These  lands  are  to  be  preserved  in  a natural 
state;  access  generally  is  limited  to  nonmotorized,  nonmechanized  means 
- on  foot  or  horseback. 

• Class  L (Limited  Use).  These  lands  are  managed  to  protect  sensitive, 
natural,  scenic,  ecological,  and  cultural  resource  values.  They  provide  for 
generally  lower-intensity,  carefully  controlled  multiple  uses  that  do  not 
significantly  diminish  resource  values. 

• Class  M (Moderate  Use).  These  lands  are  managed  in  a controlled 
balance  between  higher-intensity  use  and  protection.  A wide  variety  of 
uses  such  as  mining,  livestock  grazing,  recreation,  energy,  and  utility 
development  are  allowed.  Any  damage  that  permitted  uses  cause  must 
be  mitigated. 

• Class  I (Intensive  Use).  These  lands  are  managed  for  concentrated  use  to 
meet  human  needs.  Reasonable  protection  is  provided  for  sensitive 
natural  values  and  mitigation  of  impacts,  and  impacted  areas  are 
rehabilitated  when  possible.  DEIS,  p.  1-9. 

In  the  CDCA  Plan  and  NEMO  amendment,  the  location  of  the  Proposed 
Action  includes  land  that  is  classified  as  Multiple  Use  Class  L (Limited  Use). 
Chapter  3 (Energy  Production  and  Utility  Corridors  Element)  of  the  CDCA  Plan, 
as  amended,  requires  that  newly  proposed  power  generation  sites  that  are  not 
already  identified  in  the  Plan  be  considered  through  the  plan  amendment 
process.  The  application  area  is  not  identified  within  the  Plan  and,  therefore,  a 
plan  amendment  is  required  to  include  the  area  as  a recognized  element  within 
the  Plan  and  to  determine  the  suitability  of  the  application  area  for  solar 
development.  DEIS,  p.  1-7. 
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1.  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC)  and  Desert  Wildlife 

Management  Area  (DWMA). 

In  response  to  the  Project  application,  BLM  also  identified  a need  to 
consider  modification  of  the  boundaries  of  the  currently-existing  Ivanpah  DWMA 
in  order  to  provide  additional  protection  to  resources  in  the  project  area.  This 
action  also  requires  an  amendment  to  the  CDCA  Plan.  Id. 

A DWMA  is  a type  of  ACEC  specifically  designated  for  the  protection  of 
wildlife  resources.  BLM  uses  the  ACEC  designation  to  highlight  public  land  areas 
where  special  management  attention  is  necessary  to  protect  and  prevent 
irreparable  dam  age  to  important  historical,  cultural,  and  scenic  values;  fish  or 
wildlife  resources;  or  other  natural  systems  or  processes.  The  ACEC  designation 
may  also  be  used  to  protect  human  life  and  safety  from  natural  hazards.  DEIS, 
p.  3.15-1 . 


The  establishment  of  DWMAs  for  the  protection  of  desert  tortoises  was 
recommended  in  the  Desert  Tortoise  (Mojave  Population)  Recovery  Plan 
(USFWS  1994).  The  37,280  acre  Ivanpah  DWMA  is  located  approximately  two 
miles  to  the  east  of  the  proposed  Project.  The  Mesquite  Lake  ACEC,  managed 
by  BLM,  is  located  approximately  10  miles  to  the  northeast  of  the  proposed 
Project.  The  Clark  Mountain  ACEC,  managed  by  the  National  Park  Service,  is 
located  approximately  8 miles  to  the  southwest  of  the  proposed  solar  facility. 

The  proposed  Project  is  located  within  the  29,110  acre  Northern  Ivanpah 
Valley  Unit,  which  was  not  included  within  the  DWMA.  This  area  is  designated 
BLM  Class  I desert  tortoise  habitat,  but  is  not  designated  as  critical  habitat  by  the 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS).  At  the  time  of  the  NEMO  Plan 
amendment,  this  area  was  not  included  within  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  because  it  is 
separated  from  other  desert  tortoise  populations  by  Interstate  15  and  Ivanpah 
Dry  Lake.  A component  of  the  Project  would  include  expanding  the  boundary  of 
the  Ivanpah  DWMA  to  include  a portion  o f t he  Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  Unit  in 
the  DWMA.  The  portion  proposed  to  be  included  in  the  DWMA  would  be 
comprised  of  the  area  of  the  unit  which  is  not  currently  under  development  or 
consideration  for  development  (i.e.,  the  entire  unit  without  the  land  area  of  the 
Ivanpah  SEGS  facility,  Joint  Port  of  Entry,  Desert  X press,  or  the  proposed 
Project.  If  both  the  solar  facility  ROW  grant  and  the  modified  DWMA  are 
implemented,  then  the  Project  would  be  located  directly  adjacent  to,  and 
surrounded  on  all  sides  by  the  Ivanpah  DWMA.  DEIS,  p.  3.15-1, 2. 

II.  STANDING 

LiUNA  Local  783  is  a non-profit  laborers’  and  public  service  employees’ 
union  with  numerous  members  living  in  San  Bernardino  County.  LiUNA  Local 
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783  and  its  members  in  San  Bernardino  County  have  several  distinct  legally 
cognizable  interests  in  the  Stateline  Solar  Project.  LiUNA  Local  783  members 
purchase  utility  services  in  California,  and  to  the  extent  that  the  Project  will  result 
in  changes  in  electricity  rates  in  the  region,  LiUNA  members  will  be  directly 
impacted. 

LiUNA  members  living  in  San  Bernardino  County  participate  in  the  local 
job  markets  of  San  Bernardino  County  and  towns  and  cities  in  San  Bernardino 
County.  To  construct  the  Project,  laborers,  craftsmen,  supervisory  personnel, 
supply  personnel,  and  construction  management  personnel  are  needed.  DEIS, 
p.  2-24.  The  construction  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  is  anticipated  to 
employ  an  average  of  approximately  400  on-site  workers  during  the  2 to  4 year 
construction  period,  with  a peak  of  approximately  600  employees,  and  10  to  12 
full  time  equivalent  workers  during  operation.  Id .;  2-11.  “The  construction 
workforce  would  be  recruited  from  within  [San  Bernardino]  County,  and  Clark 
County,  Nevada.”  DEIS,  p.  2-11.  Thus,  the  impact  of  the  Project  on  the  local  job 
market  will  directly  and  significantly  impact  both  the  ability  of  LiUNA  Local  783 
members  to  acquire  employment  in  the  region. 

LiUNA  Local  783  represents  construction  workers  and  public  service 
employees  in  many  settings,  including  collective  bargaining,  seeking 
employment,  training  programs,  legal  rights,  job  safety,  and  workplace  fairness. 
LiUNA  advocates  for  programs  and  policies  that  promote  good  jobs  and  a healthy 
natural  and  working  environment  for  workers  and  their  families.  An  important  part 
of  LiUNA’s  ongoing  advocacy  involves  participating  in  and,  where  appropriate, 
challenging  projects  that  would  result  in  harmful  environmental  effects,  or  the 
violation  of  environmental  laws,  to  the  detriment  of  the  interests  of  LiUNA’s 
members. 

Members  of  LiUNA  Local  783  live,  work,  and  recreate  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  the  proposed  Project  site.  These  members  will  suffer  the  impacts  of  a 
poorly  executed  or  inadequately  mitigated  Project,  just  as  would  the  members  of 
any  nearby  homeowners  association,  community  group,  or  environmental  group. 
Members  of  LiUNA  Local  783  live  and  work  in  areas  that  will  be  affected  by  solar 
energy  development  and  groundwater  source  reduction,  air  pollution,  and 
impacts  on  plant  and  wildlife  species  generated  by  the  Project.  In  addition, 
construction  workers  in  particular  will  suffer  many  of  the  most  significant  impacts 
from  the  Project  as  currently  proposed,  such  as  close  proximity  exposure  to 
construction-related  air  pollution.  Therefore,  LiUNA  Local  783  and  its  members 
have  a direct  interest  in  ensuring  that  the  Project  is  adequately  analyzed  and  that 
its  environmental  and  public  health  impacts  are  mitigated  to  the  fullest  extent 
feasible. 
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III.  LEGAL  STANDARDS 
A.  NEPA 

Congress  enacted  NEPA  in  recognition  of  the  “profound  impact  of  man’s 
activity  on  the  interrelations  of  all  components  of  the  natural  environment,” 
including  “industrial  expansion,  resource  exploitation,  and  new  and  expanding 
technological  advances.”  42  U.S.C.  § 4331(a).  NEPA  is  the  “basic  national 
charter  for  protection  of  the  environment.”  40  C.F.R.  § 1500.1(a). 

NEPA  requires  that  federal  agencies  prepare  a “detailed  statement” — 
known  as  an  EIS — for  all  “major  Federal  actions  significantly  affecting  the  quality 
of  the  human  environment.”  42  U.S.C.  § 4332.  The  environmental  impact 
statement,  or  “EIS,”  is  intended  to  create  an  open,  informed,  and  public  decision- 
making process  that  insures  “that  environmental  information  is  available  to  public 
officials  and  citizens  before  decisions  are  made  and  before  actions  are  taken” 
and  “to  help  public  officials  make  decisions  that  are  based  on  understanding  of 
environmental  consequences,  and  take  actions  that  protect,  restore,  and 
enhance  the  environment.”  40  C.F.R.  § 1500.1.  A federal  agency’s  obligation  to 
prepare  an  EIS  extends  to  any  federal  action  that  “will  or  may”  have  a significant 
effect  on  the  environment.  40  C.F.R.  § 1508.3.  The  federal  agency  must 
“[rjigorously  explore  and  objectively  evaluate”  a range  of  alternatives  to  proposed 
federal  actions  and  their  impacts  in  the  EIS.  40  C.F.R.  § 1502.14(a). 

The  evaluation  of  mitigation  measures  is  an  essential  component  of  an 
EIS.  A federal  agency  is  required  to  evaluate  possible  mitigation  measures  in 
defining  the  scope  of  the  EIS,  in  examining  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  and 
alternatives,  and  in  explaining  its  ultimate  decision.  See  40  C.F.R.  §§  1502.14(f), 
1502.16(h),  1505.2(c),  1508.25(b). 

Agencies  must  insure  the  professional  integrity,  including  scientific 
integrity,  of  the  discussion  and  analysis  in  an  EIS.  40  C.F.R.  § 1502.24.  The 
information  in  an  EIS  must  be  of  high  quality,  as  accurate  scientific  analysis, 
expert  agency  comments,  and  public  scrutiny  are  essential  to  implementing 
NEPA.  40  C.F.R.  §§  1500.1(b),  1502.24. 

B<  CEQA 

CEQA  requires  that  an  agency  analyze  the  potential  environmental 
impacts  of  its  proposed  actions  in  an  environmental  impact  report  ("EIR")  (except 
in  certain  limited  circumstances).  (See,  e.g.,  Pub.  Res.  Code  § 21100.)  The  EIR 
is  the  very  heart  of  CEQA.  ( Dunn-Edwards  v.  BAAQMD  (1992)  9 Cal.App.4th 
644,  652.)  "The  ‘foremost  principle’  in  interpreting  CEQA  is  that  the  Legislature 
intended  the  act  to  be  read  so  as  to  afford  the  fullest  possible  protection  to  the 
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environment  within  the  reasonable  scope  of  the  statutory  language." 

( Communities  for  a Better  Environment  v.  Calif.  Resources  Agency  (2002)  103 
Cal.  App.  4th  98,  109.) 

CEQA  has  two  primary  purposes.  First,  CEQA  is  designed  to  inform 
decision  makers  and  the  public  about  the  potential,  significant  environmental 
effects  of  a project.  (14  Cal.  Code  Regs.  ("CEQA  Guidelines")  § 15002(a)(1).)  "Its 
purpose  is  to  inform  the  public  and  its  responsible  officials  of  the  environmental 
consequences  of  their  decisions  before  they  are  made.  Thus,  the  EIR  ‘protects 
not  only  the  environment  but  also  informed  self-government.’"  (Citizens  ofGoleta 
Valley  v.  Board  of  Supervisors  (1990)  52  Cal.  3d  553,  564)  The  EIR  has  been 
described  as  "an  environmental  ‘alarm  bell’  whose  purpose  it  is  to  alert  the  public 
and  its  responsible  officials  to  environmental  changes  before  they  have  reached 
ecological  points  of  no  return."  ( Berkeley  Keep  Jets  Over  the  Bay  v.  Bd.  of  Port 
Comm’rs.  (2001)  91  Cal.  App.  4th  1344,  1354  ("Berkeley  Jets");  County  of  Inyo  v. 
Yorty  (1973)  32  Cal.App.3d  795,  810) 

Second,  CEQA  requires  public  agencies  to  avoid  or  reduce  environmental 
damage  when  "feasible"  by  requiring  "environmentally  superior"  alternatives  and 
all  feasible  mitigation  measures.  (CEQA  Guidelines  § 15002(a)(2)  and  (3);  See 
also,  Berkeley  Jets,  91  Cal.  App.  4th  1344,  1354;  Citizens  ofGoleta  Valley  v. 
Board  of  Supervisors  (1990)  52  Cal. 3d  553,  564)  The  EIR  serves  to  provide 
agencies  and  the  public  with  information  about  the  environmental  impacts  of  a 
proposed  project  and  to  "identify  ways  that  environmental  damage  can  be 
avoided  or  significantly  reduced."  (Guidelines  §1 5002(a)(2))  If  the  project  will 
have  a significant  effect  on  the  environment,  the  agency  may  approve  the  project 
only  if  it  finds  that  it  has  "eliminated  or  substantially  lessened  all  significant  effects 
on  the  environment  where  feasible"  and  that  any  unavoidable  significant  effects 
on  the  environment  are  "acceptable  due  to  overriding  concerns."  (Pub. Res. Code 
§21081;  14  Cal. Code  Regs.  § 15092(b)(2)(A)  & (B)) 

While  the  courts  review  an  EIR  using  an  "abuse  of  discretion"  standard, 
"the  reviewing  court  is  not  to  ‘uncritically  rely  on  every  study  or  analysis 
presented  by  a project  proponent  in  support  of  its  position.  A ‘clearly  inadequate 
or  unsupported  study  is  entitled  to  no  judicial  deference.’"  (Berkeley  Jets,  91  Cal. 
App.  4th  1344,  1355  (emphasis  added),  quoting,  Laurel  Heights  Improvement 
Assn.  v.  Regents  of  University  of  California,  47  Cal.  3d  376,  391  409,  fn.  12 
(1988))  As  the  court  stated  in  Berkeley  Jets,  91  Cal.  App.  4th  at  1355: 

A prejudicial  abuse  of  discretion  occurs  "if  the  failure  to  include  relevant 
information  precludes  informed  decisionmaking  and  informed  public 
participation,  thereby  thwarting  the  statutory  goals  of  the  EIR  process." 
(San  Joaquin  RaptorAA/ildlife  Rescue  Center  v.  County  of  Stanislaus 
(1994)  27  Cal.  App.  4th  713,  722];  Galante  Vineyards  v.  Monterey 
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Peninsula  Water  Management  Dist.  (1997)  60  Cal.  App.  4th  1109,  1117; 

County  of  Amador  v.  El  Dorado  County  Water  Agency  (1999)  76  Cal.  App. 

4th  931, 946) 

1.  Joint  NEPA/ CEQA  Documents. 

CEQA  contemplates  there  will  be  projects  in  which  both  CEQA  and  NEPA 
apply  and  it  specifically  provides  for  such  occasions  by  setting  forth  various 
means  of  cooperation  while  at  the  same  time  ensuring  that  CEQA's  standards 
are  satisfied.  (See,  e.g.,  §§  21083.5-21083.7;  CEQA  Guidelines,  §§  15220- 
15229,  15063,  subd.  (a)(2),  15361;  Nelson  v.  County  of  Kern  (2010)  190  Cal. 
App.  4th  252,  278. 

A lead  agency  under  CEQA  may  work  with  a federal  agency  to  prepare  a 
joint  document  which  will  meet  the  requirements  of  both  CEQA  and  NEPA.  14 
CCR  § 15170.  Where  a project  is  subject  to  both  NEPA  and  CEQA,  cooperation 
between  NEPA  and  CEQA  lead  agencies  is  required  in  the  following  areas:  (a) 
Joint  planning  processes,  (b)  Joint  environmental  research  and  studies,  (c)  Joint 
public  hearings,  and  (d)  Joint  environmental  documents.  14  § CCR  15226.  an 
analysis  of  the  entire  project  is  required. 

NEPA  and  CEQA  contain  “basically  similar”  requirements.  City  of  Carmel- 
by-the-Sea  v.  U.S.  Dep’t  of  Transp.  (9th  Cir.  1997)  123  F.3d  1142.  The  Stateline 
Project  will  have  numerous  significant  impacts,  as  defined  by  both  NEPA  and 
CEQA,  which  impacts  have  been  inadequately  analyzed  or  mitigated  in  the  Draft 
EIS/EIR  under  either  law.  For  these  reasons,  and  because  the  Draft  EIS/EIR 
analyzes  the  Project’s  environmental  impacts  in  a single  document,  Commenters 
present  a single  discussion  of  significant  impacts  of  the  Project  herein.  All  issues 
identified  in  this  letter’s  discussion  are  raised  equally  under  NEPA  and  CEQA,  as 
well  as  under  any  other  applicable  laws  as  specified. 

C.  The  Administrative  Procedure  Act  (“APA”) 

The  APA  provides  that  a “person  suffering  legal  wrong  because  of  agency 
action,  or  adversely  affected  or  aggrieved  by  agency  action  within  the  meaning  of 
a relevant  statute,  is  entitled  to  judicial  review  thereof.”  5 U.S.C.  § 702.  The  APA 
provides  that  a court  shall  set  aside  agency  “findings,  conclusions,  and  actions” 
that  are  “arbitrary,  capricious,  an  abuse  of  discretion,  or  otherwise  not  in 
accordance  with  law.”  5 U.S.C.  § 706(2)(A). 

D.  The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (“FLPMA”) 

FLPMA  sets  forth  the  general  management  framework  for  the  public  lands 
based  on  the  principles  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield.  See  43  U.S.C.  § 
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1732(a).  FLPMA  requires  that  BLM  “develop,  maintain,  and,  when  appropriate, 
revise  land  use  plans”  for  the  public  lands,  43  U.S.C.  § 1712(a),  and  that  the 
agency  “[i]n  managing  the  public  lands  . . . take  any  action  necessary  to  prevent 
unnecessary  or  undue  degradation  of  the  lands.”  43  U.S.C.  § 1732(b). 

FLPMA  establishes  a heightened  standard  for  the  management  of  the 
CDCA — the  act  specifically  provides  “for  the  immediate  and  future  protection 
and  administration  of  the  public  lands  in  the  California  desert  within  the 
framework  of  a program  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield,  and  the 
maintenance  of  environmental  quality.”  43  U.S.C.  § 1781(b). 

FLPMA  mandated  the  preparation  of  the  California  Desert  Conservation 
Area  Plan,  see  43  U.S.C.  § 1781(d),  the  goal  of  which  is: 

to  provide  for  the  use  of  the  public  lands,  and  resources  of  the  California 
Desert  Conservation  Area,  including  economic,  education,  scientific,  and 
recreational  uses,  in  a manner  which  enhances  wherever  possible — and 
which  does  not  diminish,  on  balance — the  environmental,  cultural,  and 
aesthetic  values  of  the  Desert  and  its  productivity. 

BLM,  The  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan  1980  as  amended  at  5-6 
(1999). 

The  BLM  derives  its  authority  to  grant  ROWs  for  the  distribution  of  electric 
energy  from  FLPMA,  Title  V (43  U.S.C.  §§  1761-1771)  and  its  implementing 
regulations  (43  C.F.R.  Part  2800).  FLPMA  authorizes  BLM  to  “grant,  issue,  or 
renew  rights-of-way  over,  upon,  under,  or  through”  the  public  lands  for,  among 
other  uses,  “systems  for  generation,  transmission,  and  distribution  of  electric 
energy.”  43  U.S.C.  § 1761(a).  Each  ROW  shall  contain  terms  and  conditions 
that,  among  other  purposes,  will  “require  compliance  with  State  standards  for 
public  health  and  safety,  environmental  protection... if  those  standards  are  more 
stringent  than  applicable  federal  standards.”  Each  ROW  permit  must  contain 
terms  and  conditions  which  will  “minimize  the  damage  to  scenic  and  esthetic 
values  and  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  and  otherwise  protect  the  environment.”  43 
U.S.C.  § 1765(a)(ii).  Furthermore,  each  ROW  shall  contain  terms  and  conditions 
that  “require  compliance  with  State  standards  for  public  health  and  safety, 
environmental  protection,  and  siting,  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
or  for  rights-of-way  for  similar  purposes  if  those  standards  are  more  stringent 
than  applicable  Federal  standards.”  43  U.S.C.  § 1765(a)(iv). 

Under  43  C.F.R.  § 2805.12(a),  the  project  applicant  is  obligated  to  comply 
with  the  Secretary’s  terms  and  conditions  in  the  ROW  permit  requiring 
compliance  with  all  existing  Federal  laws  and  regulations  and  state  laws  and 
regulations  applicable  to  the  authorized  use,  with  the  Secretary’s  terms  and 
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conditions  relating  to  preventing  damage  to  “[sjcenic,  aesthetic,  cultural,  and 
environmental  values,  including  fish  and  wildlife  habitat”  (43  C.F.R.  § 

2805. 12(i)(3)(i)),  and  “[pjublic  health  and  safety”  (43  C.F.R.  § 2805. 1 2(iii))  and 
with  those  state  standards  that  are  more  stringent  than  federal  standards  and 
that  relate  to  public  health  and  safety,  environmental  protection,  and  siting, 
constructing  operating  and  maintaining  any  facilities  on  the  ROW.  43  C.F.R.  § 
2805.12(i)(6). 

E.  San  Bernardino  County  Desert  Groundwater  Management  Ordinance. 

The  County  adopted  the  Desert  Groundwater  Management  Ordinance, 
San  Bernardino  County  Code  Title  3,  Division  3,  Chapter  6,  Article  5 Sections 
33.06551  et  seq.  (“Ordinance”)  for  the  protection  of  groundwater  resources  within 
San  Bernardino  County.  The  Ordinance  states,  in  pertinent  part: 


The  protection  of  groundwater  resources  within  San  Bernardino  County  is 
of  utmost  importance.  The  public  health,  safety  and  general  welfare  of  the 
people  of  the  State  of  California  and  of  the  County  depend  upon  the 
continued  availability  of  groundwater  through  ensuring  that  extraction  of 
groundwater  does  not  exceed  the  safe  yield  of  affected  groundwater 
aquifers,  considering  both  the  short  and  long-term  impacts  of  groundwater 
extraction,  including  the  recovery  of  groundwater  aquifers  through  natural 
as  well  as  artificial  recharge.  The  protection  of  the  groundwater  resource 
within  San  Bernardino  County  also  includes  the  consideration  of  the 
health  of  individual  aquifers  and  the  continued  ability  of  those  aquifers  to 
store  and  maintain  water.  Ordinance  Sec.  33.06551 . 

Under  the  Ordinance,  the  protection  of  groundwater  resources  is  of 
particular  importance  due  to  “(1 ) The  existence  of  vast  aquifers  that  underlie 
those  areas  which  have  not  been  overdrafted;  (2)  The  relative  lack  of  significant 
natural  recharge  in  those  areas  when  compared  to  the  mountain  areas  and  other 
less  arid  areas  of  the  County;  and  (3)  The  lack  of  regulatory  or  judicial  oversight 
of  the  groundwater  aquifers  within  the  unadjudicated  desert  region,  which 
oversight  would  serve  to  ensure  the  groundwater  safe  yield  and  health  of  the 
aquifers.” 
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IV.  THE  PROJECT  VIOLATES  FLPMA. 

A.  Legal  Background. 

The  CDCA  is  a 25-million-acre  expanse  of  land  in  southern  California 
designated  by  Congress  in  1976  through  FLPMA.  DEIS,  p.  1-9.  About  10  million 
acres,  which  encompass  portions  of  the  Mojave,  Sonoran,  and  Great  Basin 
Deserts,  are  administered  by  BLM.  Id.  When  Congress  created  the  CDCA  it 
recognized  its  special  values,  proximity  to  the  population  centers  of  southern 
California,  and  the  need  for  a comprehensive  plan  for  managing  the  area. 
Congress  mandated  that  any  such  management  plan  be  based  on  the  concepts 
of  multiple  use,  sustained  yield,  and  maintenance  of  environmental  quality.  Id. 
Congress  directed  BLM  to  prepare  and  implement  a comprehensive,  long-range 
plan  for  the  management,  use,  development  and  protection  of  the  public  lands 
within  the  CDCA.  The  CDCA  Plan  establishes  goals  for  protection  and  for  use  of 
the  desert.  It  designates  distinct  multiple  use  classes  for  the  lands  involved,  and 
it  establishes  a framework  for  managing  the  various  resources  within  these 
classes.  Id. 

Pursuant  to  FLPMA  of  1 976,  43  U.S.C.  1701  et  seq.,  BLM  is  directed  to 
manage  the  public  lands  and  their  resources  based  on  multiple  use  and 
sustained  yield  principles.  As  required  by  FLPMA,  public  lands  must  be 
managed  in  a manner  that:  protects  the  quality  of  scientific,  scenic,  historical, 
ecological,  environmental,  air  and  atmospheric,  water  resource,  and 
archaeological  values;  preserves  and  protects,  where  appropriate,  certain  public 
lands  in  their  natural  condition;  provides  food  and  habitat  for  fish,  wildlife,  and 
domestic  animals;  and  provides  for  outdoor  recreation  and  human  occupancy 
and  use  by  encouraging  collaboration  and  public  participation  throughout  the 
planning  process.  In  addition,  public  land  must  be  managed  in  a manner  that 
recognizes  the  nation’s  need  for  domestic  sources  of  minerals,  food,  timber,  and 
fiber  from  public  land.  Land  use  plans  are  the  primary  mechanism  for  guiding 
BLM  activities  to  achieve  the  BLM’s  mission  and  goals.  In  processing  a land  use 
plan  amendment,  BLM  must  also  comply  with  the  BLM  Planning  Regulations  (43 
C.F.R.  Part  1600)  and  the  BLM  Land  Use  Planning  Handbook  (H-1601-1). 
FLPMA  also  authorizes  BLM  to  issue  ROW  grants  for  systems  intended  for 
generation,  transmission,  and  distribution  of  electric  energy. 

A plan  amendment  is  required  for  renewable  energy  projects  not 
previously  identified  in  the  CDCA  Plan.  DEIS,  p.  1-9.  The  Energy  Production 
and  Utility  Corridors  Element  of  the  CDCA  Plan  (BLM  1 980a,  as  amended) 
[(“Energy  Element”)]  recognizes  the  CDCA  as  an  area  where  energy  production 
facilities  and  utility  corridors  could  be  located,  and  requires  that  newly  proposed 
power  facilities  that  are  not  already  identified  in  the  CDCA  Plan  be  considered 
through  the  Plan  Amendment  process.  Since  the  Stateline  Project  is  not 
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currently  identified  within  the  CDCA  Plan,  a plan  amendment  is  required  to 
include  the  facility  as  a “recognized  element”  within  the  CDCA  Plan.  DEIS,  p.  1- 
9.  A Plan  Amendment  is  also  required  for  the  associated  management  action  of 
modifying  the  boundary  of  a DWMA.  Id.  The  Applicant  plans  to  use  the  area 
immediately  north  of  the  golf  course  as  a transplant  site  (for  special-status 
plants),  and  the  BLM  is  considering  the  land  immediately  adjacent  to  the  golf 
course  and  Interstate  15  for  inclusion  in  the  DWMA.  First  Solar.  2012.  Vegetation 
Resources  Management  Plan,  Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project,  Figure  6. 

See  also  DEIS/DEIR,  Figure  2-1. 

The  Energy  Element  outlines  BLM’s  management  decisions  for 
designation  and  implementation  of  a network  of  planning  (utility  corridors  to  meet 
the  projected  utility  needs  through  the  year  2000  and  siting  procedures  for  power 
plants  and  alternative  energy  sources.  DEIS,  p.  1-9.  The  Energy  Element 
identifies  nine  decision  criteria  to  be  evaluated  when  considering  locating  a new 
energy  facility  within  the  CDCA  Plan  area.  DEIS,  p.  1-11.  These  criteria  are  as 
follows: 

1 . Minimize  the  number  of  separate  rights-of-way  by  using  existing  rights-of- 
way  as  a basis  for  planning  corridors; 

2.  Encourage  joint  use  of  corridors  for  transmission  lines,  canals,  pipelines, 
and  cables; 

3.  Provide  alternative  corridors  to  be  considered  during  the  processing  of 
applications; 

4.  Avoid  sensitive  resources  wherever  possible; 

5.  Conform  to  local  plans  whenever  possible; 

6.  Consider  wilderness  values  and  be  consistent  with  final  wilderness 
recommendations; 

7.  Complete  the  delivery  system  network. 

8.  Consider  ongoing  projects  for  which  decisions  have  been  made;  and 

9.  Consider  corridor  networks  that  take  into  account  power  needs  and 
alternative  fuel  resources. 

DEIS,  p.  1-11  (“CDCA  Area  Plan’s  Energy  Element  Decision  Criteria). 

B.  The  Draft  EIS/EIR  Erroneously  Concludes  That  the  Project  is  in 
Conformity  With  the  CDCA  Area  Plan’s  Energy  Element  Decision 
Criteria. 

The  Project  was  not  previously  identified  in  the  CDCA  Plan  and  therefore 
a plan  amendment  is  required.  DEIS,  p.  1-10.  The  Plan  Amendment  process  is 
also  being  used  to  effect  a modification  of  the  DWMA  boundary.  Id. 
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To  evaluate  whether  the  Project  should  be  located  within  the  CDCA  Plan 
area,  the  BLM  conducted  a conformity  analysis  with  the  CDCA  Area  Plan’s 
Energy  Element  Decision  Criteria,  the  findings  of  which  were  presented  in  the 
DEIS  in  Appendix  D.  Conformity  with  the  CDCAArea  Plan’s  Energy  Production 
and  Utility  Corridors  Element  Decision  Criteria.  The  DEIS/DEIR  concludes  that 
the  Project  is  in  conformance  with  the  nine  decision  criteria.  However,  this 
conclusion  is  unfounded.  The  proposed  Project  would  violate  the  CDCA  because 
it  fails  to  avoid  sensitive  resources,  fails  to  conform  to  local  plans,  and  it  is 
inconsistent  with  wilderness  values  and  is  inconsistent  with  wilderness 
recommendations. 

The  Project  is  not  consistent  with  criterion  #4  (i.e.,  “[ajvoid  sensitive 
resources  wherever  possible),  because  the  Project  could  be  located  to  avoid 
sensitive  resources)  such  as  desert  tortoise  habitat,  and  could  propose 
alternative  water  supply  to  avoid  overdraft  of  the  IVGB  aquifer. 

With  regard  to  groundwater,  the  Project  will  draft  a significant  amount  of 
groundwater  (up  to  1.5  million  gallons  per  day)  during  construction,  and  relies  on 
an  inflated  aquifer  recharge  estimate  (6,943  to  8,258  ac-ft/yr)  to  conclude  that  the 
Project  will  have  no  significant  impact  on  groundwater  overdraft.  This  conclusion 
is  inconsistent  with  the  more  conservative  recharge  estimates  calculated  by  other 
agencies  (1,275  to  6,538  ac-ft/yr).  See  Exhibit  B,  Rhymes  comments,  p.  2. 

And  with  regard  to  desert  tortoise,  the  Project  is  located  within  the 
Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  Unit,  which,  although  not  included  within  the  DWMA,  is 
designated  BLM  Class  I desert  tortoise  habitat.  DEIS,  p.  3.15-2.  The  DWMA 
boundary  is  likely  to  adversely  impact  the  existing  tortoise  population,  rather  than 
assist  it.  See  Exhibit  A,  Cashen  comments,  pp.  2-3.  Although  the  Project 
proposes  to  expand  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA,  the  result  will  be  to 
place  the  DWMA  boundaries  adjacent  to,  and  fully  surrounding  the  Project  site  on 
all  sides.  DEIS,  p.  3.15-2.  This  essentially  bisects  the  proposed  “modified 
DWMA”  in  the  middle,  and  carves  out  a “dead  center,”  or  biologically 
unsustainable  area  for  the  tortoise  directly  in  the  middle  of  its  protective  habitat. 
Id;,  DEIS,  Figure  2-1  (“Proposed  Boundary  of  the  Modified  DWMA”). 

This  is  both  unsustainable  and  contrary  to  the  purpose  of  the  DWMAs, 
which  is  to  assist  with  tortoise  rehabilitation.  See  DEIS,  p.  3.15-1  (“DWMA  was 
established  in  response  to  the  listing  of  the  desert  tortoise  as  threatened  under 
the  State  and  Federal  Endangered  Species  Acts,  designation  of  critical  habitat  for 
the  desert  tortoise,  and  publication  of  the  1994  Recovery  Plan  for  Desert  Tortoise 
(USFWS  1994)”).  DEIS,  p.  3.15-1-2.  The  Project  is  thus  inconsistent  with 
criterion  #4. 
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The  Draft  EIS/EIR  also  concludes  that  the  Project  is  in  conformity  with 
criterion  #5  (i.e.,”[c]onform  to  local  plans  whenever  possible”).  However,  the 
Project  is  inconsistent  with  the  Conservation  Element  of  the  San  Bernardino 
County  General  Plan,  which  states: 

The  County  will  site  energy  facilities  equitably  in  order  to  minimize  net 
energy  use  and  consumption  of  natural  resources,  and  avoid 
inappropriately  burdening  certain  communities.  Energy  planning 
should  conserve  energy  and  reduce  peak  load  demands,  reduce 
natural  resource  consumption,  minimize  environmental  impacts,  and 
treat  local  communities  fairly  in  providing  energy  efficiency  programs  and 
locating  energy  facilities. 

See  General  Plan,  Section  V (Conservation  Element),  Chap.  7 (Energy), 
Policy  CO  8.1  (emphasis  added). 

By  contrast,  the  siting  of  the  Stateline  Project  in  the  sensitive  Ivanpah 
Valley  desert  habitat,  and  directly  adjacent  to  the  enormous  Ivanpah  SEGS  solar 
thermal  facility,  has  the  opposite  effect  of  increasing  both  individual,  and 
cumulatively  considerable,  environmental  impacts.  Based  on  this  General  Plan 
statement,  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  erroneously  concludes  that  the  Project  is  in 
conformance  with  the  San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan. 

BLM  (and  the  County)  must  treat  its  analysis  of  conflicts  with  the  San 
Bernardino  County  General  Plan  seriously  and  land  use  decisions  must  be 
consistent  with  the  plan.  CEQA  Guidelines,  App.  G,  Evaluation  of  Environmental 
Impacts,  Item  6;  Guidelines  § 15125(d);  Gov.  Code  § 65860(a).  The  General  Plan 
is  intended  to  be  the  "constitution  for  all  future  developments"  in  San  Bernardino 
County,  a "charter  for  future  development,"  that  embodies  "fundamental  land  use 
decisions  that  guide  the  future  growth  and  development  of  cities  and  counties." 
Families  Unafraid  to  Uphold  Rural  El  Dorado  County  v.  Board  of  Supervisors  of 
El  Dorado  County,  62  Cal.  App.  4th  1334,  1335  (1998);  Lesher  Communications, 
Inc.  v.  City  of  Walnut  Creek,  52  Cal. 3d  531 ,54  (1990);  City  of  Santa  Ana  v.  City  of 
Garden  Grove,  100  Cal.  App.  3d  521,532  (1979)).  The  "propriety  of  virtually  any 
local  decision  affecting  land  use  and  development  depends  upon  consistency 
with  applicable  general  plan  and  its  elements."  Citizens  of  Goleta  Valley  v.  Board 
of  Supervisors  of  County  of  Santa  Barbara,  52  Cal.  3d  553,  570  (1990).  The 
consistency  doctrine  has  been  described  as  the  "linchpin  of  California’s  land  use 
and  development  laws;  it  is  the  principal  which  infuses  the  concept  of  planned 
growth  with  the  force  of  law."  Corona-Norco  Unified  School  District  v.  City  of 
Corona,  17  Cal.  App.  4th  985,  994  (1993). 
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A project's  impacts  may  be  deemed  significant  if  they  are  greater  than 
those  deemed  acceptable  in  a general  plan.  Gentry  v.  City  of  Murrieta,  36  Cal. 
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App.  4th  1359,  1416  (1995).  A significant  impact  on  land  use  and  planning  would 
occur  if  the  project  would  "[cjonflict  with  any  applicable  land  use  plan,  policy,  or 
regulation  of  an  agency  with  jurisdiction  over  the  project  (including,  but  not  limited 
to  the  general  plan,  specific  plan,  local  coastal  program,  or  zoning  ordinance) 
adopted  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  or  mitigating  an  environmental  effect." 

CEQA  Guidelines  Appendix  G,  § IX(b). 

According  to  the  CEQA  Guidelines,  "environmental  effects"  include  direct 
and  indirect  impacts  to  land  use  and  planning.  Where  the  plan  or  policy  was 
adopted  to  avoid  negative  environmental  effects,  conflicts  with  the  plan  or  policy 
constitutes  a significant  negative  impact.  Oro  Fino  Gold  Mining  Corp.  v.  Co.  of  el 
Dorado,  225  Cal.  App.  3d  872,  881-882  (1990);  see  also  Endangered  Habitats 
League,  Inc.  v.  County  of  Orange,  131  Cal.  App.  4th  777,  783-4  (2005);  County  of 
El  Dorado  v.  Dept.  ofTransp.,  133  Cal.  App.  4th  1376  (2005);  CEQA  Guidelines, 
App.  G.,  § IX(b).  Thus,  under  CEQA,  a project  results  in  a significant  effect  on 
the  environment  if  the  project  is  inconsistent  with  an  applicable  land  use  plan, 
policy  or  regulation  adopted  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  or  mitigating  one  or  more 
of  these  environmental  effects. 

The  Draft  EIS/EIR  fails  to  conclude  that  the  Project  is  inconsistent  with 
San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan  and  its  Elements.  The  Draft  EIS/EIR  must 
be  revised  to  analyze  inconsistencies  identify  appropriate  mitigations  or  set  the 
foundation  for  a finding  of  overriding  considerations. 

Similarly,  the  CDCA  Plan  Amendment  and  DWMA  boundary  modifications 
cannot  be  a pproved  because  the  Project  fails  to  meet  the  required  criteria  for  an 
amendment. 
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V.  THE  DRAFT  EIS/EIR  FAILS  TO  INCLUDE  ALL  STUDIES,  REPORTS, 
AND  TREATISES  REFERENCED  IN  THE  EIS/EIR,  AND  RELIED  UPON 
BY  STAFF,  IN  VIOLATION  OF  NEPA  AND  CEQA. 

A.  NEPA  Standard. 

“The  purpose  of  NEPA  is  to  ‘ensure  that  agencies  carefully  consider 
information  about  significant  environmental  impacts’  and  guarantee  that 
relevant  information  is  available  to  the  public."  Save  the  Peaks  Coalition  v. 
U.S.  Forest  Serv.,  669  F.3d  1025,  1035  (9th  Cir.  2012)  (emphasis  added) 

(citing  Lands  Council  v.  McNair,  629  F.3d  1070,  1075  (9th  Cir.  2010).  “The 
very  purpose  of  public  issuance  of  an  environmental  impact  statement  is  to 
lprovid[e]  a springboard  for  public  comment.’”  N.C.  Wildlife  Fed’n  v.  N.C.  Dep’t 
ofTransp.,  677  F.3d  596,  603  (4th  Cir.  2012),  citing  Dep’t  of  Transp.  v.  Pub. 
Citizen,  541  U.S.  752,  768  (2004).  “NEPA  requires  that  ‘the  public  receive  the 
underlying  environmental  data  from  which  [an  agency]  expert  derived  her 
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opinion.’”  Earth  Island  Inst.,  351  F.3d  at  1300-01,  quoting  Idaho  Sporting 
Cong.,  137  F.3d  at  1150;  40  C.F.R.  §1500. 1(b).  “An  agency  must  also  ‘identify 
any  methodologies  used’  and  ‘make  explicit  reference  by  footnote  to  the 
scientific  and  other  sources  relied  upon  for  conclusions  in  the  [EIS].”’  351  F.3d 
at  1301;  40  C.F.R.  §1502.24. 

“NEPAdoes  not  permit  an  agency  to  rely  on  the  conclusions  and 
opinions  [of  experts]  without  providing  both  supporting  analysis  and  data.” 
Idaho  Sporting  Cong.,  137  F.3d  at  1150;  Sierra  Nev.  Forest  Prot.  Campaign  v. 
Tippin,  2006  U.S.  Dist.  LEXIS  99458,  at  *29-37  (E.D.  Cal.  Sept.  6,  2006).  The 
CEQ  regulations  emphasize  that  “No  material  may  be  incorporated  by 
reference  unless  it  is  reasonably  available  for  inspection  by  potentially 
interested  persons  within  the  time  allowed  for  comment.  Material  based 
on  proprietary  data  which  is  itself  not  available  for  review  and  comment  shall 
not  be  incorporated  by  reference.”  40  C.F.R.  §1502.21  (emphasis  added). 
Although  supporting  studies  need  not  be  physically  attached  to  an  EIS,  the 
studies  must  be  referenced  in  the  EIS  or  its  appendices  and,  most  importantly, 
the  studies  must  “be  available  and  accessible”  to  the  public.  Coalition  for 
Canyon  Preservation  v.  Bowers,  632  F.2d  774,  782  (9th  Cir.  1980)  (emphasis 
added).  See  also  Trout  Unlimited  v.  Morton,  509  F.2d  1276,  1284  (9th  Cir. 
1974).  “When  relevant  information  ‘is  not  available  during  the  [impact 
statement]  process  and  is  not  available  to  the  public  for  comment[,]  . . . the 
[impact  statement]  process  cannot  serve  its  larger  informational  role,  and  the 
public  is  deprived  of  [its]  opportunity  to  play  a role  in  the  decision-making 
process.’”  N.C.  Wildlife  Fed’n,  677  F.3d  at  604-05,  quoting  N.  Plains  Resource 
v.  Surface  Transp.  Bd.,  668  F.3d  1067,  1085  (9th  Cir.  2011)  (citing  Robertson  v. 
Methow  Valley  Citizens  Council,  490  U.S.  332,  349  (1989).  “Failure  to  provide 
this  information  ‘either  vitiates  a plaintiff’s  ability  to  challenge  an  agency  action 
or  results  in  the  courts  second  guessing  an  agency’s  scientific  conclusions.’” 
Earth  Island  Inst.,  351  F.3d  at  1301,  quoting  Idaho  Sporting  Cong.,  137  F.3d  at 
1150. 


Where  an  agency  references  studies  in  support  of  a material  conclusion 
in  its  EIS,  but  fails  to  gather  in  the  studies  and  independently  review  that 
referenced  evidence,  the  agency  cannot  claim  to  have  reviewed  the  evidence. 
“[C]ourts  must  independently  review  the  record  in  order  to  satisfy  themselves 
that  the  agency  has  made  a reasoned  decision  based  on  its  evaluation  of 
the  evidence."  League  of  Wilderness  Defenders-Blue  Mts.  Biodiversity 
Project  v.  U.S.  Forest  Serv.,  689  F.3d  1060,  1073  (9th  Cir.  2012),  citing  Earth 
Island  Inst.  v.  U.S.  Forest  Serv.,  442  F.3d  1147,  1160  (9th  Cir.  2006),  overruled 
on  other  grounds,  Winter  v.  NRDC,  55  U.S.  7 (2008).  “If  an  agency  has  failed 
to  make  a reasoned  decision  based  on  an  evaluation  of  the  evidence,  the 
Court  may  properly  conclude  that  an  agency  had  acted  arbitrarily  and 
capriciously.”  Earth  Island  Inst.  v.  Morse,  2009  U.S.  Dist.  LEXIS  68311,  at  *15- 
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23  (E.D.  Cal.  Aug.  5,  2009)  (emphasis  added),  citing  Earth  Island  Inst.,  351 
F.3d  at  1301 . 

B.  CEQA  Standard. 

Section  21092(b)(1)  of  CEQA  and  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15087(c)(5) 
require  that  “all  documents  referenced  in  the  environmental  impact  report”  be 
available  for  review  and  “readily  accessible.”  Section  21092(b)(1)  also  requires 
that  the  CEQA  notice  for  an  EIR  must  include  “the  address  where  copies  of  the 
proposed  EIR  and  all  documents  referenced  therein  are  available  for  review  and 
readily  accessible  during  the  agency’s  normal  working  hours.”  As  noted  by 
leading  CEQA  commentators,  Remy  and  Thomas: 

The  above-referenced  section  [21092(b)(1)]  requires  the  agency  to  notify 
the  public  of  the  address  at  which  “all  documents  referenced  in  a draft 
EIR”  can  be  found  (and  presumably  read) . . . seems  to  require  agencies 
to  make  available  for  public  review  all  documents  on  which  agency  staff  or 
consultants  expressly  rely  in  preparing  a draft  EIR.  In  light  of  case  law 
emphasizing  the  importance  of  ensuring  that  the  public  can  obtain  and 
review  documents  on  which  agencies  rely  for  the  environmental 
conclusions  (see,  e.g.,  Emmington  v.  Solano  County  Redevel.  Agency , 

195  Cal.App.3d  491,  502-503  (1987)),  agencies  should  ensure  that  they 
comply  literally  with  this  requirement. 

Remy,  Thomas  and  Moose,  Guide  to  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act,  p. 
293  (Solano  Press,  1999).  The  courts  have  held  that  the  failure  to  provide  even 
a few  pages  of  a CEQA  documents  for  a portion  of  the  CEQA  review  period 
invalidates  the  entire  CEQA  process.  Ultramar  v.  South  Coast  Air  Quality  Man. 
Dist.,  17  Cal.App.4,h  689  (1993). 

C.  The  Draft  EIS/EIR  Illegally  Failed  to  Include  Referenced  Studies  and 
Reports,  and  Failed  to  Inform  the  Public  of  Their  Location  for  Review. 

Chapter  8.0  of  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  lists  over  100  documents  that  are  cited  as 
“References”  in  the  various  chapters  of  the  EIS/EIR.  DEIS  Section  8.0,  pp.  8-1  to 
8-23.  These  documents  are  not  included  in  the  Draft  EIR/EIS  itself,  and  the 
majority  of  the  documents  are  not  posted  on  BLM  or  the  County’s  website,  and 
were  not  otherwise  made  available  to  the  public  for  review  via  the  Internet  or 
research  libraries  during  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  comment  period.  This  violates  both 
CEQA  and  NEPA’s  requirement  that  all  underlying  studies  and  reports  relied 
upon  by  the  agency  in  reaching  its  conclusions  must  be,  in  fact,  reviewed  by  the 
agency,  and  made  available  to  the  public  for  review  during  the  relevant  NEPA 
and  CEQA  public  comment  periods. 
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In  particular,  LiUNA  notes  that  the  following  documents  were  not  available 
on  either  BLM  or  the  County’s  website  for  the  Stateline  Project: 

• Memorandum  of  Understanding  (“MOU”)  Agreement  No.  03-1211  between 
BLM  and  the  County,  which  requiring  the  Project’s  groundwater  wells  to 
fall  under  the  County’s  jurisdiction,  and  would  therefore  require 
compliance  with  County  Ordinance  No.  3872  regarding  permitting  and 
monitoring  of  groundwater  extraction  wells.  See  DEIS,  pp.  ES-1 , 1-8. 

• First  Solar’s  Broken  PV  Module  Detection  and  Handling  Plan.  See  DEIS, 
p.  4.11-7. 

• First  Solar’s  Module  Collection  and  Recycling  Program.  See  DEIS,  p. 
4.11-7. 

• Ironwood  Consulting,  Inc.  (2012).  Raven  Management  Plan.  Stateline 
Solar  Farm  Project. 

• Brown,  Patricia.  2011 . Bat  Surveys  of  First  Solar  Facility  Ivanpah  Valley, 
San  Bernardino  County,  California.  Brown-Berry  Biological  Consulting, 
Bishop,  California. 

• Bureau  of  Land  Management.  201 1 . Revised  biological  assessment  for 
the  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  System  (Ivanpah  SEGS)  Project. 
Prepared  by  Sundance  Biology,  Kiva  Biological,  and  CH2MHi!l. 

• Mohlmann,  J.  (Independent  Biological  Contractor).  2011.  Avian  point 
Count  and  Eagle  Data  for  spring  2011.  Electronic  mail  dated  April  27, 
2011. 

• Nussear,  K.E.  2011.  Personal  communication.  Email  with  desert  tortoise 
home  range  data  for  Bird  Springs  Valley,  NV.  Email  dated  September  3, 
2011. 

• Sycamore  Environmental  Consultants,  Inc.  2010.  Botanical  Inventory 
Report  for  the  Silver  State  Solar  Project,  Clark  County,  Nevada. 

• Wehausen,  John  (UC  White  Mountain  Research  Station).  Personal 
communication  regarding  desert  bighorn  sheep  within  Clark  Mountains 
and  Ivanpah  Valley,  (e-mail:  February  13,  2008) 

• Wildlife  Research  Institute,  Inc.  2010.  Golden  eagle  surveys  surrounding 
First  Solar  Stateline  project  area  in  San  Bernardino  County,  California  and 
Clark  County,  Nevada. 

• 2012a.  Noxious  Weed  Management  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project. 
March,  2012. 

• 2012c.  Air  Quality  Construction  Management  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm 
Project.  May,  2012. 

• 201 2d.  Closure,  Decommissioning,  and  Reclamation  Plan,  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  Project.  May,  2012. 

• 201 2g.  Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy.  September,  2012. 

• 201 2h.  Raven  Management  Plan.  September,  2012. 
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• 201 2j.  Desert  Tortoise  Translocation:  Options  for  Ivanpah  Valley.  January 
9,  2012. 

• 2012k.  Storm  Water  Management  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project. 
January,  2012. 

• 20121.  Lighting  Management  Plan,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  March, 
2012. 

• LSA.  2011a.  Jurisdictional  Delineation  of  United  States  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  and  California 

• Department  of  Fish  and  Game  Jurisdiction.  First  Solar  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  Project,  San  Bernardino  County,  California.  October. 

• Taney  Engineering.  2011a.  Hydrology  and  Hydraulics  Report  for  Stateline 
Solar  Farm  (Alternative  B).  September  29,  2011. 

• . 2011b.  Hydrology  and  Hydraulics  Report  for  Stateline  Solar  Farm 

(Alternative  D).  September  28,  2011. 

• Brown,  Patricia.  2011.  Bat  Surveys  of  First  Solar  Facility  Ivanpah  Valley, 
San  Bernardino  County,  California.  Brown-Berry  Biological  Consulting, 
Bishop,  California. 

• Mohlmann,  J.  (Independent  Biological  Contractor)  2011.  Electronic  mail: 
Avian  point  Count  and  Eagle  Data  for  spring  2011.  Dated  April  27,  2011. 

• Wildlife  Research  Institute,  Inc.  2010.  Golden  eagle  surveys  surrounding 
First  Solar  Stateline  Project  in  San  Bernardino  County,  California  and 
Clark  County,  Nevada. 

This  is  not  a conclusive  list  of  all  missing  documents.  Rather,  the  above 
list  represents  several  key  documents  that  purportedly  form  the  basis  for  BLM 
and  the  County’s  conclusions  in  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  that  the  Project  will  have  no 
significant  impacts  to  groundwater  resources,  no  significant  impacts  from 
exposure  to  hazardous  CdTE  from  broken  or  aging  solar  panels,  and  conclusions 
that  the  Project’s  significant  impact  to  sensitive  species  will  be  mitigated  to  the 
full  extent  feasible,  such  as  impacts  to  desert  tortoise  and  golden  eagles. 


66-7 


The  absence  of  these  documents  from  the  record  and  the  Draft  EIS/EIR 
raises  the  question  of  whether  they  are  even  in  BLM  or  the  County’s  possession, 
and  whether  the  agencies  actually  reviewed  these  studies  in  reaching  their 
conclusions  in  the  EIS/EIR.  Without  access  to  the  underlying  data  referenced  in 
these  documents,  BLM  and  the  County  could  not  have  independently  reviewed 
the  data  to  support  the  EIS/EIR’s  groundwater,  hazardous  materials,  and  wildlife 
impact  analyses,  nor  could  the  public  have  had  an  opportunity  to  review  and 
comment  on  that  evidence.  Consequently,  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  fails  to  disclose 
critical  information  needed  to  assess  the  validity  of  the  agencies’  findings,  and 
creates  a per  se  presumption  of  a lack  of  substantial  evidence  to  support  those 
findings.  Earth  Island  Inst.  v.  Morse,  2009  U.S.  Dist.  LEXIS  68311,  at  *15-23 
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(E.D.  Cal.  Aug.  5,  2009)  (emphasis  added),  citing  Earth  Island  Inst.,  351  F.3d  at 
1301. 


Because  these  and  other  referenced  studies  and  reports  were  absent  from 
the  publicly  accessible  Draft  EIS/EIR  documents,  BLM  and  the  County’s 
NEPA/CEQA  process  was  severely  undermined,  and  the  agencies’  conclusions 
that  significant  impacts  of  the  Project  would  be  adequately  mitigated  - or  do  not 
even  rise  to  the  level  of  significant  impacts  - is  unsupported  in  the  Draft  EIS/EIR. 

The  public  was  not  provided  the  requisite  underlying  data  from  which  the 
developer’s  consultants  and  presumably  BLM  and  the  County  derived  their 
opinions.  As  a result,  the  public  was  denied  the  opportunity  to  play  an  informed 
role  in  the  decision-making  process,  which  vitiated  Commenters’  ability  to 
properly  analyze  and  comment  on  the  Project’s  impacts,  and  evaluate  whether 
the  proposed  mitigation  measures  would  sufficiently  address  those  impacts.  See 
Idaho  Sporting  Congress  v.  Thomas,  137  F.3d  1146,  1150  (9th  Cir.  1998). 

VI.  THE  DRAFT  EIS/EIR  VIOLATES  NEPA  AND  CEQA  BECAUSE  IT  FAILS 
TO  ANALYZE  AND  MITIGATE  ALL  POTENTIALLY  SIGNIFICANT 
IMPACTS 

A.  NEPA  Standard. 

NEPA’s  purpose  is  “to  help  public  officials  make  decisions  that  are  based 
on  understanding  of  environmental  consequences,  and  take  actions  that  protect, 
restore,  and  enhance  the  environment.”  40  C.F.R.  §1500. 1(c).  NEPA  “does  not 
‘mandate  particular  results,  but  simply  provides  the  necessary  process  to  ensure 
that  federal  agencies  take  a hard  look  at  the  environmental  consequences  of 
their  actions.’”  Id.  “The  ‘hard  look’  ‘must  be  taken  objectively  and  in  good  faith, 
not  as  an  exercise  in  form  over  substance,  and  not  as  a subterfuge  designed  to 
rationalize  a decision  already  made.”  W.  Watersheds  Project  v.  Kraayenbrink, 
632  F.3d  472,  491  (9th  Cir.  2011).  Nor  can  an  EIS’s  discussion  of  adverse 
impacts  “improperly  minimize  negative  side  effects.”  Id.  at  491. 

Under  NEPA,  the  effect  of  a proposed  action  must  be  considered  in  the 
context  of  society  as  a whole,  the  region  to  be  affected,  any  interests  to  be 
affected,  and  the  immediate  locale  to  be  affected.  40  CFR  § 1508.27(a).  NEPA 
focuses  on  the  “human  environment,”  which  includes  both  the  natural  and 
physical  environment  and  the  relationship  of  people  to  that  environment. 

Although  NEPA  does  not  require  that  economic  and  social  effects  alone  trigger 
the  need  for  an  EIS,  these  effects  must  be  addressed  if  they  are  interrelated  with 
natural  or  physical  effects.  42  USC  § 4332(2)(c);  40  CFR  § 1508.14. 
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Specifically,  when  evaluating  the  significance  of  environmental  effects,  an 
agency  must  consider  the  following: 

(1)  Impacts  that  may  be  both  beneficial  and  adverse.  A significant  effect 
may  exist  even  if  the  Federal  agency  believes  that  on  balance  the  effect 
will  be  beneficial. 

(2)  The  degree  to  which  the  proposed  action  affects  public  health  or 
safety. 

(3)  Unique  characteristics  of  the  geographic  area  such  as  proximity  to 
historic  or  cultural  resources,  park  lands,  prime  farmlands,  wetlands,  wild 
and  scenic  rivers,  or  ecologically  critical  areas. 

(4)  The  degree  to  which  the  effects  on  the  quality  of  the  human 
environment  are  likely  to  be  highly  controversial. 

(5)  The  degree  to  which  the  possible  effects  on  the  human  environment 
are  highly  uncertain  or  involve  unique  or  unknown  risks. 

(6)  The  degree  to  which  the  action  may  establish  a precedent  for  future 
actions  with  significant  effects  or  represents  a decision  in  principle  about  a 
future  consideration. 

(7)  Whether  the  action  is  related  to  other  actions  with  individually 
insignificant  but  cumulatively  significant  impacts.  Significance  exists  if  it  is 
reasonable  to  anticipate  a cumulatively  significant  impact  on  the 
environment.  Significance  cannot  be  avoided  by  terming  an  action 
temporary  or  by  breaking  it  down  into  small  component  parts. 

(8)  The  degree  to  which  the  action  may  adversely  affect  districts,  sites, 
highways,  structures,  or  objects  listed  in  or  eligible  for  listing  in  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places  or  may  cause  loss  or  destruction  of 
significant  scientific,  cultural,  or  historical  resources. 

(9)  The  degree  to  which  the  action  may  adversely  affect  an  endangered  or 
threatened  species  or  its  habitat  that  has  been  determined  to  be  critical 
under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973. 

(10)  Whether  the  action  threatens  a violation  of  Federal,  State,  or  local  law 
or  requirements  imposed  for  the  protection  of  the  environment. 

40  CFR  § 1508.27. 

B.  CEQA  Standard. 

CEQA  requires  that  an  agency  analyze  the  potential  environmental 
impacts  of  its  proposed  actions  in  an  environmental  impact  report  ("EIR")  (except 
in  certain  limited  circumstances).  See,  e.g.,  Pub.  Res.  Code  § 21100.  The  EIR  is 
the  very  heart  of  CEQA.  Dunn-Edwards  v.  BAAQMD  (1992)  9 Cal.App.4th  644, 
652.  "The  ‘foremost  principle’  in  interpreting  CEQA  is  that  the  Legislature 
intended  the  act  to  be  read  so  as  to  afford  the  fullest  possible  protection  to  the 
environment  within  the  reasonable  scope  of  the  statutory  language." 
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Communities  for  a Better  Environment  v.  Calif.  Resources  Agency  (2002)  103 
Cal.  App.  4th  98,  109. 

CEQA  requires  public  agencies  to  avoid  or  reduce  environmental  damage 
when  "feasible"  by  requiring  "environmentally  superior"  alternatives  and  all 
feasible  mitigation  measures.  (CEQA  Guidelines  § 15002(a)(2)  and  (3);  See  also, 
Berkeley  Jets,  91  Cal.  App.  4th  1344,  1354;  Citizens  ofGoleta  Valley  v.  Board  of 
Supervisors  (1990)  52  Cal. 3d  553,  564)  The  EIR  serves  to  provide  agencies  and 
the  public  with  information  about  the  environmental  impacts  of  a proposed  project 
and  to  "identify  ways  that  environmental  damage  can  be  avoided  or  significantly 
reduced."  (Guidelines  §1 5002(a)(2))  If  the  project  will  have  a significant  effect  on 
the  environment,  the  agency  may  approve  the  project  only  if  it  finds  that  it  has 
"eliminated  or  substantially  lessened  all  significant  effects  on  the  environment 
where  feasible"  and  that  any  unavoidable  significant  effects  on  the  environment 
are  "acceptable  due  to  overriding  concerns."  Pub. Res. Code  § 21081;  14 
Cal. Code  Regs.  § 1 5092(b)(2)(A)  & (B). 

A prejudicial  abuse  of  discretion  occurs  "if  the  failure  to  include  relevant 
information  precludes  informed  decisionmaking  and  informed  public  participation, 
thereby  thwarting  the  statutory  goals  of  the  EIR  process."  San  Joaquin 
RaptorAA/ildlife  Rescue  Center  v.  County  of  Stanislaus  (1994)  27  Cal.  App.  4th 
713,  722];  Galante  Vineyards  v.  Monterey  Peninsula  Water  Management  Dist. 
(1997)  60  Cal.  App.  4th  1109,  1117;  County  of  Amador  v.  El  Dorado  County 
Water  Agency  (1999)  76  Cal.  App.  4th  931,  946. 

A.  The  Draft  EIR/EIS  Fails  to  Adequately  Analyze  Impacts  to  Biological 

Resources. 


Expert  wildlife  biologist  Scott  Cashen,  M.S.,  concludes  that  the  Draft 
EIS/EIR  inadequately  analyzes  impacts  to  biological  resources. 


1.  Project  Description. 


Mr.  Cashen  concludes  that  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  fails  to  provide  an  adequate 
description  of  major  components  of  the  Project  that  are  likely  to  significantly 
impact  endangered  and  sensitive  species.  Mr.  Cashen  states: 

The  Ivanpah  SEGS  facility  is  being  constructed  using  a low-impact 
approach  in  which  site  grading  was  limited,  and  site  drainages  were 
generally  left  undeveloped.2  The  ISEGS  facility  does  not  involve  any 
debris  or  sediment  basins,  and  therefore  has  a minimal  impact  on 
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stormwater  flow.3  Contrary  to  the  approach  used  for  the  ISEGS  facility, 
the  proposed  Project  would  involve  grading  the  entire  Project  site 
(including  washes),  leveling  the  topography,  removing  all  vegetation,  and 
installing  engineered  basins  all  along  the  upstream  and  downstream 
perimeters  of  the  site.4  The  proposed  approach  would  maximize  adverse 
impacts  to  biological  resources  on  the  Project  site. 

The  DEIS/DEIR  fails  to  justify  why  such  severe  measures  would  be 
required  at  the  Project  site,  but  not  at  the  ISEGS  site  (which  is  on  slightly 
steeper  terrain),  other  than  stating  the  proposed  approach  would 
“minimize  the  potential  for  erosional  flow  within  the  array  area.’’5  The 
stated  justification  lacks  scientific  support.  Indeed,  soil  loss  (through  wind 
and  water  erosion)  is  severe  when  components  that  would  normally 
stabilize  the  soil  surface  (e.g.,  rocks,  crusts,  vegetation)  are  removed.  The 
DEIS/DEIR  provides  no  evidence  that  the  proposed  engineering  approach 
is  effective,  or  at  least  more  effective  than  the  low-impact  approach 
implemented  at  ISEGS. 

The  DEIS/DEIR  lacks  an  adequate  description  of  the  water  pipelines 
associated  with  the  Project.6  This  precludes  the  ability  to  fully  analyze 
effects  of  the  Project  on  sensitive  biological  resources.  For  example, 
pipelines  on  the  ground  would  block  or  impede  desert  tortoise  movement, 
whereas  elevated  pipelines  would  increase  perch  sites  for  ravens  and 
other  predators. 

See  Exhibit  A,  pp.  3-4. 

2.  Desert  Tortoise. 

Mr.  Cashen  concluded  that  the  Project  will  have  significant,  unmitigable 
impacts  on  the  federally  listed  endangered  species  desert  tortoise,  and  that  the 
Draft  EIS/EIR  fails  to  properly  analyze  or  mitigate  these  impacts  to  the  full  extent 
feasible. 

The  desert  tortoise  was  listed  as  "threatened"  under  the  California 
Endangered  Species  Act  (Cal.  F&G  Code  §§  2050-2069)  in  1989  and  the  federal 
Endangered  Species  Act  (1 6 USC  §§  1531-1 544)  in  1 990.  The  desert  tortoise  is 
a protected  species  under  the  Cal.  Fish  and  Game  Code,  and  it  is  unlawful  to 
take  any  individual  without  express  authorization.  See  F&G  §§  5000  (making  it 


3 Ibid. 

4 Ibid , p.  2-9. 

5 Ibid. 

6 Ibid , p.  2-7. 
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“unlawful  to  sell,  purchase,  harm,  take,  possess,  or  transport  any  tortoise 
(Gopherus)  or  parts  thereof,  or  to  shoot  any  projectile  at  a tortoise  (Gopherus)” 
except  where  expressly  permitted  by  the  DFG);  Div.  5,  Ch.  1 , Art.  1 Note;  5001 ; 
5002.  Similarly,  take  of  a federally  listed  species  is  prohibited  without  an 
Incidental  Take  Statement,  which  must  be  obtained  through  a Section  7 
consultation  between  BLM  and  the  USFWS.  16  USC  §§  1531  et  seq. 

Mr.  Cashen  explains  the  threats  to  the  desert  tortoise  posed  by  the 
Project,  and  by  other  solar  projects  (e.g.  Ivanpah  SEGS)  and  other  human 
development  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Project  area. 

The  DEIS/DEIR  indicates: 

[t]he  average  density  for  the  western  lobe  is  estimated  to 
exceed  the  minimum  density  recommended  in  the  1994 
recovery  plan  (10  tortoises  per  square  mile);  however,  the 
area  of  remaining  habitat  would  be  far  below  the 
recommended  size  of  a reserve  to  support  a viable 
population  (USFWS  1994).  In  this  scenario,  the  population 
in  the  western  lobe  is  currently  vulnerable  to  demographic 
stochasticity  and  genetic  deterioration  under  baseline 
conditions.  Ninety-four  percent  (94  percent)  of  the  available 
habitat  within  the  western  lobe  would  persist  following  the 
Project.  For  these  reasons,  the  Project  is  not  expected  to 
substantially  alter  viability  of  the  population  located  in  the 
western  lobe  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  or  result  in  indirect 
adverse  effects  to  population  viability  within  the  greater 
Ivanpah  Valley  or  Eastern  Mojave  Recovery  Unit. 

Furthermore,  compensatory  mitigation  and  effectiveness 
monitoring  completed  as  part  of  the  Proposed  Action  would 
contribute  to  the  recovery  of  the  species.7 

The  stated  rationale  is  illogical.  If  the  area  of  remaining  habitat  would  be 
far  below  the  recommended  size  of  a reserve  needed  to  support  a viable 
population,  how  could  the  removal  of  up  to  2,385  acres  of  suitable  and 
occupied  desert  tortoise  habitat  within  that  reserve  not  alter  the  viability  of 
the  population?  Furthermore,  the  Project  would  have  numerous  adverse 
effects  on  the  tortoise  population  (e.g.,  habitat  fragmentation,  heightened 
predation,  handling  and  moving  of  tortoises,  and  reduced  connectivity, 
among  others).  Consequently,  the  conclusion  that  the  Project  would  not 
result  in  indirect  adverse  effects  to  population  viability  is  not  supported  by 
science.  Finally,  the  conclusion  that  the  Project  would  not  have  an 


7 DEIS/DEIR,  p.  4.22-13.  [emphasis  added]. 
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adverse  effect  on  population  viability  conflicts  with  the  analysis  the  BLM 
provided  for  the  ISEGS  Project.  The  FEIS  for  the  ISEGS  Project 
concluded:  “[t]he  project,  combined  with  future  proposed  projects,  would 
also  adversely  affect  the  population  of  desert  tortoise  within  the 
Northeastern  Mojave  Recovery  Unit  that  occurs  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley 
(Murphy  et  al.  2007,  USFWS  2008a).”8 

The  statement  that  “compensatory  mitigation  and  effectiveness  monitoring 
completed  as  part  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  contribute  to  the  recovery 
of  the  species”  is  highly  speculative  and  not  supported  by  facts.  As  of 
2002,  more  than  $100,000,000  had  been  spent  on  management  actions  to 
benefit  tortoises  by  federal,  state,  local  and  private  agencies.9  None  of 
these  actions  have  been  shown  to  be  effective  in  increasing  tortoise 
populations,  and  the  desert  tortoise  continues  to  decline  throughout  most 
of  its  range  despite  the  “compensatory  mitigation  and  effectiveness 
monitoring”  referenced  in  the  DEIS/DEIR. 

I concur  with  the  BLM/County  that  “[t]he  increase  in  renewable  energy 
development  pressure  in  Ivanpah  Valley  is  such  that  if  the  appropriate 
protections  are  not  put  into  place,  the  remaining  habitat  may  no  longer  be 
able  to  support  the  resident  desert  tortoise  population.”10  Flowever,  I 
disagree  with  the  BLM/County’s  implied  conclusion  that  appropriate 
protections  are  not  required  until  after  Project  development. 

It  is  my  professional  opinion  that  the  Project  would  seriously  jeopardize 
the  long-term  potential  for  maintaining  a tortoise  population  in  the  northern 
Ivanpah  Valley,  and  especially  within  the  “western  lobe.”* 11  Furthermore,  it 
is  my  professional  opinion  that:  (a)  the  mitigation  proposed  in  the 
DEIS/DEIR  does  not  fully  mitigate  the  consequences  of  the  Project  on  the 
desert  tortoise  population;  and  (b)  given  the  inability  of  past  mitigation 
efforts  to  stem  population  declines,  Project  impacts  may  be  unmitigable. 

Connectivity 
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8 BLM.  2012.  Final  Environmenal  Impact  Statement:  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating 

System,  p.  5-26. 

9 U.S.  General  Accounting  Office.  2002.  Research  Strategy  and  Long-Term  Monitoring 
Needed  for  the  Mojave  Desert  Tortoise  Recovery  Program.  58  pp. 

10  DEIS/DEIR,  p.  4.22-23. 

11  The  DEIS/DEIR  identifies  the  "western  lobe”  as  being  the  portion  of  the  northern 

Ivanpah  Valley  in  California  and  west  of  1-15. 
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One  of  the  primary  constituent  elements  for  the  desert  tortoise  is  a 
landscape  that  allows  movement,  dispersal,  and  gene  flow.12  The 
DEIS/DEIR  provides  the  following  statements  pertaining  to  the  effects  of 
the  Project  on  this  primary  constituent  element: 

1.  “[bjecause  tortoise  connectivity  is  based  on  a continuous  occupied 
habitat  model,  and  not  by  a metapopulation  dynamic  model,  the 
reduction  of  continuous  habitat  is  anticipated  to  reduce  demographic 
support  and  ultimately  population  connectivity,  both  within  this  Northern 
Unit  and  across  the  Ivanpah  Valley.”13 

2.  “[t]he  action  of  fencing  the  project  site  could  affect  the  free  movement 
of  desert  tortoises  within  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  and  between  Ivanpah 
Valley  and  adjacent  habitat  areas.”14 

3.  “[t]he  development  of  the  Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  would 
potentially  affect  the  free  movement  of  desert  tortoises  within  the 
Ivanpah  Valley,  and  between  Ivanpah  Valley  and  adjacent  habitat 
areas.”15 

4.  “This  restriction  [between  Metamorphic  Hill  and  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake],  in 
turn,  would  reduce  the  potential  for  tortoises  located  south  of  the  solar 
facilities  to  access  the  Stateline  Pass  area,  and  use  this  area  for 
regional  connectivity.”16 

There  currently  exists  a half-mile  wide  gap  (i.e.,  linkage)  between  ISEGS 
Unit  1 and  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course.17  The  Project  would  block  most 
or  all  of  that  linkage  (depending  on  the  Project  alternative). 

There  are  two  potential  linkages  between  the  Ivanpah  Valley  and  Mesquite 
Valley  to  the  north.18  The  Stateline  Pass  linkage  has  been  identified  as  a 
least  cost  path  (Haggerty  et  al.  2010). 19  The  Project  would  result  in  a 


12  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  2011.  Revised  recovery  plan  for  the  Mojave  population 
of  the  desert  tortoise  ( Gopherus  agassizii).  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Pacific 
Southwest  Region,  Sacramento,  California.  222  pp. 

13  DEIS/DEIR,  p.  4.22-46. 

14  Ibid,  p.  4.22-31. 

15  Ibid,  p.  4.22-12. 

16  Ibid,  p.  4.22-32. 

17  BRTR,  p.  49. 
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corridor  approximately  1 ,875  feet  wide  between  the  northern  boundary  of 
the  Project  and  the  steep  slopes  of  the  mountains  near  Stateline  Pass.20 

The  USFWS  has  estimated  that  a landscape  linkage  needs  to  be  at  least 
1.4  miles  wide  to  maintain  connectivity  between  desert  tortoise 
populations.21  Tortoises  that  inhabit  narrower  linkages  are  more 
susceptible  to  mortality  associated  with  edge  effects,  and  to  extirpation 
due  to  environmental  and  demographic  stochasticity.22 

Despite  all  of  the  aforementioned  information,  the  DEIS/DEIR  somehow 
concludes:  “the  impact  of  the  project  on  desert  tortoise  linkage  between 
Ivanpah  Valley  and  areas  outside  Ivanpah  Valley  would  be  less  than 
significant.”23  This  conclusion  conflicts  with  the  best  available  scientific 
information.  Furthermore,  as  acknowledged  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  and 
Regional  Assessment,  information  on  connectivity  in  and  out  of  the 
Ivanpah  Valley  is  essential  to  determining  the  potential  impacts  of  the 
Project.24  Because  this  information  is  currently  lacking,  the  BLM/County 
have  no  basis  to  conclude  impacts  to  connectivity  would  be  less-than- 
significant. 

See  Exhibit  A,  pp.  20-23. 

Take  of  desert  tortoise  is  prohibited  under  State  law  unless  expressly 
authorized  by  DFG  (F&G  Code  §§  5000  et  seq),  and  under  Federal  law  unless 
permitted  by  USFWS  (See  16  USC  §§  1531-1544).  Therefore,  illegal  take  of 
desert  tortoise  by  the  Project  constitutes  an  independent  violation  of  FLPMAand 
the  federal  Endangered  Species  Act,  as  well  as  significant  impacts  under  CEQA 
and  NEPA. 


Additionally,  failing  to  include  appropriate  conditions  in  a ROW  to  minimize 
a Project’s  damage  to  wildlife  habitat  and  to  protect  the  environment  is  a violation 
of  FLPMA.  In  Trout  Unlimited  v.  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  320  F.  Supp.  2d 
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20  DEIS/DEIR,  p.  4.22-31 . 

21  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  2012.  Status  of  the  Species  and  its  Critical  Habitat- 
Rangewide:  February  9,  2012.  Available  at: 

http://www.fws.gov/nevada/desert_tortoise/documents/misc/Status_of_the_Species- 

DT_February_9_2012.pdf. 

22  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  2011.  Biological  Opinion  on  BrightSource  Energy’s 
Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  System  Project,  San  Bernardino  County,  California 
[CACA-48668,  49502,  49503,  49504]  (8-8-1 0-F-24R).  USFWS,  Ventura,  CA. 

23  DEIS/DEIR,  p.  4.22-31. 

24  Ibid,  p.  4.22-12. 
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1090,  1095  (D.  Colo.  2004),  the  District  Court  held: 

FLPMA  itself  does  not  authorize  the  Supervisor’s  consideration  of  the 
interests  of  private  facility  owners  as  weighed  against  environmental 
interests  such  as  protection  offish  and  wildlife  habitat.  FLPMA  requires 
all  land-use  authorizations  to  contain  terms  and  conditions  which  will 
protect  resources  and  the  environment.  In  responding  to  public 
comments,  the  Forest  Service  expressly  acknowledged  that  issuing  a 
special  use  authorization  without  terms  and  conditions  requiring  by-pass 
flows,  “depending  instead  on  voluntary  achievement  of  Forest  Plan 
objectives  appears  to  be  inconsistent  with  FLPMA.”  ([citation  omitted.]) 

“Once  it  is  determined  that  certain  resources  are  at  risk  and  require  such 
terms  and  conditions  to  protect  them,  then  neglecting  to  include  the 
terms  and  conditions  in  the  authorization,  as  proposed  in  Alternative  B, 
would  be  inconsistent  with  FLPMA.”  ([citation  omitted.])  The  Act  simply 
does  not  allow  a forest  supervisor  to  ignore  options  that  would  minimize 
environmental  degradation  because  of  the  costs  to  private  parties  and 
difficulty  in  implementation. 

320  F.  Supp.  2d  at  1108 

The  dam  project  approved  by  the  Forest  Service  without  by-pass  flows 
addressed  in  Trout  Unlimited  was  destined  to  kill  fish  and  damage  their  habitat. 

Id.  at  1107.  The  same  is  true  with  the  Stateline  Project  - if  approved  as 
proposed,  it  is  destined  to  kill  Desert  Tortoise  that  California  strictly  prohibits  from 
being  killed.  And  like  Trout  Unlimited,  BLM  cannot  rely  on  mitigation  measures  of 
questionable  efficacy,  such  as  tortoise  translocation,  to  address  those  illegal 
takes  after  the  fact,  when  a feasible  condition  could  exist  - i.e.  moving  the  Project 
to  a different  location  that  is  not  within  the  tortoise’s  Northeastern  Recovery  Unit, 
and  that  is  not  precipitously  close  to  designated  critical  habitat.  _ 

3.  Golden  Eagles. 

Mr.  Cashen  concludes  that  the  Project  will  have  significant,  unmitigated 
impacts  on  golden  eagles,  a protected  species  under  Cal.  Fish  and  Game  Code 
section  3511,  as  well  as  under  the  Bald  and  Golden  Eagle  Protection  Act,  and 
federal  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  (16  USC  §§  703-712).  Fie  states: 

Golden  eagles  are  protected  under  Fish  and  Game  Code  Section  3511 
and  the  federal  Bald  and  Golden  Eagle  Protection  Act  (“Eagle  Act”). 

California  law  prohibits  take  of  golden  eagles,  and  the  USFWS  requires  a 
permit  to  be  issued  for  take  of  bald  or  golden  eagles  where  the  taking  is 
associated  with,  but  not  the  purpose  of  the  activity,  and  cannot  be 
\ practicably  avoided.  Take  includes  causing  a decrease  in  golden  eagle 
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productivity  by  substantially  interfering  with  normal  breeding,  feeding,  or 
sheltering  behavior. 25 

The  Project  is  within  10  miles  of  12  golden  eagle  nesting  territories,  7 of 
which  were  active  in  2010.  In  addition,  the  Project  site  is  located 
approximately  two  miles  from  a nest  that  was  reproductively  active  (i.e., 
contained  a chick)  in  2011 . 26  Golden  eagles  were  detected  foraging  over 
the  Project  site  during  the  Applicant’s  surveys,  and  they  have  been 
routinely  observed  in  the  Project  area  during  monitoring  efforts  for  the 
ISEGS  Project.  Although  the  DEIS/DEIR  does  not  provide  an  analysis  of 
prey  resources  in  the  Project  area,  the  BRTR  indicates  the  black-tailed 
jackrabbit  was  the  most  common  mammal  species  observed  on  the 
Project  site.27 

In  desert  environments,  golden  eagle  foraging  habitat  is  associated  with 
plains,  mesas,  washes,  and  other  landforms  that  contain  vegetation. 
Vegetation  provides  food  and  cover  for  lagomorphs  (i.e.,  rabbits  and 
hares)  and  rodents,  which  are  the  preferred  prey  for  golden  eagles.28  The 
distance  eagles  travel  from  nest  sites  varies  among  individuals  and 
between  seasons.  However,  McGrady  et  al.  (2002)  reported  that  98%  of 
the  eagle  observations  in  their  study  were  < 6 km  (3.7  miles)  from  the 
center  of  the  eagle’s  territory.29 

In  contrast  to  foraging  habitat,  golden  eagle  nest  sites  are  most  frequently 
associated  with  rugged,  open  habitats  that  have  cliffs  or  escarpments.30 
For  both  nesting  and  foraging,  golden  eagles  tend  to  avoid  agricultural 
areas,  development,  and  other  locations  subject  to  anthropogenic 
disturbance. 


66-17 


Y 


25  Pagel  JE,  DM  Whittington,  GT  Allen.  2010  Feb.  Interim  Golden  Eagle  inventory  and 
monitoring  protocols;  and  other  recommendations.  Division  of  Migratory  Birds,  United 
States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

26  BRTR,  p.  36  and  Figure  11. 

27  Ibid , p.  24. 

28  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game.  California  Interagency  Wildlife  Task  Group. 
2005.  California  Wildlife  Habitat  Relationships  version  8.1  personal  computer 
program.  Sacramento,  California. 

29  McGrady  MJ,  JR  Grant,  IP  Bainbridge,  DRA  McLeod.  2002.  A model  of  golden  eagle 
(Aquila  chrysaetos)  ranging  behavior.  J.  Raptor  Res.  36  (1  Supplement):62-69. 

30  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game.  California  Interagency  Wildlife  Task  Group. 
2005.  California  Wildlife  Habitat  Relationships  version  8.1  personal  computer 
program.  Sacramento,  California. 
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The  DEIS/DEIR  lacks  any  analysis  of  the  potential  for  take  of  golden 
eagles  due  to  the  loss  of  foraging  habitat  in  proximity  to  territories  and 
active  nest  sites.  Instead,  it  jumps  to  the  conclusion  that  implementation 
of  the  proposed  mitigation  measures  “would  reduce  impacts  on  the  golden 
eagle  to  less  than  significant  levels  under  CEQA.”31  The  DEIS/DEIR 
identifies  these  mitigation  measures  as:  MM-Wild-3  (Worker 
Environmental  Awareness  Program);  MM-Wild-4  (Delineation  of  Sensitive 
Areas);  and  MM-Wild-11  (Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy,  including  an 
Eagle  Conservation  Plan).32  Clearly,  the  first  two  mitigation  measures  do 
nothing  to  mitigate  the  loss  of  up  to  2,385  acres  of  foraging  habitat.  The 
value  of  the  third  mitigation  measure  cannot  be  evaluated  because  the 
DEIS/DEIR  does  not  provide  the  Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy  (or 
Eagle  Conservation  Plan),  nor  does  provide  fundamental  details  pertaining 
to  the  mitigation  strategy  for  those  plans.  Nevertheless,  the  proposed 
measure  cannot  mitigate  impacts  to  resident  eagles  because  the  Project 
would  eliminate  much  of  the  foraging  habitat  remaining  within  6 km  of  one 
or  more  active  territory.  Furthermore,  most  of  the  foraging  habitat  that 
would  remain  is  located  adjacent  to  transmission  lines,  which  are  a 
mortality  hazard  to  golden  eagles.33  As  a result,  it  is  my  professional 
opinion  that  the  Project’s  incremental  contribution  of  the  loss  of  foraging 
p habitat  within  at  least  one  active  territory  would  result  in  take  and  a 

violation  of  the  Eagle  Act,  unless  a take  permit  is  issued  for  the  Project. 

See  Exhibit  A,  pp.  18-19. 

Take  of  golden  eagles  is  prohibited  under  State  law  - the  Cal.  Fish  and 
Game  Code.  See  F&G  Code  §§  3503.5,  3503.5,  3511  (prohibiting  take  of  birds- 
of-prey,  owls,  and  raptors,  including  golden  eagles).  Therefore,  illegal  take  of 
golden  eagles,  and  other  relevant  raptors,  by  the  Project  constitutes  a violation  of 
FLPMA,  as  well  as  significant  impacts  under  CEQA  and  NEPA. 


4.  Burrowing  Owl. 

Mr.  Cashen  concludes  that  the  Project  will  have  significant,  unmitigated 
impacts  on  burrowing  owls.  He  states: 

The  DEIS/DEIR  fails  to  assess  the  fate  of  burrowing  owls  that  occur  on, 
and  adjacent  to,  the  Project  site.  It  also  does  not  identify  the  measures 
that  will  be  implemented  to  avoid  and  minimize  impacts  to  owls  that 
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31  DEIS/DEIR,  p.  4.22-25. 

32  Ibid. 

33  Ibid,  p.  4.22-43. 
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occupy  the  site  prior  to  and  during  the  construction  phase.  The  CDFW 
has  concluded  that  passive  relocation  is  a potentially  significant  impact 
under  CEQAthat  must  be  analyzed.34  Consistent  with  CDFW’s  2012  Staff 
Report  on  Burrowing  Owl  Mitigation,  the  BLM/County  must  thoroughly 
analyze  the  effects  of  passive  relocation  if  passive  relocation  will  be 
implemented  at  the  Project  site. 

The  BLM/County  provides  no  compensation  or  minimization  measures 
(e.g.,  artificial  burrows)  for  Project  impacts  to  burrowing  owls.  It  also  does 
not  provide  any  specific  mitigation,  success  criteria,  or  monitoring  for 
impacts  to  burrowing  owls.  Nevertheless,  it  somehow  concludes  that  the 
mitigation  measures  identified  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  would  reduce  impacts  on 
the  burrowing  owl  to  less  than  significant  levels  under  CEQA.35  This 
conclusion  is  unsupported,  and  it  is  inconsistent  with  CDFW’s  2012  Staff 
Report  on  Burrowing  Owl  Mitigation.  It  is  my  professional  opinion  that 
because  the  BLM/County  have  not  required  mitigation  consistent  with 
CDFW’s  2012  Staff  Report,  the  Project  could  have  an  unmitigated, 
significant  impact  on  the  burrowing  owl. 

See  Exhibit  A,  p.  18. 

As  with  golden  eagles,  illegal  take  of  burrowing  owls,  and  other  relevant 
owls  under  the  order  Strigiformes,  by  the  Project  constitutes  a violation  of 
FLPMA,  as  well  as  significant  impacts  under  CEQA  and  NEPA. 

5.  Bighorn  Sheep. 

Bighorn  sheep  are  a managed  and  protected  game  species  under  the 
State  Fish  and  Game  Code.  See  F&G  Code  §§  4700,  4900  et  seq.  Mr.  Cashen 
concludes  that  the  Project  will  have  significant  impacts  on  bighorn  sheep.  Fie 
states: 

According  to  the  DEIS/DEIR, 

No  important  desert  bighorn  sheep  movement  corridors  or 
seasonal  habitats  would  be  directly  impacted  from  project 
activities.  Some  loss  of  seasonal  foraging  habitat  (i.e. 
utilization  of  spring  annuals  on  the  bajada  during  wet  years) 
could  occur.  This  is  a small  percentage  of  the  foraging 


34  CDFG.  2012.  Staff  Report  on  Burrowing  Owl  Mitigation.  Available  at: 
www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/nongame/docs/BUOWStaffReport.pdf. 

35  DEIS/DEIR,  p.  4.22-25. 
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habitat  available  to  the  local  bighorn  herd.  Therefore, 
impacts  to  desert  bighorn  sheep  populations  are  expected  to 
be  low.  Impacts  would  be  less  than  significant.36 

These  conclusions  are  unreliable  because  they  are  not  substantiated  by 
data,  analysis,  or  scientific  literature. 


As  the  DEIS/DEIR  acknowledges,  “fencing  of  the  project  area  would 
reduce  foraging  opportunities  for  bighorn  on  the  bajada.  Additionally,  the 
project  would  narrow  the  width  of  movement  corridors  between  Clark 
Mountain  and  the  Stateline  Hills.  Human  disturbance  would  increase 
stress  to  bighorn  sheep,  from  dust  and  human  activity.  Stress  has  been 
shown  to  increase  frequency  of  disease  in  some  populations.”37  The 
California  Energy  Commission  reported  similar  impacts  in  the  Final  Staff 
Assessment  for  the  ISEGS  Project,  and  it  concluded  “[tjhese  direct  and 
indirect  impacts  would  contribute  to  the  cumulative  impacts  to  bighorn 
sheep  in  the  eastern  Mojave  Desert.”38 

See  Exhibit  A,  p.  23. 
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6.  Special-Status  Bats. 

Mr.  Cashen  states: 

The  DEIS/DEIR  reports:  “[pjallid  bats  and  small  footed  myotis  were 
detected  in  a shallow  rock  cave  in  the  foothills  just  north  of  the  Project 
Study  Area.  Echolocation  signals  recorded  near  the  dry  lake  bed 
suggested  that  pallid  bats  are  roosting  within  small  rock  crevices  on  the 
ground  and  burrows  throughout  other  portions  of  the  Project  Study  Area 
(First  Solar  201 2n).”39  The  DEIS/DEIR  does  not  provide  a map  or 
geographic  coordinates  of  these  locations,  which  precludes  the  ability  to 
evaluate  Project  impacts  and  the  proposed  mitigation  (or  lack  thereof). 
The  primary  component  of  the  BLM/County’s  approach  to  mitigating 
Project  impacts  to  special-status  bat  species  is  development  of  a Bird  and 
Bat  Conservation  Strategy  (MM-WiId-11) 40  The  BLM/County’s  conclusion 

36  Ibid , pp.  4.22-26  and  -27. 

37  Ibid,  p.  4.22-21. 

38  California  Energy  Commission.  2009.  Final  Staff  Assessment,  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric 
Generating  System,  p.  6.2-46. 

39  DEIS/DEIR,  p.  4.22-22. 

40  Ibid,  p.  4.22-27. 
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that  mitigation  would  reduce  impacts  to  a less-than-significant  level  is 
unsubstantiated  because  the  BLM/County  has  not  provided  the  Bird  and 
Bat  Conservation  Strategy  or  provided  performance  standards  for  its 
implementation. 

See  Exhibit  A,  p.  23. 

7.  Special-Status  Plants. 

Mr.  Cashen  states: 


The  Project  would  impact  several  special-status  plant  species,  some  of 
which  are  extremely  rare  or  have  a very  limited  distribution.  Nevertheless, 
and  without  any  supporting  analysis,  the  DEIS/DEIR  concludes: 

[t]he  number  of  individuals/occurrences  of  each  that  would 
be  impacted  is  small,  and  would  not  affect  the  larger 
populations  of  each  species.  In  addition,  other  special-status 
species  plants  were  identified  proximate  to  the  project  area, 
and  could  occur  within  the  project  area.  Implementation  of 
mitigation  measures,  specifically  MM-Veg-3  (Special  Status 
Plant  Avoidance  and  Restoration),  would  reduce  the 
potential  impact  of  the  Proposed  Action  on  special-status 
plants  to  less  than  significant.41 

These  conclusions  are  not  justified.  Indeed,  several  sources  of 
information  indicate  the  Project  would  have  an  unmitigated,  significant 
impact  on  special-status  plant  species. 
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First,  the  analysis  and  conclusions  presented  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  conflict 
with  those  in  the  BLM’s  Final  EIS  for  the  ISEGS  Project. 

Second,  occurrence  data  in  the  California  Natural  Diversity  Database 
(“CNDDB”)  do  not  support  the  assertion  that  the  Project  would  impact  a 
“small”  number  of  individuals  and  occurrences.  For  example,  the  CNDDB 
has  58  current  (within  the  past  30  years)  occurrence  records  of  Mojave 
milkweed.42  More  than  half  of  these  occurrences  are  within  the  Project 
footprint  and  immediately  surrounding  area  (Figure  1) 43 


41  Ibid , p.  4.17-10. 

42  California  Natural  Diversity  Database,  Biogeograhic  Data  Branch,  Department  of  Fish 
and  Game.  2013  Feb  2 (Version  3.1.0). 
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Most  of  the  occurrence  records  of  Mojave  milkweed  consist  of  less  than 
10  plants  (and  many  are  for  1 or  2 plants).44  The  presence  of  “100+” 
individuals  at  15  locations  in  the  Project  area  represents  a substantial 
portion  of  the  known  population  in  California.45 
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Figure  1 . CNDDB  records  (blue  flags)  of  Mojave  milkweed.  Flag  numbers 


44 


Ibid. 


45  BRTR,  Table  7. 
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identify  CNDDB  record  number. 


Second,  the  BLM/County’s  conclusion  is  based  on  the  assertion  that  the 
Project  “would  not  affect  the  larger  populations  of  each  species.”  This 
conclusion  appears  to  contradict  CEQA  guidelines,  which  advise  lead 
agencies  to  address  impacts  to  locally  unique  botanical  resources 
regardless  of  their  status  elsewhere  in  the  state.46  The  small-flowered 
androstephium  population  that  occurs  in  the  northern  Ivanpah  Valley  is 
approximately  31  miles  from  the  next  nearest  known  population  (Figure 
2). 47  Impacts  to  a considerable  number  of  all  known  occurrences  of  small- 
flowered  androstephium  within  the  northern  Ivanpah  Valley  is  a significant 
impact  under  CEQA. 

CNDDB  occurrence  data  suggest  the  Project  would  adversely  affect 
significant  populations  of  desert  pincushion,  Parish’s  club-cholla,  Rusby’s 
desert  mallow — and  possibly  viviparous  foxtail  cactus  and  nine-awned 
pappus  grass  (Figures  3-5). 

Third,  the  BLM/County’s  conclusion  conflicts  with  the  conclusion  of  the 
California  Energy  Commission,  the  latter  of  which  was  based  on  actual 
analysis.  The  Final  Staff  Assessment  for  the  ISEGS  Project  indicates: 

Energy  Commission  staff  consider  impacts  to  five  of  these 
(Mojave  milkweed,  desert  pincushion,  nine-awned  pappus 
grass,  Parish’s  club-cholla,  and  Rusby’s  desertmallow)  to  be 
significant  according  to  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 
(CEQA)  guidelines  because  the  project  would  eliminate  a 
substantial  portion  of  their  documented  occurrences  in  the 
state.  Depending  on  the  degree  of  avoidance  that  the 
applicant  can  achieve,  Energy  Commission  staff’s  proposed 
avoidance  and  minimization  measures  may  reduce  impacts 
to  three  of  these  species  (desert  pincushion,  nine-awned 
pappus  grass,  and  Parish’s  club-cholla)  to  less-than- 
significant  levels.  However,  impacts  to  Mojave  milkweed  and 
Rusby’s  desert-mallow  would  remain  significant  in  a CEQA 
context  even  after  implementation  of  the  special-status  plant 
impact  avoidance  and  minimization  measures  described  in 
Energy  Commission  staff’s  proposed  conditions  of 


46  CEQA  §15125  (c) 

47  California  Natural  Diversity  Database,  Biogeograhic  Data  Branch,  Department  of  Fish 
and  Game.  2013  Feb  2 (Version  3.1.0). 
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certification.48 

Fourth,  the  BLM/County’s  conclusions  are  based  on  the  assumptions  that: 
(a)  the  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  within  the  cumulative  impacts 
analysis  area  would  impact  the  same  special-status  plant  species  as  the 
proposed  project;  and  (b)  the  special-status  plant  species  that  occur  on 
the  Project  site  have  a similar  distribution  across  156,000  acres  of 
undeveloped  lands  in  the  region.49  These  assumptions  are  not  supported 
by  science,  survey  data,  or  even  data  presented  in  the  DEIS/DEIR.50 

Most  special-status  plants  have  specific  microhabitat  requirements. 
Whereas  these  requirements  are  poorly  understood  for  most  species,  they 
include  geological  substrates,  topographic  positions  (elevation,  slope, 
aspect),  and  vegetation  types.51  This  information  further  suggests  special- 
status  plant  species  are  not  evenly  distributed  across  the  Ivanpah  Valley 
as  the  BLM/County  have  assumed. 

Fifth,  the  DEIS/DEIR  improperly  concludes  MM-Veg-3  would  reduce 
impacts  to  less  than  significant.52  The  mitigation  measure  states  the 
Applicant  should  either  avoid  special-status  plants,  or  salvage  and 
transplant  them,  when  feasible.  Mitigation  measures  that  are  conditioned 
on  an  undefined  level  of  feasibility  are  uncertain  and  unenforceable.  This 
issue  is  confounded  by  the  BLM/County’s  failure  to  provide  any  standards 
for  plant  avoidance  or  success  of  the  mitigation  program. 

Although  salvage  and  relocation  have  some  merits  as  a last  resort,  I 
reiterate  CNPS’s  position  that  it  cannot  be  considered  an  effective  means 
of  mitigating  impacts.  Fiedler  (1991)  conducted  a thorough  review  of 
mitigation-related  transplantation,  relocation  and  reintroduction  attempts 


48  California  Energy  Commission.  2009.  Final  Staff  Assessment,  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric 
Generating  System,  p.  6.2-1. 

49  DEIS/DEIR,  p.  4.17-30. 

50  Ibid , Table  4.17-6.  See  also  California  Natural  Diversity  Database,  Biogeograhic  Data 
Branch,  Department  of  Fish  and  Game.  2013  Feb  2 (Version  3.1.0). 

51  Thomas  KA,  T Keeler-Wolf , J Franklin,  P Stine.  2004.  Mojave  Desert  Ecosystem 

Program:  Central  Mojave  Vegetation  Mapping  Database.  Western  Regional  Center, 
US  Geological  Survey.  Technical  Report  [Online]  Available  at: 

http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/vegcamp/pdfs/VegMappingRpt_Central_Mojave_Ve 
getation_Data  base . pdf. 

52  DEIS/DEIR,  4.17-10. 
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involving  special-status  plants  in  California.53  The  author  reported  only  8 
of  the  53  (15%)  attempts  reviewed  in  her  study  should  be  considered  fully 
successful.54  Although  Fiedler  reported  several  causes  for  the  failed 
attempts,  the  common  result  was  that  the  plants  died.  Before  making  a 
conclusion  on  the  ability  to  use  transplantation  as  a technique  to  mitigate 
significant  Project  impacts,  the  BLM/County  must  first  provide  evidence 
that  potentially  impacted  plants  can  be  transplanted  and/or  propagated 
successfully. 


53  Fiedler  PL.  1991.  Mitigation-related  transplantation,  relocation  and  reintroduction 
projects  involving  endangered  and  threatened,  and  rare  plant  species  in  California. 
Final  Report.  Available  at:  nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentlD=3173. 

Ibid. 
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Figure  2.  CNDDB  records  (green  flags)  of  small-flowered  androstephium 
Flag  numbers  identify  CNDDB  record  number;  red  “X”  identifies 
Metamorphic  Hill. 


Comment  Letter  66 


Mr.  Mr.  Jeffrey  Childers 

Comments  on  Stateline  Solar  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR 
February  21,  2013 
Page  43  of  82 


XMap®'4.5 


Data  use  subject  to  license 
©2004  DeLorme.  XMap®4  5 
www  delorme.com 


T 


MN  (0.0*  W) 


0 2 4 6 8 10 

Data  Zoom  9-0 


Figure  3.  CNDDB  records  (blue  flags)  of  desert  pincushion.  Flag  numbers 
identify  CNDDB  record  number;  red  “X”  identifies  Metamorphic  Hill. 
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Figure  4.  CNDDB  records  (green  flags)  of  Parish’s  club-cholla.  Flag  numbers 
identify  CNDDB  record  number;  red  “X”  identifies  Metamorphic  Hill. 
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Figure  5.  CNDDB  records  (yellow  flags)  of  nine-awned  pappus  grass.  Flag 
numbers  identify  CNDDB  record  number;  red  “X”  identifies  Metamorphic 
Hill. 
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See  Exhibit  B,  pp.  9-17. 

8.  Other  Species. 

Mr.  Cashen  concluded  that  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  fails  to  analyze  or  provide 
adequate  baseline  data  or  impacts  analysis  on  several  other  critical  species.  He 
states: 


The  DEIS/DEIR  provides  no  data,  analysis,  or  scientific  information  to 
substantiate  the  conclusion  that  the  Project  would  have  a less-than- 
significant  impact  on  the  northern  harrier,  prairie  falcon,  loggerhead  shrike, 
thrasher  species,  and  American  badger. 

Banded  Gila  Monster 

The  geographic  range  of  the  banded  Gila  monster  is  very  limited  in 
California.55  Specifically,  it  is  limited  to  habitats  in  the  eastern  Mojave 
Desert  where  at  least  25%  of  the  annual  precipitation  comes  from  summer 
rain.56  Gila  monsters  have  been  reported  occurring  in  the  Clark 
Mountains,  and  in  nearby  Clark  County,  Nevada.57  The  California 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (now  CDFW)  concluded  the  Project  area 
could  be  “prime  habitat”  for  the  species.58 

The  DEIS/DEIR  concludes  the  Project  would  not  have  an  adverse  effect 
on  the  banded  Gila  monster  due  to  its  “low  probability  of  occurrence.” 59 
The  DEIS/DEIR’s  conclusion  is  not  justified.  Indeed,  due  to  the  small 
population  size  of  Gila  monsters  in  California,  any  impact  to  the  species  or 
its  habitat  would  be  severe  because  it  would  increase  the  risk  of  local  or 
regional  extirpation.  As  a result,  the  BLM/County  needs  to  conduct  some 


55  Jones  LC,  RE  Lovich,  eds.  2009.  Lizards  of  the  American  Southwest:  A Photographic 
Field  Guide.  Rio  Nuevo  Publishers,  Tucson  (AZ).  567  pp.  See  also  Lovich  JE,  KR 
Beaman.  2007.  A history  of  the  Gila  monster  ( Heloderma  suspectum  cinctum)  records 
from  California  with  comments  on  factors  affecting  their  distribution.  Bull.  Southern 
California  Acad.  Sci.  106(2):  39-58. 

56  Ibid. 

57  Lovich  JE,  KR  Beaman.  2007.  A history  of  the  Gila  monster  ( Heloderma  suspectum 
cinctum)  records  from  California  with  comments  on  factors  affecting  their  distribution. 
Bull.  Southern  California  Acad.  Sci.  106(2):  39-58. 

58  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game.  2008  Jan  31 . Application  for  Certification  for 
the  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  System.  Letter  from  D.  Racine  to  J.  Caswell 
(CEC)  and  G.  Meckfessel  (BLM). 

59  DEIS/DEIR,  pp.  4.22-18  and  -47. 
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actual  analysis  of  Project  impacts  (including  cumulative  impacts)  to  the 
banded  Gila  monster  and  its  habitat. 

See  Exhibit  A,  p.  24. 

9.  Jurisdictional  Waters. 

Mr.  Cashen  concludes  that  the  Project  will  significantly  impact  State 
jurisdictional  waters  on  the  Project  site.  He  states: 

There  are  approximately  490  acres  of  State  jurisdictional  waters  on  Project 
site.60  The  DEIS/DEIR  concludes  the  Project  would  cause  direct  and 
indirect  impacts  to  146  of  these  acres.61  However,  it  provides  no 
explanation  of  how  the  impact  acreage  was  calculated. 

According  to  the  DEIS/DEIR,  the  entire  site  would  be  graded  to  a flat 
surface.  This  “sheet  grading”  would  promote  sheet  flow  and  minimize  the 
potential  for  erosional  channels  to  develop.62  The  DEIS/DEIR  also 
indicates  that  the  entire  Project  site  would  be  fenced,  and  that  “[b]y 
design,  the  project  would  deliberately  alter  the  existing  drainage  within  the 
project  area.”63  Based  on  this  information,  it  appears  all  490  acres  of 
jurisdictional  waters  on  the  Project  site  would  be  eliminated  (or  functionally 
eliminated). 

Stormwater  from  the  Project  site  would  be  captured  in  basins  and  then 
released  downgradient  of  the  facility  as  sheet  flow.64  Sediment  captured 
within  the  basins  “would  be  spread  over  the  areas  downgradient  of  the 
basins.”65  Both  of  these  actions  would  cause  indirect  impacts  to 
jurisdictional  waters  and  ecosystem  processes  outside  of  the  Project 
footprint.  For  example,  alluvial  fans  serve  as  transfer  systems  for 
materials  eroded  from  mountain  masses  and  destined  for  deposition  in 
adjacent  basins  (e.g.,  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake).66  The  measures  described 


60  Ibid , p.  3.17-10. 

61  Ibid,  p.  4.17-7. 

62  Ibid,  pp.  2-9  and  -10. 

63  Ibid,  p.  4.19-24. 

64  Ibid,  p.  4.19-25. 

65  Ibid. 

66  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  South  Pacific  Division.  2001.  Final  Summary  Report: 
Guidelines  For  Jurisdictional  Determinations  For  Waters  of  the  United  States  in  The 
Arid  Southwest,  pp.  4,  5. 
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above  will  alter  this  process  by  reducing  flow  velocity  and  volume  within 
the  washes,  and  by  moving  sediment  out  of  the  wash  system  when  it  is 
“spread  over  the  areas  downgradient.”  The  measures  (especially 
spreading  of  sediment)  also  would  affect  the  small-flowered 
androstephium  plants  that  occur  downgradient  of  the  Project  site.67 

According  to  the  DEIS/DEIR, 

[t]he  two  major  identified  drainage  channels  that  pass 
through  the  project  study  area  would  be  avoided  entirely. 

The  presence  of  the  topographic  feature  known  as 
“Metamorphic  Hill”  located  to  the  west  of  the  facility  diverts 
stormwater  to  the  south  and  north,  partially  protecting  the 
facility  which  is  situated  to  the  north  and  east.  Metamorphic 
Hill  results  in  channeling  stormwater  into  a major  drainage 
channel  (designated  the  North  Wash)  that  passes  south 
between  Metamorphic  Hill  and  the  Primm  Valley  Golf  Course 
on  its  way  towards  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake.  The  configuration  of 
the  Proposed  Action,  as  well  as  potential  alternative  site 
configurations,  has  been  developed  to  avoid  these  two  major 
drainages.68 

These  statements  are  not  consistent  with  information  provided  on 
topographic  maps  (Figure  6). 


66-26 


66-27 


67  DEIS/DEIR,  Figure  3.17-2. 

68  Ibid , p.  2-9. 
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Figure  6.  Topographic  map  of  Metamorphic  Hill  and  surrounding 
washes. 


The  DEIS/DEIR  goes  on  to  state:  “[djespite  measures  to  protect 
jurisdictional  resources  and  remediate  losses,  construction  of  the 
proposed  facility  would  cause  permanent  significant  impacts  to  146  acres 
of  ephemeral  drainages.”69  This  statement  is  inconsistent  with  the  Project 
description,  which  suggests  the  Applicant  will  intentionally  eliminate 
jurisdictional  resources  on  the  Project  site.70 

Ultimately,  the  BLM/County  concludes  a Streambed  Alteration  Agreement 
would  reduce  impacts  of  the  Project,  and  cumulative  projects,  to  a less- 
than-significant  level.71  These  conclusions  cannot  be  substantiated 


69  Ibid , p.  4.17-33. 

70  Ibid , p.  4.19-24. 

71  Ibid,  pp.  4.17-11,  and  -33. 
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because  the  DEIS/DEIR  does  not  provide  any  information  pertaining  to  the 
conditions  of  the  Streambed  Alteration  Agreement.  This  includes  the:  (a) 
mitigation  type  (e.g.,  restoration,  compensation),  location,  and  ratio;  (b) 
performance  standards;  (c)  monitoring  schedule;  (d)  remedial  action 
measures;  (e)  adaptive  management  plan;  and  (f)  financial  assurances. 

Furthermore,  there  is  a growing  literature  showing  that  restoration  and 
creation  projects  do  not  consistently  replace  lost  wetland  structure  and 
function.  2 For  example,  recent  studies  show  that  the  area  of  wetland 
proposed  for  mitigation  often  does  not  even  meet  the  area  impacted.73  In 
addition,  few  mitigation  projects  are  in  compliance  with  all  of  their  permit 
conditions.74  Several  qualitative  assessments  of  wetland  mitigation 
projects  in  California  indicate  that  some  projects  produce  high  quality 
habitat,  but  most  are  moderate  quality  and  some  are  very  low  quality.  A 
quantitative  functional  assessment  of  riparian  mitigation  projects  in  Orange 
County,  California  showed  that  none  of  the  mitigation  projects  were 
successful  from  a functional  perspective.  These  data  suggest  most 
compensation  wetlands  are  unlikely  to  replace  the  functions  and  values  of 
those  impacted. 

See  Exhibit  A,  pp.  24-27. 

B.  The  Draft  EIR/EIS  Fails  to  Adequately  Analyze  Impacts  to  Local 
Groundwater  Resources,  in  Violation  of  the  County’s  Protective 
Groundwater  Ordinance. 

The  Project  area  overlies  the  Ivanpah  Valley  Groundwater  Basin  (“IVGB”), 
and  plans  to  install  two  production  wells  and  three  groundwater  monitoring  wells 
for  Project  use.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  estimates  that  up  to  1 ,900  acre-feet  of  water 
would  be  used  during  the  approximately  2 to  4 year  construction  period,  with  the 
majority  of  the  construction  water  use  occurring  during  the  site  preparation  period 
of  the  first  year,  with  a peak  daily  water  demand  at  1 .5  million  gpd.  DEIS,  p. 
4.19-2,  3.  Water  uses  include  soil  compaction,  dust  control,  and  sanitary  needs. 
The  peak  daily  water  demand  is  estimated  to  be  approximately  1.5  million 
gallons  per  day  (“gpd”)  during  construction.  Meeting  peak  daily  demand  during 
construction  would  be  managed  by  controlling  the  capacity  of  the  water  storage 


72  See  Society  of  Wetland  Scientists.  2000.  Position  Paper  on  Performance  Standards 

for  Wetland  Restoration  and  Creation.  Available  at: 
http:  //www.  sws.org  / wet  I and_concerns/performance.mgi 

73  Ambrose  RF.  2000.  Wetland  Mitigation  in  the  United  States:  Assessing  the  Success  of 

Mitigation  Policies.  Wetlands  (Australia)  19:1-27. 


74 


Ibid. 
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ponds.  The  Applicant  reports  in  their  POD  that  water  is  not  needed  during 
operations  for  washing  of  the  solar  panels.  DEIS,  p.  2-6,  4.19-2. 


Expert  hydrogeologist  Heidi  Rhymes  concluded  that  this  level  of 
groundwater  extraction  poses  a significant  risk  of  overdraft  of  the  IVGB  aquifer, 
particularly  when  considered  with  other  cumulative  groundwater  uses  in  the 
Project  area,  which  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  admits  all  draw  water  from  the  same 
“limited  area  of  the  basin  into  the  southwest  of  Primm.”  DEIS,  p.  4.19-5.  Ms. 
Rhymes  concluded  that  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  overestimated  average  aquifer 
recharge,  and  that  the  Project  is  likely  to  result  in  significant  overdraft  of 
groundwater  in  the  region,  jeopardizing  the  Ivanpah  region’s  water  resources. 

Ms.  Rhymes  explains: 

As  indicated  in  Section  3.19.1.2  of  the  DEIS  the  IVGB  covers  an  area  of 
199,000  acres.  Groundwater  flow  direction  in  the  area  flows  from  the 
surrounding  mountains  down  and  towards  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake.  At  the 
project  site  this  results  in  a flow  direction  of  northeast,  however 
groundwater  flow  directions  may  be  affected  by  local  faults.  The  IVGB  is 
estimated  to  have  a storage  capacity  of  3.09  million  acre-feet  and  there  is 
no  underflow  supply  to  the  basin.  Hence,  all  groundwater  is  supplied  by 
precipitation  that  falls  directly  within  the  basin.  Recharge  to  the  IVGB  is 
primarily  from  infiltration  of  runoff  through  the  local  alluvium  and  at  the 
base  of  the  mountains.  Pumping  via  wells  and  underflow  towards  Las 
Vegas  Valley  are  the  main  sources  of  discharge  of  groundwater  extracted 
from  the  IVGB. 


According  to  Section  4.19.3.1  the  peak  daily  water  demand  of  the  project 
is  estimated  to  be  approximately  1 .5  million  gallons  per  day  (gpd).  Two 
new  groundwater  production  wells  would  be  installed  for  this  project  which 
would  supply  the  demand  of  1 .5  million  gpd  according  to  Section  4.19.3.1 
of  the  DEIS.  The  primary  well  location  is  on  the  southeastern  corner  of  the 
facility  and  the  secondary  well  is  located  approximately  4,250  feet  west  of 
facility. 


66-29 


According  to  Section  4.19.3.1  recharge  in  the  IVGB  is  estimated  to  range 
from  1 ,275  to  6,538  ac-ft/yr,  however  the  DEIS  uses  recharge  values  of 
6,943  to  8,258  ac-ft/yr  in  their  calculations  stating  that  the  lower  numbers 
are  only  rough  estimates  based  on  precipitation.  The  DEIS  too  readily 
dismisses  these  lower  recharge  values  and  therefore  fails  to  thoroughly 
evaluate  the  project’s  impact  to  local  groundwater  resources  which 
significantly  hinges  on  the  amount  of  water  recharging  into  the 
groundwater  basin. 
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As  shown  on  Table  4.19.1  of  the  DEIS  the  largest  consumer  of 
groundwater  from  the  Ivanpah  Valley  Groundwater  Basin  is  the  Primm 
Valley  Golf  course  at  1,800  acre-feet  per  year.  The  second  largest  usage 
would  be  from  the  proposed  project  at  1 ,045  acre-feet  per  year  during  the 
construction  phase  of  the  project.  From  Table  4.19.1  the  total  extraction 
from  all  of  the  local  users  of  groundwater  from  the  IVGB  is  estimated  to  be 
6,413  acre-feet  per  year  and  the  total  estimated  ranges  from  6,943  acre- 
ft/yr  to  8,258  acre-ft/yr,  which  means  that  the  proposed  project  will  use 
over  16%  of  the  total  amount  extracted,  bringing  the  water  balance  to 
within  530  to  1,845  ac-ft/yr  of  overdraft  conditions.  This  does  not  account 
for  the  lower  discounted  recharge  values  also  noted  above  and  in  the 
DEIS  of  1 ,275  acre-ft/yr  and  using  these  lower  figures  the  proposed 
project  would  contribute  to  an  overdraft  condition  of  the  IVGB.  The  DEIS 
not  adequately  address  the  risk  from  the  project  contributing  to  overdraft 
conditions  of  the  IVGB. 

Further  more,  as  stated  in  the  DEIS  Section  4.19.3.1  sixty  one  percent 
(61%)  of  the  usage  occurs  within  a limited  area  of  the  basin  (within  3 
miles).  Although  the  basin  is  considered  one  hydrologically  connected 
unit,  because  pumping  is  occurring  primarily  in  one  area  and  recharge 
occurring  in  other  areas,  a drawdown  of  local  groundwater  resources 
could  be  significant,  especially  if  the  basin  contains  features  that  could 
retard  or  deter  flow  from  the  area  being  recharged  to  the  area  of 
discharge,  such  as  faults  or  confining  layers.  Furthermore,  Section 
4.19.3.1  of  the  DEIS  already  shows  a decline  in  the  water  table  in  local 
wells  and  the  addition  of  the  proposed  project’s  usage  will  further 
contribute  to  the  local  drawdown  of  the  aquifer.  The  DEIS  fails  to 
thoroughly  review  and  address  the  risk  from  the  project  on  the  local 
groundwater  resources  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project. 

In  conclusion,  the  project  is  located  in  an  area  where  recharge  is  limited  to 
precipitation  and  where  an  ever-increasing  demand  for  local  groundwater 
resources  exists.  The  groundwater  aquifer  has  a finite  amount  of 
groundwater,  for  which  the  amount  is  being  drastically  reduced  due  to  the 
rate  of  removal.  This  project,  during  the  construction  phase,  brings  the 
water  balance  in  this  area  precipitously  close  to  overdraft  conditions.  It 
will  be  difficult  given  the  increasing  demand  for  groundwater  in  this  area 
for  the  basin  to  sufficiently  support  all  of  the  needs.  The  DEIS  does  not 
adequately  address  this  concern  and  does  not  earnestly  look  at  locating 
the  project  in  other  areas  better  suited  to  support  the  water  needs  of  this 
project  nor  does  the  DEIS  adequately  propose  alternative  ways  to  reduce 
or  replace  the  water  needed  for  this  project  in  the  proposed  location. 


See  Exhibit  B,  pp.  1-4. 
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The  MOU  between  BLM  and  the  County  requires  the  Project  to  comply 
with  the  terms  of  the  County  Groundwater  Ordinance,  which  mandates,  inter  alia, 
that  “protection  of  the  groundwater  resource  within  San  Bernardino  County  also 
includes  the  consideration  of  the  health  of  individual  aquifers  and  the  continued 
ability  of  those  aquifers  to  store  and  maintain  water.”  Ordinance  Sec.  33.06551 . 

Furthermore,  the  California  Supreme  Court  has  identified  four  "principles 
for  analytical  adequacy  under  CEQA."  Vineyard  Area  Citizens  for  Responsible 
Growth,  Inc.  v.  City  of  Rancho  Cordova  (2007)  40  Cal.  4th  412,  430. 

First,  an  EIR  is  inadequate  if  it  "simply  ignores  or  assumes  a solution  to 
the  problem  of  supplying  water  to  a proposed  land  use  project.  Decision 
makers  must,  under  the  law,  be  presented  with  sufficient  facts  to  'evaluate 
the  pros  and  cons  of  supplying  the  amount  of  water  that  the  [project]  will 
need.'"  (Vineyard,  at  pp.  430-431  [quoting  Santiago].)  Second,  "future 
water  sources  for  a large  [*19]  land  use  project  and  the  impacts  of 
exploiting  those  sources  are  not  the  type  of  information  that  can  be 
deferred  for  future  analysis.  An  EIR  evaluating  a planned  land  use  project 
must  assume  that  all  phases  of  the  project  will  eventually  be  built  and  will 
need  water,  and  must  analyze,  to  the  extent  reasonably  possible,  the 
impacts  of  providing  water  to  the  entire  proposed  project."  (Vineyard,  at  p. 
431.)  "Third,  the  future  water  supplies  identified  and  analyzed  must  bear  a 
likelihood  of  actually  proving  available;  speculative  sources  and  unrealistic 
allocations  ('paper  water')  are  insufficient  bases  for  decisionmaking  under 
CEQA.  [Citation.]  An  EIR  for  a land  use  project  must  address  the  impacts 
of  likely  future  water  sources,  and  the  EIR's  discussion  must  include  a 
reasoned  analysis  of  the  circumstances  affecting  the  likelihood  of  the 
water's  availability.  [Citation.]"  (Vineyard,  at  p.  432.)  "Finally,  where, 
despite  a full  discussion,  it  is  impossible  to  confidently  determine  that 
anticipated  future  water  sources  will  be  available,  CEQA  requires  some 
discussion  of  possible  replacement  sources  or  alternatives  to  use  of  the 
anticipated  water,  and  of  the  environmental  consequences  of  [*20]  those 
contingencies.  . . . [W]hen  an  EIR  makes  a sincere  and  reasoned  attempt 
to  analyze  the  water  sources  the  project  is  likely  to  use,  but  acknowledges 
the  remaining  uncertainty,  a measure  for  curtailing  development  if  the 
intended  sources  fail  to  materialize  may  play  a role  in  the  impact  analysis." 
(Ibid.) 

Habitat  v.  City  of  Santa  Cruz,  2013  Cal.  App.  LEXIS  128,  18-20  (Cal.  Ct. 
App.  2013);  citing  Vineyard  at  430-32. 

By  relying  on  an  improperly  inflated  recharge  estimate,  the  Draft  EIS/EIR 
ignores  evidence  that  the  Project’s  construction  water  draw  is  likely  to  contribute 
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substantially  to  aquifer  overdraft,  assumes  a more  generous  recharge  scenario 
than  may  actually  exist,  thereby  failing  to  ensure  that  “future  water  supplies 
identified  and  analyzed  []  bear  a likelihood  of  actually  proving  available.”  Id.  at 
432. 


Additionally,  by  failing  to  adequately  analyze  the  Project’s  cumulative 
contribution  to  aquifer  overdraft  when  considered  with  other  groundwater 
extraction  operations  in  the  area,  the  Draft  EIS/EIF  fails  to  provide  an  adequate 
analysis  of  cumulative  project  impacts,  in  violation  of  both  NEPAand  CEQA.  The 
Draft  EIS/EIR  must  be  revised  and  recirculated  to  analyze  the  Project’s  impacts 
at  the  lowest  average  recharge  scenario,  to  properly  analyze  cumulative  impacts 
on  groundwater  supply  under  the  lowest  recharge  scenario,  and  to  propose 
alternative  sources  of  water,  and  appropriate  water  conservation  measures  to 
ensure  that  detrimental  overdraft  does  not  occur  as  a result  of  the  Project. 

C.  The  Draft  EIR/EIS  Fails  to  Adequately  Analyze  Toxic  Chemical 

Impacts  Related  to  Cadmium  Telluride,  and  Failed  to  Include  the 

CdTE  Handling  and  Disposal  Plan  in  the  Record. 

The  Project’s  proposed  PV  technology  utilizes  Cadmium  Telluride  (“CdTe”) 
as  the  semiconductor  material.  DEIS,  p.  2-3.  In  its  elemental  form,  cadmium  is  a 
human  carcinogen.  In  the  First  Solar  modules,  the  cadmium  in  combined  in  a 
chemical  compound  with  tellurium  in  the  form  of  CdTe,  and  then  sealed  in 
between  two  plates  of  glass.  DEIS,  p.  4.11-6. 

First  Solar  PV  modules  are  not  regulated  as  hazardous  materials  subject 
to  California  or  Federal  hazardous  material  management  regulations.  Any 
modules  damaged  or  broken  during  construction  or  operation  would  be  collected 
and  returned  to  First  Solar’s  manufacturing  facility  in  Ohio  for  recycling  into  new 
modules  or  other  products,  according  to  First  Solar’s  Broken  PV  Module 
Detection  and  Flandling  Plan.  At  the  end  of  their  productive  life,  the  modules 
would  be  classified  as  California  hazardous  waste,  but  not  federal  hazardous 
waste.  DEIS,  p.  4.11-7. 

The  Draft  EIS/EIR  fails  to  adequately  analyze,  and  indeed  dismisses,  the 
potentially  significant  impacts  on  groundwater  and  other  resources  from  seepage 
of  CdTE  from  broken  or  damaged  solar  modules.  The  Draft  EIS/EIR  concludes 
that  there  is  no  significant  risk  from  leaching  or  exposure  to  CdTE,  despite 
admitting  that  relevant  scientific  studies  have  concluded  that  “there  is  very  little 
data  on  the  biochemical  properties  of  CdTE  or  the  human  toxicity  of  CdTE.” 

DEIS,  p.4.11-6. 


Data  obtained  from  First  Solar  has  shown  that  the  PV  modules  have  an 
approximate  breakage  rate  of  1%.  It  is  not  clear,  however,  if  this  includes 
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breakage  from  earthquakes,  wind,  and  other  weathering.  If  this  estimate  does 
not  include  breakage  from  occurrences  such  as  earthquakes,  it  is  likely  that  it  will 
be  higher.  Panel  breakages  can  expose  the  cadmium  that  was  locked  inside. 
Cadmium  is  mobile  in  surface  water  and  ground  water.  It  can  get  entrained  in 
water,  either  during  rainfall  or  panel-washing  activities,  and  runoff  the  property. 


A recent  study  conducted  on  the  potential  leaching  risks  of  cadmium  from 
broken  PV  panels  found  that  groundwater  concentrations  of  cadmium  to  be  0.783 
mg/L.  This  exceeds  the  a Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  Environmental 
Screening  Level  (ESL)  of  0.25  mg/L  for  the  protection  of  freshwater  by  more  than 
three  times.  The  cadmium  concentration  at  the  point  of  breakage  is  estimated  to 
be  between  4 pg/L  to  6 pg/L.75  Broken  panels  can  release  the  CdTe  sandwiched 
inside  into  the  atmosphere  and  adjacent  waterways.  A 2011  study  found  that 
cadmium,  from  broken  panels,  can  leach  into  groundwater  at  concentrations  that 
exceed  Environmental  Screening  Levels,76  established  for  “protection  against 
leaching  and  subsequent  impacts  to  groundwater”.77 

At  the  end  of  their  life,  if  not  properly  managed  as  hazardous  waste, 
panels  containing  cadmium-telluride  are  likely  to  cause  significant  problems  with 
landfill  leachate  and  disposal  - similar  to  the  problems  caused  by  household 
batteries  containing  mercury  and  cadmium,  which  are  now  a significant  problem 
at  landfills  throughout  the  state.  The  Draft  EIS/EIR  claims  that  the  removal  and 
disposal  of  broken  and  aged  CdTE  modules  will  be  subject  to  First  Solar’s 
Broken  PV  Module  Detection  and  Handling  Plan  (“CdTE  Handling  Plan”).  DEIS, 
p.  4.11-7.  However,  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  fails  to  include  this  Plan  in  the 
NEPA/CEQA  document,  and  has  failed  to  present  it  to  the  public  for  review.  This 
is  a violation  of  both  CEQA  and  NEPA,  and  demonstrates  a lack  of  substantial 
evidence  to  support  the  EIS/EIR’s  conclusion  that  the  breakage,  leaking,  and 
disposal  of  CdTE  panels  will  not  cause  a significant  impact.  See  Citizens  for 
Responsible  Equitable  Envtl.  Dev.  v.  City  of  Chula  Vista  (“CREED”)  (2005)  197 
Cal.App.4th  327,  332-33  (absence  of  toxics  cleanup  plan  from  CEQA  document 
creates  per  se  significant  impact);  Ass'n  for  a Cleaner  Env’t  v.  Yosemite  Cmty. 
College  Dist.  (“ACE  v.  Yosemite ”)  (2004)  116  Cal.App.4th  629  (failing  to  analyze 
foreseeable  impacts  from  toxics  exposure  constitutes  both  inadequate  project 


75  Fate  and  Transport  Evaluations  of  Potential  Leaching  Risks  from  Cadmium  Telluride 
Photovoltaics  (2012).  Environmental  Toxicology  and  Chemistry,  Vol.  31,  No.  7 

76  Fate  and  Transport  Evaluations  of  Potential  Leaching  Risks  from  Cadmium  Telluride 
Photovoltaics  (2012).  Environmental  Toxicology  and  Chemistry,  Vol.  31,  No.  7 

77  Screening  for  Environmental  Concerns  at  Sites  with  Contaminated  Soil  and 
Groundwater. 

http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/water  issues/available  documents/ESL  M 
ay  2008.pdf 
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description  failure  to  comply  with  CEQA’s  requirements  to  carefully  analyze  and 
mitigate  impacts  from  potential  hazardous  materials  exposure).  Without 
disclosing  the  CdTE  Handling  Plan  to  the  public  for  open  review  and  scrutiny, 
there  is  no  evidence  that  the  Plan’s  terms,  or  First  Solar’s  actions,  will  comply 
with  applicable  State  or  Federal  hazardous  materials  handling  laws,  and  the 
public  has  no  assurance  that  the  health  and  safety  of  workers,  visitors  to  the  site, 
and  other  members  of  the  public  will  be  adequately  protected,  nor  is  there  any 
assurance  that  the  developer  will  take  all  necessary  and  legally  required  steps  to 
prevent  seepage  of  CdTE  into  the  ground  and  underlying  aquifer.  This  violates 
CEQAand  NEPA’s  public  disclosure  requirements. 

The  Draft  EIS/EIR  must  be  revised  to  properly  consider  the  risks  of 
contamination  from  damaged  CdTE  modules,  and  to  adequately  disclose  the 
Project’s  plan  to  mitigate  those  impacts. 

VII.  THE  FEIS  FAILS  TO  ESTABLISH  A PROPER  BASELINE. 

A.  NEPA  Standard. 

“In  analyzing  the  affected  environment,  NEPA  requires  the  agency  to  set 
forth  the  baseline  conditions.”  1/1/  Watersheds  Project  v.  BLM,  552  F.  Supp.  2d 
1113,  1126  (D.  Nev.  2008).  “[Bjaseline  is  not  an  independent  legal  requirement, 
but  rather,  a practical  requirement  in  environmental  analysis  often  employed  to 
identify  the  environmental  consequences  of  a proposed  agency  action.” 

American  Rivers  v.  Fed.  Energy  Regulatory  Comm’n,  201  F.  3d  1186,  1195  (9th 
Cir.  1999),  quoting  54  Fed.  Reg.  23756  (1989).  “The  environmental  baseline  is 
an  integral  part  of  an  EIS,  because  it  is  against  this  information  that 
environmental  impacts  are  measured  and  evaluated;  therefore,  it  is  critical  that 
the  baseline  be  accurate  and  complete.  Or.  Natural  Desert  Ass’n  v.  Shuford, 
2007  U.S.  Dist.  LEXIS  42614  at  13  (D.  Or.  June  8,  2007)  (citing  America  Rivers, 
201  F.  3d  1186  at  1195  and  n.  15).  “[Wjithout  establishing. ..baseline 
conditions... there  is  simply  no  way  to  determine  what  effect  [an  action]  will  have 
on  the  environment  and,  consequently,  no  way  to  comply  with  NEPA.”  American 
Rivers,  201  F.  3d  at  1195. 

BLM  should  prepare  a revised  EIS/EIR  to  properly  evaluate  whether  the 
Project  is  in  conformance  with  the  CDCAArea  Plan’s  Energy  Element  Decision 
Criteria  and  should  consider  alternatives  and  mitigation  measures  to  avoid 
sensitive  resources  and  conform  to  local  plans  whenever  possible,  and  ensure 
that  the  Project  is  consistent  with  final  wilderness  recommendations. 

I 
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B.  CEQA  Standard. 

Every  CEQA  document  must  start  from  a “baseline”  assumption.  The 
CEQA  “baseline”  is  the  set  of  environmental  conditions  against  which  to  compare 
a project’s  anticipated  impacts.  Section  15125(a)  of  the  CEQA  Guidelines  (14 
C.C.R.,  § 15125(a))  states  in  pertinent  part  that  a lead  agency’s  environmental 
review  under  CEQA: 

“...must  include  a description  of  the  physical  environmental  conditions  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  project,  as  they  exist  at  the  time  [environmental  analysis]  is 
commenced,  from  both  a local  and  regional  perspective.  This  environmental 
setting  will  normally  constitute  the  baseline  physical  conditions  by  which  a Lead 
Agency  determines  whether  an  impact  is  significant.”  (Emphasis  added.) 

See,  Save  Our  Peninsula  Committee  v.  County  of  Monterey  (“ Save  Our 
Peninsula ”)  (2001)  87  Cal.App.4th  99,  124-125  As  the  court  of  appeal  has 
explained,  “the  impacts  of  the  project  must  be  measured  against  the  ‘real 
conditions  on  the  ground,”’  and  not  against  hypothetical  permitted  levels.  Id.  at 
121-123.  As  the  court  has  explained,  using  such  a skewed  baseline  “mislead(s) 
the  public”  and  “draws  a red  herring  across  the  path  of  public  input.”  San 
Joaquin  Raptor  Rescue  Center  v.  County  of  Merced,  149  Cal.  App.  4th  645,  656 
(2007);  Woodward  Park  Homeowners  v.  City  of  Fresno,  150  Cal. App. 4th  683, 
708-711  (2007). 

C.  The  Draft  EIS/EIR  Fails  to  Establish  a Baseline  in  Violation  of  NEPA 
and  CEQA. 

1.  Inaccurate  Water  Supply  Baseline. 

The  Draft  EIS/EIR  fails  to  accurately  disclose  baseline  aquifer  recharge 
conditions.  According  to  Ms.  Rhymes,  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  significantly 
overestimates  recharge,  thereby  precluding  an  accurate  baseline  analysis  of 
groundwater  impacts.  Ms.  Rhymes  states: 

[Rjecharge  in  the  IVGB  is  estimated  to  range  from  1 ,275  to  6,538  ac-ft/yr, 
however  the  DEIS  uses  recharge  values  of  6,943  to  8,258  ac-ft/yr  in  their 
calculations  stating  that  the  lower  numbers  are  only  rough  estimates 
based  on  precipitation.  The  DEIS  too  readily  dismisses  these  lower 
recharge  values  and  therefore  fails  to  thoroughly  evaluate  the  project’s 
impact  to  local  groundwater  resources  which  significantly  hinges  on  the 
amount  of  water  recharging  into  the  groundwater  basin. 


See  Exhibit  A,  p.  2. 
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As  a result  of  this  improper  baseline,  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  erroneously 
concludes  that  the  Project  will  not  have  a significant  impact  on  groundwater 
resources,  in  violation  of  CEQA  significant  criteria  outlined  in  Appendix  G of  the 
CEQA  Guidelines,  which  requires  a finding  of  significant  impacts  if  a project  will 
“substantially  deplete  groundwater  supplies  or  interfere  substantially  with 
groundwater  recharge  such  that  there  would  be  a net  deficit  in  aquifer  volume  or 
a lowering  of  the  local  groundwater  table  level.”  CEQA  Guidelines  Appendix  G, 
VIII. b. 


2.  Inaccurate  Biological  Baseline. 


Mr.  Cashen  concludes  that  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  fails  to  provide  adequate 
baseline  data  on  sensitive  plant  and  animal  species,  rendering  its  analysis  and 
conclusions  of  no  significant  impacts  wholly  defective.  Mr.  Cashen  explains: 


Vegetation 

The  Applicant’s  consultant  conducted  sampling  for  vegetation,  golden 
eagles,  other  birds,  and  small  mammals.78  Sampling  was  conducted  in 
each  of  the  proposed  desert  tortoise  translocation  sites,  and  the  proposed 
control  site.  The  DEIS/DEIR  does  not  provide  or  analyze  the  sampling 
data,  even  though  those  data  are  highly  relevant  to  impact  analyses  and 
the  suitability  of  the  proposed  translocation  sites. 

Sensitive  Natural  Communities 

Based  on  the  survey  data,  the  creosote  bush-white  bursage-barrel  cactus, 
creosote  bush-white  bursage-big  galleta  grass,  and  other  sensitive  natural 
communities  appear  to  be  present  on  the  Project  site.  The  DEIS/DEIR 
does  not  disclose,  analyze,  or  provide  mitigation  for  potentially  significant 
impacts  to  those  communities. 

Special-Status  Plants 

The  Project  area  experiences  bimodal  rainfall  patterns  such  that  some  of 
the  special-status  plant  species  that  have  the  potential  to  occur  in  the 
Project  area  may  only  be  identifiable  after  late  summer/early  fall 
monsoonal  rains.79  Survey  protocols  issued  by  the  California  Department 
of  Fish  and  Wildlife  (“CDFW”),  the  BLM,  and  the  California  Native  Plant 


66-33 


V 


78  BRTR,  p,  19  and  Figure  7. 

79  See  CNPS  list  available  at:  http://www.cnps.org/cnps/rareplants/pdf/desert- 
fa  1 1 su  m me  r_f  lo  we  r_02 1 2 1 0 . pdf 
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Society  (“CNPS”)  describe  the  need  for  spring  and  fall  surveys  to 
document  the  presence  of  special-status  plant  species.80 

Fall  surveys  for  special-status  plants  in  the  Project  area  were  limited  to 
three  days  in  2008.81  The  surveys  were  conducted  outside  of  the  Project 
footprint,  and  they  were  conducted  during  a year  when  there  was  virtually 
no  monsoonal  rain  to  stimulate  blooming.82  Furthermore,  the  survey 
results  are  outdated.  As  reflected  in  survey  guidance  issued  by  the 
CDFW:  “[hjabitats,  such  as  grasslands  or  desert  plant  communities  that 
have  annual  and  short-lived  perennial  plants  as  major  floristic  components 
may  require  yearly  surveys  to  accurately  document  baseline  conditions  for 
purposes  of  impact  assessment.”83  Project  impacts  to  special-status  plant 
species  cannot  be  adequately  analyzed  or  mitigated  until  fall  surveys  have 
been  conducted  for  the  entire  Project  area  and  buffer. 

In  general,  the  viability  of  a population  is  correlated  with  the  number  of 
individuals  in  the  population.  The  DEIS/DEIR  provides  data  that 
summarizes  the  number  of  special-status  plant  species  occurrences  and 
individuals  within  the  study  area,  and  within  the  footprint  of  each  Project 
alternative.84  For  example,  the  DEIS/DEIR  reports  that  for  Mojave 
milkweed,  more  than  100  individuals  were  observed  at  15  different 
locations  within  the  study  area.85  However,  neither  the  DEIS/DEIR  nor  the 
Biological  Resources  Technical  Report  (“BRTR”)  provides  information  on 
the  number  of  individuals  associated  with  each  occurrence.  This 
precludes  the  ability  to  evaluate  the  relative  significance  of  each  proposed 
Project  alternative,  and  the  hypothetical  viability  of  the  occurrences  that 
would  be  avoided. 

The  DEIS/DEIR  fails  to  identify  how  many  special-status  plant  species 
occur  within  the  generation  tie-line  corridor,  water  pipeline  routes,  and 


80  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  2009.  Survey  Protocols  Required  for  NEPA/ESA 
Compliance  for  BLM  Special  Status  Plant  Species.  See  also  CDFG.  2009.  Protocols 
for  Surveying  and  Evaluating  Impacts  to  Special  Status  Native  Plant  Populations  and 
Natural  Communities.  Available  at: 

http://www.dfg.ca.gOv/wildlife/nongame/survey_monitor.html#Plants. 

81  BRTR,  p.  15. 

82  Ibid , Figure  6 and  Table  6. 

83  CDFG.  2009.  Protocols  for  Surveying  and  Evaluating  Impacts  to  Special  Status  Native 
Plant  Populations  and  Natural  Communities.  Available  at: 
http://www.dfg.ca.g0v/wildlife/nongame/survey_monitor.html#Plants. 

84  DEIS/DEIR,  Table  4.17-1. 

85  Ibid,  p.  3.17-8. 
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along  the  “open  routes”  that  would  be  relocated  for  the  Project.  This 
precludes  accurate  disclosure  of  Project  impacts. 

The  BRTR  indicates  viviparous  foxtail  cactus  and  nine-awned  pappus 
grass  were  detected  only  in  sections  13,  14,  and  15.86  It  further  indicates 
those  sections  are  not  within  the  Project  alternatives.87  Project 
Alternatives  1 and  2 contain  at  least  portions  of  sections  13,  14,  and  15. 
In  addition,  the  Applicant’s  consultants  did  not  survey  most  of  the  Project 
area  during  the  blooming  period  (Aug-Sep)  for  nine-awned  pappus 
grass.88  Furthermore,  the  DEIS/DEIR  does  not  map  or  provide 
information  on  the  geographic  locations  where  viviparous  foxtail  cactus 
and  nine-awned  pappus  grass  plants  were  detected  such  that  indirect 
Project  impacts  can  be  evaluated. 

Wildlife 
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Several  special-status  wildlife  species  occur,  or  have  the  potential  to 
occur,  in  the  Project  area.  The  DEIS/DEIR  fails  to  establish  the  regional 
context  for  most  of  these  species  such  that  the  relative  severity  of  Project 
impacts  can  be  evaluated.  For  example,  several  golden  eagle  territories 
and  nest  sites  are  located  within  five  miles  of  the  Project  area.89  The 
Project  has  the  potential  to  impact  these  territories.  However,  the  effect 
territory  loss  would  have  on  the  regional  eagle  population  cannot  be 
evaluated  because  the  DEIS/DEIR  lacks  any  information  on  the 
distribution  and  abundance  of  other  territories  in  the  region  (e.g.,  Eastern 
Mojave).  A comparable  problem  exists  with  many  of  the  other  wildlife 
species  discussed  in  the  DEIS/DEIR. 
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Desert  Tortoise 

Desert  tortoises  in  the  Northeastern  Recovery  Unit,  which  includes 
Ivanpah 

Valley,  were  found  to  be  genetically  distinct.  The  Northeastern  Recovery 
Unit,  along  with  the  Virgin  River  Recovery  Unit,  showed  the  greatest 
genetic  differentiation  among  tortoise  populations.90  As  the  DEIS/DEIR 
acknowledges,  “this  area  [west  of  1-15]  may  not  be  as  isolated  as 
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86  BRTR,  Table  7. 


87 


Ibid. 


88 


Ibid. 


89  Ibid,  Figure  11. 

90  Murphy,  R.W.,  Berry,  K.  H.,  Edwards,  T.  and  Mcluckie,  A.  M.  2007,  A Genetic 
Assessment  of  the  Recovery  Units  for  the  Mojave  Population  of  the  Desert  Tortoise, 
Gopherus  agassizii,  Chelonian  Conservation  and  Biology  6(2):  229-251 . 
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described  in  the  2002  NEMO  Plan,  and  this  population  may  play  a more 
important  role  in  the  greater  meta-population  than  previously 
anticipated.”91 

Populations  that  occupy  geographical,  elevational,  or  environmental 
extremes  can  be  important  refugia  for  species  during  periods  of  climate 
change.  Because  the  Ivanpah  Valley  is  one  of  the  highest  elevation  areas 
supporting  desert  tortoises,  it  may  be  very  important  to  the  species  in 
adapting  to  increased  temperatures  as  a result  of  climate  change.92 

The  DEIS/DEIR  provides  data  pertaining  to  the  effect  of  the  Project  on  the 
total  amount  of  suitable  desert  tortoise  habitat  within  (a)  the  California 
portion  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  Watershed,  and  (b)  the  Northern  Ivanpah 
Valley  Unit  (the  area  between  1-15  and  the  Clark  Mountains)93  These 
data  were  obtained  from  the  Regional  Assessment  that  NatureServe 
prepared  for  the  Project.94  Some  of  the  data  appear  to  be  erroneous  and 
misrepresented  in  the  DEIS/DEIR.  This  precludes  an  accurate  evaluation 
of  impacts  to  desert  tortoise  habitat.  Specifically, 

1 . According  to  the  Regional  Assessment,  the  amount  of  “suitable” 
tortoise  habitat  meeting  the  0.8  and  0.85  condition  thresholds  would 
increase  if  the  Project  were  to  be  developed.95  This  is  clearly 
inaccurate.  As  the  DEIS/DEIR  acknowledges,  the  Project  would 
decrease  the  amount  of  suitable  tortoise  habitat. 

2.  Similarly,  the  Regional  Assessment  indicates  the  Project  would  have  a 
severe  effect  on  the  amount  of  “suitable”  tortoise  habitat  east  of 
Interstate  15.  For  example,  it  indicates  the  amount  of  suitable  habitat 
meeting  the  0.85  condition  threshold  would  decrease  by  approximately 
41 ,600  acres  if  the  Project  were  to  be  developed.96  This  is  clearly 
inaccurate. 

3.  The  DEIS/DEIR  cites  NatureServe  as  the  source  of  information 
indicating  the  Project  would  remove  approximately  1.3%  of  the  suitable 
tortoise  habitat  within  the  California  portion  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley 


91  DEIS/DEIR,  p.  4.22-23. 

92  Bury,  R.  B.  and  D.  J.  Germano  (editors).  1994.  Biology  of  North  American  tortoises.  U. 
S.  Dept.  Interior,  National  Biol.  Surv.,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Research  13,  Washington,  DC, 

93  DEIS/DEIR,  p.  4.22-11 . 

94  Ibid. 

95  NatureServe.  2012  Mar  30.  Regional  Assessment:  Stateline  Solar  Project.  BLM  Case 
File  Number  CACA-48669,  Tables  11  and  12. 
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(Ivanpah  Lake)  Watershed.97  This  statement  is  incorrect. 
NatureServe’s  Regional  Assessment  indicates  the  Project  would 
remove  approximately  1 .3%  of  the  suitable  tortoise  habitat  throughout 
the  entire  Ivanpah  Valley  Watershed.98  The  DESS/DESR  and  Regional 
Assessment  do  not  provide  consistent  information  on  the  amount  of 
suitable  tortoise  habitat  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  Watershed  west  of 
Interstate  15.  This  issue  is  confounded  by  inconsistent  application  of 
the  term  “suitable,”  and  the  relatively  coarse  scale  of  the  USGS  habitat 
model.  However,  based  on  the  BLM/County’s  own  analysis,  the 
Project  would  directly  impact  6%  of  the  suitable  habitat  in  the 
watershed  west  of  Interstate  15.99  Based  on  other  sources  of 
information  provided  in  the  DEIS/DEIR,  I believe  the  Project  would 
impact  more  than  6%  of  the  suitable  habitat.100 


Habitat  linkages- 

The  BRTR  presents  the  conclusion  that  “[bjased  on  distance  from  active 
tortoise  sign  observed  during  surveys  conducted  in  2011,  this  [Stateline 
Pass]  linkage  is  presumed  viable  for  tortoise.”101  The  BRTR,  however, 
does  not  provide  data  to  substantiate  its  presumption.  Moreover,  the 
Applicant’s  consultants  did  not  conduct  (or  cite)  surveys  for  desert 
tortoises  in  Stateline  Pass,  and  thus  any  conclusion  that  Stateline  Pass  is 
a viable  linkage  for  tortoises  is  highly  speculative.102  Both  the  DEIS/DEIR 
and  NatureServe  Regional  Assessment  acknowledge  that  it  is  unknown  if 
the  Stateline  Pass  linkage  is  viable.103 

Burrowing  Owl 

The  burrowing  owl  is  listed  by  the  BLM  as  a Sensitive  species.  The 
USFWS  has  listed  the  burrowing  owl  as  a Bird  of  Conservation  Concern 
and  the  CDFW  has  listed  it  as  a Species  of  Special  Concern.  Recent 
survey  data  indicate  the  burrowing  owl  population  is  declining  throughout 
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97  DEIS/DEIR,  p.  4.22-11 . 

98  NatureServe.  2012  Mar  30.  Regional  Assessment:  Stateline  Solar  Project.  BLM  Case 
File  Number  CACA-48669,  Table  11  and  pp.  39  and  72. 

99  DEIS/DEIR,  pp.  4.22-12  and  -13. 

100  See  DEIS/DEIR,  Table  4.22-2  and  Figure  2-1 . 

101  BRTR,  p.  49. 

102  See  Stateline  Desert  Tortoise  Translocation  Plan. 

103  DEIS/DEIR,  p.  4.22-12. 
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much  of  the  state. 104 


Although  burrowing  owls  are  known  to  occur  on  the  Project  site,  the  BLM 
and  County  failed  to  require  protocol-level  surveys  to  establish  the 
distribution,  abundance,  and  breeding  status  of  owls  on  the  Project  site. 

The  reconnaissance-level  surveys  that  were  conducted  for  the  Project 
were  insufficient  for  establishing  the  presence  of  burrowing  owls. 

Burrowing  owls  can  be  difficult  to  detect  due  to  their  cryptic  coloration, 
extensive  use  of  burrows,  and  tendency  to  flush  (fly  away)  when 
approached.105  As  a result,  several  researchers  and  the  CDFW  have 
concluded  that  four  independent,  focused  surveys  are  necessary  to 
provide  reliable  information  on  the  presence  of  burrowing  owls.106  Data 
from  the  four  surveys  is  essential  to  avoiding,  minimizing,  and  properly 
mitigating  Project  impacts.  Indeed,  the  California  Burrowing  Owl 
Consortium  (“CBOC”)  has  explicitly  stated: 

[tjhere  is  often  inadequate  information  about  the  presence  of 
owls  on  a project  site  until  ground  disturbance  is  imminent. 

When  this  occurs  there  is  usually  insufficient  time  to  evaluate 
impacts  to  owls  and  their  habitat.  The  absence  of 
standardized  field  survey  methods  impairs  adequate  and 
consistent  impact  assessment  during  regulatory  review 
processes,  which  in  turn  reduces  the  possibility  of  effective 

• • . 1 07 

mitigation. 

It  is  impossible  to  evaluate  the  extent  of  Project  impacts  on  burrowing  owls 
until  surveys  that  adhere  to  the  guidelines  established  in  CDFW’s  2012 
Staff  Report  on  Burrowing  Owl  Mitigation  are  conducted  for  the  Project.108 
The  surveys  must  include  the  Project  site,  an  appropriate  buffer  zone,  and 
the  utility  corridors.  The  BLM  and  County  cannot  formulate  effective 
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104  Wilkerson  RLand  RB  Siegel.  2010.  Assessing  changes  in  the  distribution  and 
abundance  of  burrowing  owls  in  California,  1993-2007.  Bird  Populations  10:  1-36. 

105  Klute  DS,  LW  Ayers,  MT  Green,  WH  Howe,  SL  Jones,  JA  Shaffer,  SR  Sheffield,  TS 

Zimmerman.  2003.  Status  assessment  and  conservation  plan  for  the  western  Burrowing 

Owl  in  the 

United  States.  Bio  Tech  Pub  FWS/BTP-R600 1-2003.  Washington:  US  Fish  and  Wildlife 

106  See  Appendix  D In:  CDFG.  2012.  Staff  Report  on  Burrowing  Owl  Mitigation.  Available 
at:  www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/nongame/docs/BUOWStaffReport.pdf. 

107  See  p.  i In:  The  California  Burrowing  Owl  Consortium.  1993.  Burrowing  Owl  Survey 
Protocol  and  Mitigation  Guidelines,  [emphasis  added]. 

108  CDFG.  2012.  Staff  Report  on  Burrowing  Owl  Mitigation.  Available  at: 
www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/nongame/docs/BUOWStaffReport.pdf. 
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mitigation  for  the  burrowing  owl  without  knowing  the  extent  of  Project 
impacts  on  the  species. 

Bighorn  Sheep 

The  DEIS/DEIR  indicates  Nelson’s  bighorn  sheep  are  known  to  occur  in 
the  nearby  Clark  Mountains  and  on  Metamorphic  /-////. 1 09  If  the  Project  is 
developed,  Metamorphic  Hill  would  become  an  “island”  surrounded  by 
fencing  and  industrial  development.  This  would  make  it  largely 
inaccessible  to  bighorn  sheep  and  other  terrestrial  animals.  The  theory  of 
island  biogeography  dictates  that  all  isolated  populations  eventually  go 
extinct.110  Consequently,  the  BLM/County  must  describe  the  wildlife  and 
vegetation  resources  (including  habitats  and  habitat  elements)  that  occur 
on  Metamorphic  Hill  so  that  Project  impacts  can  be  properly  evaluated. 
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Jurisdictional  Waters 

According  to  the  DEIS/DEIR,  “Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  is  considered  ‘Waters  of 
the  U.S.’  and  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
(USACE).  Washes  that  drain  into  the  dry  lake  may  also  be  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  USACE.”* * 111  The  BLM  previously  concluded  the  Project 
would  affect  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  during  stormwater  runoff  events.112  This 
information  suggests  some  of  the  washes  on  the  Project  site  fall  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 

Guidance  issued  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  indicates:  “alluvial 
fans  in  arid  areas  will  include  some  channels  subject  to  Section  404  of  the 
Clean  Water  Act.”113  Given  this  information,  it  is  unclear  how  the 
DEIS/DEIR  was  able  to  conclude  there  are  no  Waters  of  the  U.S.  within 
the  Project  site,  especially  because  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
apparently  has  not  verified  the  wetland  delineation  prepared  for  the 
Project.114  The  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  makes  each  jurisdictional 


109  DEIS/DEIR,  p.4.22-21. 

110  MacArthur,  R.  H.  and  Wilson,  E.  O.  1967.  The  Theory  of  Island  Biogeography. 
Princeton,  N.J.:  Princeton  University  Press. 

111  DEIS/DEIR,  p.  2-42. 

112  BLM.  2012.  Final  Environmenal  Impact  Statement:  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating 
System,  p.  5-16. 

113  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  South  Pacific  Division.  2001.  Final  Summary  Report: 
Guidelines  For  Jurisdictional  Determinations  For  Waters  of  the  United  States  in  The  Arid 
Southwest,  p.  5. 

114  DEIS/DEIR,  p.  5-1. 
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determination  on  a case-by-case  basis  considering  the  facts  and 
circumstances  of  the  case  and  consistent  with  applicable  statutes, 
regulations,  and  case  law.  The  actual  extent  of  waters  of  the  U.S.  that 
may  be  affected  by  the  Project  cannot  be  determined  until  the  wetland 
delineation  has  been  verified  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 

The  Draft  EIS/EIR  fails  to  establish  an  adequate  baseline  in  violation  of  NEPA 
and  CEQA.  An  inadequate  baseline  misleads  the  public  and  prevents 
environmental  impacts  from  being  properly  measured  and  evaluated.  The 
EIS/EIR  should  be  revised  to  include  an  adequate  baseline. 

VIII.  THE  DRAFT  EIS/EIR  FAILS  TO  ADEQUATELY  ANALYZE 
MITIGATION  MEASURES. 

A.  NEPA  Standard. 

The  evaluation  of  mitigation  measures  is  an  essential  component  of  an 
EIS.  A federal  agency  is  required  to  evaluate  possible  mitigation  measures  in 
defining  the  scope  of  the  EIS,  in  examining  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  and 
alternatives,  and  in  explaining  its  ultimate  decision.  See  40  C.F.R.  §§  1502.14(f), 
1502.16(h),  1505.2(c),  1508.25(b).  The  EIS  must  take  a “hard  look”  at  the 
environmental  impacts  of  proposed  major  federal  actions  and  provide  a “full  and 
fair  discussion”  of  those  impacts.  40  C.F.R.  § 1502.1 ; see  also  National  Parks  & 
Conservation  Ass’n  v.  Babbitt,  241  F.3d  722,  733  (9th  Cir.  2001). 

Under  NEPA,  the  effect  of  a proposed  action  must  be  considered  in  the 
context  of  society  as  a whole,  the  region  to  be  affected,  any  interests  to  be 
affected,  and  the  immediate  locale  to  be  affected.  40  CFR  § 1508.27(a).  NEPA 
focuses  on  the  “human  environment,”  which  includes  both  the  natural  and 
physical  environment  and  the  relationship  of  people  to  that  environment. 
Although  NEPA  does  not  require  that  economic  and  social  effects  alone  trigger 
the  need  for  an  EIS,  these  effects  must  be  addressed  if  they  are  interrelated  with 
natural  or  physical  effects.  40  CFR  § 1508.14. 

Specifically,  when  evaluating  the  significance  of  environmental  effects,  an 
agency  must  consider  the  following: 

(1)  Impacts  that  may  be  both  beneficial  and  adverse.  A significant  effect 
may  exist  even  if  the  Federal  agency  believes  that  on  balance  the  effect 
will  be  beneficial. 

(2)  The  degree  to  which  the  proposed  action  affects  public  health  or 
safety. 
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(3)  Unique  characteristics  of  the  geographic  area  such  as  proximity  to 
historic  or  cultural  resources,  park  lands,  prime  farmlands,  wetlands,  wild 
and  scenic  rivers,  or  ecologically  critical  areas. 

(4)  The  degree  to  which  the  effects  on  the  quality  of  the  human 
environment  are  likely  to  be  highly  controversial. 

(5)  The  degree  to  which  the  possible  effects  on  the  human  environment 
are  highly  uncertain  or  involve  unique  or  unknown  risks. 

(6)  The  degree  to  which  the  action  may  establish  a precedent  for  future 
actions  with  significant  effects  or  represents  a decision  in  principle  about  a 
future  consideration. 

(7)  Whether  the  action  is  related  to  other  actions  with  individually 
insignificant  but  cumulatively  significant  impacts.  Significance  exists  if  it  is 
reasonable  to  anticipate  a cumulatively  significant  impact  on  the 
environment.  Significance  cannot  be  avoided  by  terming  an  action 
temporary  or  by  breaking  it  down  into  small  component  parts. 

(8)  The  degree  to  which  the  action  may  adversely  affect  districts,  sites, 
highways,  structures,  or  objects  listed  in  or  eligible  for  listing  in  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places  or  may  cause  loss  or  destruction  of 
significant  scientific,  cultural,  or  historical  resources. 

(9)  The  degree  to  which  the  action  may  adversely  affect  an  endangered  or 
threatened  species  or  its  habitat  that  has  been  determined  to  be  critical 
under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973. 

(10)  Whether  the  action  threatens  a violation  of  Federal,  State,  or  local  law 
or  requirements  imposed  for  the  protection  of  the  environment.  40  CFR  § 
1508.27 

Failure  by  a federal  lead  agency  to  conduct  a proper  analysis  of  the 
cumulative  impacts  of  a project  in  connection  with  other  reasonably  forseeable 
projects  in  the  area  is  "arbitrary,  capricious,  an  abuse  of  discretion,  or  otherwise 
not  in  accordance  with  law."  5 U.S.C.  § 706(2)(A);  see  Te-Moak  Tribe  of  Western 
Shoshone  of  Nev.  v.  United  States  DOl,  608  F.3d  592,  607  (9th  Cir.  Nev.  2010). 

B.  CEQA  Standard. 

CEQA  requires  that  an  agency  analyze  the  potential  environmental 
impacts  of  its  proposed  actions  in  an  environmental  impact  report  ("EIR")  (except 
in  certain  limited  circumstances).  See,  e.g.,  Pub.  Res.  Code  § 21100.  The  EIR  is 
the  very  heart  of  CEQA.  Dunn-Edwards  v.  BAAQMD  (1992)  9 Cal.App.4th  644, 
652.  "The  ‘foremost  principle’  in  interpreting  CEQA  is  that  the  Legislature 
intended  the  act  to  be  read  so  as  to  afford  the  fullest  possible  protection  to  the 
environment  within  the  reasonable  scope  of  the  statutory  language." 

Communities  for  a Better  Environment  v.  Calif.  Resources  Agency  (2002)  103 
Cal.  App.  4th  98,  109. 
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CEQA  requires  public  agencies  to  avoid  or  reduce  environmental  damage 
when  "feasible"  by  requiring  "environmentally  superior"  alternatives  and  all 
feasible  mitigation  measures.  CEQA  Guidelines  § 15002(a)(2)  and  (3);  See  also, 
Berkeley  Jets,  91  Cal.  App.  4th  1344,  1354;  Citizens  of  Goleta  Valley  v.  Board  of 
Supervisors  (1990)  52  Cal. 3d  553,  564.  The  EIR  serves  to  provide  agencies  and 
the  public  with  information  about  the  environmental  impacts  of  a proposed  project 
and  to  "identify  ways  that  environmental  damage  can  be  avoided  or  significantly 
reduced."  Guidelines  §1 5002(a)(2).  If  the  project  will  have  a significant  effect  on 
the  environment,  the  agency  may  approve  the  project  only  if  it  finds  that  it  has 
"eliminated  or  substantially  lessened  all  significant  effects  on  the  environment 
where  feasible"  and  that  any  unavoidable  significant  effects  on  the  environment 
are  "acceptable  due  to  overriding  concerns."  Pub. Res. Code  § 21081;  14 
Cal. Code  Regs.  § 1 5092(b)(2)(A)  & (B). 


A prejudicial  abuse  of  discretion  occurs  "if  the  failure  to  include  relevant 
information  precludes  informed  decisionmaking  and  informed  public  participation, 
thereby  thwarting  the  statutory  goals  of  the  EIR  process."  San  Joaquin 
RaptorAA/ildlife  Rescue  Center  v.  County  of  Stanislaus  (1994)  27  Cal.  App.  4th 
713,  722];  Galante  Vineyards  v.  Monterey  Peninsula  Water  Management  Dist. 
(1997)  60  Cal.  App.  4th  1109,  1117;  County  of  Amador  v.  El  Dorado  County 
Water  Agency  (1999)  76  Cal.  App.  4th  931, 946. 


C.  The  FEIS  Fails  to  Adequately  Analyze  Mitigation  Measures  in 
Violation  of  NEPAand  CEQA. 

Mr.  Cashen  concluded  that  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  provides  inadequate 
mitigation  for  significant  impacts  to  plant  and  animal  species.  According  to  Mr. 
Cashen: 


Mitigation  Plans 

The  BLM/County  references  numerous  mitigation  “plans”  that  it  claims  will 
reduce  Project  impacts  to  a less-than-significant  level.  Many  of  the  plans 
have  not  been  prepared  yet.  The  ones  that  exist  in  draft  form  were  not 
provided  with  the  DEIS/DEIR,  and  the  BLM/County  do  not  require  final 
approval  of  the  plans  (by  the  applicable  resource  agencies)  until  after  a 
decision  is  made  on  the  Project. 

It  is  premature  for  the  BLM/County  to  conclude  forthcoming  plans  would 
reduce  impacts  to  a less-than-significant  level,  especially  because  the 
DEIS/DEIR  generally  fails  to  identify  fundamental  aspects  of  the  plans 
(e.g.,  success  criteria,  monitoring  program,  contingency  measures). 

Some  of  the  mitigation  plans  required  of  the  ISEGS  Project  have  yet  to  be 
finalized  (e.g.,  Bighorn  Sheep  Plan),  even  though  construction  of  the 
project  began  in  October  2010. 
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Mitigation  plans  that  have  been  deferred  until  after  Project  approval 
include: 

a.  Weed  Management  Plan 

b.  Raven  Management  Plan 

c.  Eagle  Conservation  Plan 

d.  Noise  Management  Plan 

e.  SWPPP  (including  information  on  the  design  and  maintenance 
of  detention  basins) 

f.  Air  Quality  Construction  Management  Plan 

g.  Dust  Control  Plan 

h.  Lighting  Management  Plan 

Other  mitigation  plans  that  were  not  made  available  to  the  public  include: 

i.  Avian  and  Bat  Protection  Plan 

j.  Closure,  Decommissioning,  and  Reclamation  Plan 

k.  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan 

Compensation  Lands 

The  DEIS/DEIR  does  not  provide  any  information  on  the  quantity,  quality, 
and  configuration  of  potential  compensation  lands.  The  BRTR  indicates 
there  are  limited  opportunities  for  land  acquisition  in  the  eastern  and 
northwestern  Mojave.115  Before  a decision  is  made  on  the  Project,  the 
BLM/County  must  demonstrate  that  the  compensatory  mitigation 
requirements  are  feasible,  especially  under  the  cumulative  development 
scenario. 

Raven  Management 

I cannot  evaluate  the  adequacy  of  the  proposed  Raven  Management  Plan 
as  a mitigation  measure  because  the  plan,  and  contents  therein,  have  not 
been  made  available  to  the  public.  Nevertheless,  I concur  with  the 
USFWS  that  a plan  alone  is  insufficient  to  mitigate  impacts  associated  with 
ravens.  This  is  exemplified  by  the  “sudden  increase”  in  ravens  that  has 
been  observed  at  the  ISEGS  Project  site  over  the  past  few  months.116  As 


115  BRTR,  p.  55. 

116  See  ISEGS  Monthly  Monitoring  Reports,  Oct-Dec  2012. 
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has  been  required  for  other  projects  in  the  desert,  the  Applicant  should  be 
required  to  provide  a financial  contribution  to  the  USFWS  Regional  Raven 
Management  Program. 

Desert  Tortoise 

The  DEIS/DEIR  suggests  the  Applicant  will  be  allowed  to  conduct 
clearance  surveys  for  desert  tortoises  during  the  inactive  season.117  This 
conflicts  with  guidance  issued  by  the  USFWS,  which  states:  “[cjlearance 
surveys,  health  assessments,  and  subsequent  translocation  should  be 
conducted  during  the  active  season.”118  I concur  with  the  guidance  issued 
by  the  USFWS.  Identifying  whether  winter  burrows  are  occupied  may  be 
quite  difficult  due  to  their  depth  and  configuration.  When  tortoises  enter 
their  winter  burrows  for  hibernation,  they  may  backfill  the  burrow  entrance 
with  soil  to  provide  extra  thermal  protection.  This  makes  it  more  likely  that 
surveyors  will  miss  tortoises  during  the  clearance  surveys. 

The  Applicant  proposes  to  translocate  tortoises  to  an  area  (i.e.,  the 
“Perimeter  Recipient  Site”)  that  would  largely  be  surrounded  by  fencing, 
roads,  and  solar  facilities;  and  that  would  be  bisected  by  the  Desert 
XPress  rail  line.119  Depending  on  the  Project  alternative,  egress  to  the 
south  may  not  be  possible  due  the  configuration  of  fencing  in  relation  to 
Metamorphic  Hill.  The  proposed  translocation  area  is  currently  being  used 
for  tortoises  that  have  been  moved  off  the  ISEGS  Project  site.  Moreover, 
as  the  DEIS/DEIR  acknowledges,  the  tortoises  would  be  placed  in  an  area 
where  remaining  habitat  is  far  below  the  size  needed  to  support  a viable 
population.120  None  of  these  conditions  are  conducive  to  a successful 
translocation  program. 

Avian  Mortality 

One  hundred  million  to  1 billion  birds  are  killed  annually  by  daytime 
window  collisions  at  low-level  structures  in  the  U.S.  alone.121  The  visual 


117  DEIS/DEIR,  p.  4.22-62. 

118  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  2011  Nov.  Translocation  of  Mojave  Desert  Tortoises 
from  Project  Sites:  Plan  Development  Guidance,  p.  10. 

119  Desert  Tortoise  Translocation  Plan,  Figure  5. 

120  DEIS/DEIR,  p.  4.22-13. 

121  Evans  Ogden  LJ.  2002.  Summary  Report  on  the  Bird  Friendly  Building  Program: 
Effect  of  Light  Reduction  on  Collision  of  Migratory  Birds.  Special  Report  for  the  Fatal 
Light  Awareness  Program  (FLAP).  Available  at:  http://www.flap.org/. 
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system  of  birds  is  simply  not  capable  of  perceiving  glass  as  a physical 
obstacle.122  Biological  monitors  have  detected  dead  birds  on  the  ISEGS 
Project  site;  however,  the  monitors  have  been  unable  to  determine 
whether  the  deaths  are  due  to  collision  with  project  facilities. 

Whereas  the  extent  of  the  threat  remains  unknown,  solar  arrays  present  a 
collision  hazard  to  birds.  As  a result,  the  USFWS  has  developed 
monitoring  methods  to  examine  take  at  solar  power  facilities.  23  In 
addition,  the  California  Energy  Commission  has  been  requiring  all  recently 
licensed  solar  projects  to  conduct  a Bird  Monitoring  Study  to  monitor  the 
death  and  injury  of  birds  from  collisions  with  solar  facility  features.124  In 
addition,  Klem  (2009)  discusses  several  techniques  (e.g.,  UV-reflective 
coverings)  that  enable  birds  to  avoid  collision.125  These  are  feasible 
mitigation  measures  that  should  be  required  of  the  Project. 

Special-Status  Plants 

Conformance  with  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  (“CDCA”)  Plan 
requires  that  “[identified  sensitive  plant  [and  wildlife]  species  would  be 
given  protection  in  management  decisions  consistent  with  BLM’s  policy  for 
sensitive  species  management,  BLM  Manual  6840. ”126  The  Project  does 
not  appear  to  conform  to  this  portion  of  the  CDCA  Plan. 

The  DEIS/DEIR  does  not  require  any  specific  measures  to  avoid, 
minimize,  and  mitigate  (e.g.,  compensate)  Project  impacts  to  special- 
status  plants.  These  measures  are  feasible,  and  they  should  be  required 
for  the  Project. 

See  Exhibit  A,  pp.  29-32. 

The  EIS/EIR  should  be  revised  and  recirculated  to  adequately  analyze 
mitigation  measures  to  further  reduce  Project  emissions.  Failure  to  do  so  would 


122  Klem  D Jr.  2009.  Preventing  Bird-Window  Collisions.  The  Wilson  Journal  of 
Ornithology  1 21  (2):314— 321 . 

123  USFWS,  Pacific  Southwest  Region.  2011  May  2.  Monitoring  Migratory  Bird  Take  at 
Solar  Facilities:  An  Experimental  Approach. 

124  California  Energy  Commission.  2010  Jul.  Supplemental  Staff  Assessment  for  the 
Calico  Solar  Project,  p.  C.2-230 

125  Klem  D Jr.  2009.  Preventing  Bird-Window  Collisions.  The  Wilson  Journal  of 
Ornithology  1 21  (2):31 4-321 . 

126  DEIS/DEIR,  pp.  4.6-4  and  -6. 
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result  in  violations  of  NEPAand  CEQA.  In  particular,  CEQA  would  be  violated 
because  an  agency  may  not  conclude  that  an  impact  is  significant  and 
unavoidable  without  requiring  the  implementation  of  all  feasible  mitigation 
measures  to  reduce  the  impacts  of  a project  to  less  than  significant  levels. 

(CEQA  Guidelines  §§  1 51 26.4  and  15091). 

IX.  THE  DRAFT  EIS/EIR  FAILS  TO  ADEQUATELY  ANALYZE 

ALTERNATIVES. 

A.  NEPA  Standard. 

NEPA  requires  that  an  EIS  “[rjigorously  explore  and  objectively  evaluate  all 
reasonable  alternatives”  so  that  “reviewers  may  evaluate  their  comparative 
merits.”  42  U.S.C.  §4332;  40  C.F.R.  § 1502.14.  Furthermore,  “[a]n  agency  may 
not  define  the  objectives  of  its  action  in  terms  so  unreasonably  narrow  that  only 
one  alternative  among  the  environmentally  benign  ones  in  the  agency’s  power 
would  accomplish  the  goals  of  the  agency’s  action,  and  the  EIS  would  become  a 
foreordained  formality.”  NPCA  v.  BLM,  606  F.3d  at  1070  (internal  quotations  and 
citations  omitted).  “The  existence  of  a viable  but  unexamined  alternative  renders 
an  environmental  impact  statement  inadequate.”  Friends  of  Yosemite  Valley  v. 
Kempthorne , 520  F.3d  1024,  1038  (9th  Cir.  2008). 

B.  CEQA  Standard. 

To  comply  with  CEQA,  agencies  must  consider,  in  detail,  a “reasonable 
range”  of  alternatives.  CEQA  Guidelines  §151 26.6(a);  Village  of  Laguna  Beach, 
Inc.  v.  Board  of  Supervisors  (1982)  134  Cal.App.3d  1022,  1028;  see  Habitat  v. 
City  of  Santa  Cruz , 2013  Cal.  App.  LEXIS  128  (Cal.  Ct.  App.  2013)  (EIR 
inadequate  because  it  failed  to  consider  and  discuss  any  feasible  alternative, 
such  as  a limited-water  alternative,  that  could  avoid  or  lessen  the  significant 
environmental  impact  of  the  project  on  the  City's  water  supply).  A project  cannot 
be  approved  if  its  significant  impacts  can  be  feasibly  reduced  to  insignificance 
through  project  alternatives  or  mitigation  measures.  PRC  §§  21002,  21081. 

1.  The  Alternatives  Analysis  is  Inadequate. 

The  Draft  EIS/EIR  presents  an  inadequate  and  conclusory  analysis  of 
eliminated  Project  alternatives,  and  analyzes  an  imperissibily  narrow  range  of 
alternatives  that  are  nearly  identical  to  each  other.  This  fails  to  satisfy  NEPA’s 
“reasonable  range  of  alternatives”  requirement.  See  Klamath-Siskiyou  Wildlands 
Ctr.  v.  United  States  Forest  Serv.,  373  F.  Supp.  2d  1069  (E.D.  Cal.  2004)  (range 
of  timber  harvest  project  alternatives  rejected  by  court  where  too  narrow  or 
identical). 
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a.  The  Draft  EIS/EIR  Fails  to  Analyze  Alternatives  that  Would  Reduce 
the  Project’s  Significant  Impacts  on  Water  Supply. 

The  Draft  EIR/EIS  admits  that  “a  large  amount  of  the  current  and  future 
usage  [of  total  aquifer  recharge  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley]  occurs  within  a limited 
acres  of  the  basin  to  the  southwest  of  Primm,”  and  that  “in  all,  more  than  4,000 
ac-ft/yr  (almost  61  percent)  of  the  total  6,584  ac-ft/yr  withdrawn  in  the  basin 
would  be  withdrawn  from  this  limited  area  of  the  basin."  DEIS,  p.  4.19-5.  Expert 
hydrogeologist  Ms.  Rhymes  concluded  that,  based  on  existing  conservative 
recharge  scenarios,  the  Project  will  have  significant  impacts  on  overdraft 
conditions  during  the  entire  construction  phase.  (See  Exhibit  B.)  Nevertheless, 
the  Draft  EIS/EIR  rejected  alternatives  that  would  locate  the  Project  and  its  water 
use,  outside  of  this  sensitive  aquifer  area. 

For  example,  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  proposed  a private  land  alternative  to  the 
Project’s  proposed  location,  but  rejected  the  alternative  as  technically  and 
economically  infeasible.  See  DEIS  Section  2. 8. 1.1,  p.  2-41.  However,  any 
private  land  alternative  would  necessarily  be  located  outside  of  the  aquifer 
section  affected  by  the  Stateline  Project  (as  proposed),  the  Ivanpah  SEGS,  and 
the  golf  course,  and  so  would  necessarily  reduce  direct  and  cumulative  impacts 
to  this  area  of  the  aquifer.  Additionally,  if  the  Project  were  developed  on  private 
lands,  it  would  automatically  fall  under  the  jurisdiction  of  Groundwater  Ordinance 
No.  3872,  and  would  thus  ensure  that  the  protective  measures  of  the  Ordinance 
are  applied  to  the  relevant  aquifer  affected  by  such  an  alternative  project. 

The  Draft  EIS/EIR  also  eliminated  any  analysis  of  “Alternative  Sites,” 
simply  concluding  that  any  potential  alternative  site  would  not  meet  the  Project’s 
objectives.  DEIS,  p.  2-40  (Section  2.8.1  Alternative  Sites).  By  eliminating  these 
alternatives  without  analysis,  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  failed  to  consider  a viable 
alternative  that  would  reduce  the  Project’s  impacts  on  water  supply. 

The  ultimate  question  under  CEQA,  moreover,  is  not  whether  an  EIR 
establishes  a likely  source  of  water,  but  whether  it  adequately  addresses 
the  reasonably  foreseeable  impacts  of  supplying  water  to  the  project.  If  the 
uncertainties  inherent  in  long-term  land  use  and  water  planning  make  it 
impossible  to  confidently  identify  the  future  [*21]  water  sources,  an  EIR 
may  satisfy  CEQA  if  it  acknowledges  the  degree  of  uncertainty  involved, 
discusses  the  reasonably  foreseeable  alternatives — including  alternative 
water  sources  and  the  option  of  curtailing  the  development  if  sufficient 
water  is  not  available  for  later  phases — and  discloses  the  significant 
foreseeable  environmental  effects  of  each  alternative,  as  well  as  mitigation 
measures  to  minimize  each  adverse  impact."  (Vineyard,  at  p.  434.) 
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Habitat  v.  City  of  Santa  Cruz  (Feb,  19,  2013)2013  Cal.App.  LEXIS  128,  20-21, 
citing  Vineyard  Area  Citizens  v.  City  of  Rancho  Cordova  (2007)  40  Cal.4th  412. 

b.  CdTE  Modules. 

While  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  considered  various  acreage  configurations  for  the 
Project,  a reduced  Project,  and  a no-solar  Project,  it  failed  to  consider  an 
alternative  to  the  use  of  CdTE  PV  solar  modules.  The  EIS/EIR  should  consider 
the  alternative  of  requiring  the  use  of  less  toxic  silicon-based  PV  panels,  which 
are  readily  available.  An  EIR  must  describe  a range  of  reasonable  alternatives  to 
the  Project,  or  to  the  location  of  the  Project,  which  would  feasibly  attain  most  of 
the  basic  objectives  of  the  project  but  would  avoid  or  substantially  lessen  any  of 
the  significant  effects  of  the  project,  and  evaluate  the  comparative  merits  of  the 
alternatives.  “An  EIR’s  discussion  of  alternatives  must  contain  analysis  sufficient 
to  allow  informed  decision  making.”  Laurel  Heights  I,  47  Cal. 3d  at  404.)  An  EIR 
must  also  include  “detail  sufficient  to  enable  those  who  did  not  participate  in  its 
preparation  to  understand  and  to  consider  meaningfully  the  issues  raised  by  the 
proposed  project.”  {Id.  at  405.)  One  of  CEQA’s  fundamental  requirements  is  that 
the  DEIR  must  identify  the  “environmentally  superior  alternative,”  and  require 
implementation  of  that  alternative  unless  it  is  infeasible.  14  Cal. Code  Regs. 

§1 526.6(e)(2);  Kostka  & Zischke,  Practice  Under  the  California  Environmental 
Quality  Act  §15.37  (Cont.  Educ.  Of  the  Bar,  2008).  Typically,  a DEIR  identifies 
the  environmentally  superior  alternative,  which  is  analyzed  in  detail,  while  other 
project  alternatives  receive  more  cursory  review. 

The  EIS/EIR  should  be  revised  to  include  consideration  of  non-CdTE  solar 
module  alternatives. 
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c.  Biological  Resources. 


Mr.  Cashen  concluded  that  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  inadequately  analyzes 
alternatives  that  would  reduce  the  likelihood  of  significant  impacts  to  sensitive 
species,  including  in  particular  to  desert  tortoises. 


Mr.  Cashen  states: 

The  DEIS/DEIR  makes  several  references  to  the  lower  diversity  and 
abundance  of  sensitive  biological  resources  in  the  eastern  portion  of  the 
Project  study  area.  Those  references  are  consistent  with  Project  survey 
data,  information  presented  in  NatureServe’s  Regional  Assessment, 
scientific  literature,  and  expert  testimony  prepared  for  the  ISEGS  Project. 

Research  suggests  that  the  relatively  lower  density  of  desert  tortoises  in 
the  eastern  portion  of  the  Project  study  area  is  at  least  partially  due  to  the 


66-50 


V 


Comment  Letter  66 


Mr.  Mr.  Jeffrey  Childers 

Comments  on  Stateline  Solar  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR 
February  21, 2013 

Page  74  of  82 


presence  of  Interstate  15  (“1-15”).  The  numerous  direct  and  indirect 
adverse  effects  of  roads  and  highways  may  drain  desert  tortoise 
populations  two  miles  or  more  away.127  Negative  impacts  to  desert 
tortoises  from  roads  and  highways  have  been  well  documented.128 
Adverse  effects  associated  with  roads  include  vehicle  strikes,  habitat 
fragmentation,  increased  predation,  and  a higher  abundance  of  non-native 
plant  and  animal  species.129  Other  potentially  harmful  activities  that  likely 
occur  in  greater  numbers  near  roads  include:  mineral  exploration,  illegal 
dumping  of  garbage  and  toxic  wastes,  release  of  ill  tortoises,  vandalism, 
handling  and  harassing  of  tortoises,  illegal  collection  of  tortoises,  and 
anthropogenic  fire.130  Many  of  these  same  threats  are  associated  with  the 
Primm  Valley  Golf  Course  and  other  anthropogenic  features  (e.g.,  the 
ISEGS  Project). 

Although  the  BLM/County  evaluated  three  alternative  configurations  of  the 
Project  (and  a reduced  acreage  alternative),  it  failed  to  evaluate  an 
alternative  that  would  have  configured  the  Project  in  areas  with  the  lowest 
tortoise  abundance  and  greatest  threats.  For  example,  none  of  the 
alternatives  considered  configuring  the  Project  around  the  north  and  west 
sides  of  the  golf  course — where  no  tortoises  or  tortoise  burrows  were 
c/etected.131  In  addition,  none  of  the  alternatives  considered  locating  the 
Project  as  close  to  Interstate  15  as  possible  in  order  to  minimize  habitat 
fragmentation  and  impacts  to  tortoises  and  special-status  plants.  An 
alternative  that  configures  the  Project  closer  to  the  golf  course  and 
Interstate  1 5 appears  feasible.  Indeed,  the  Applicant  plans  to  use  the  area  y 


127  Boarman  Wl.  2002.  Threats  to  Desert  Tortoise  Populations:  A Critical  Review  of  the 
Literature.  U.S.  Geological  Survey,  Western  Ecological  Research  Center.  Sacramento 
(CA):  86  p. 

128  LaRue  EL,  Jr.  1992.  Distribution  of  desert  tortoise  sign  adjacent  to  Highway  395,  San 
Bernardino  County,  California.  Proceedings  of  the  Desert  Tortoise  Council  1992 
Symposium,  pp.  190-204.  See  also  Nicholson  L.  1978.  The  effects  of  roads  on  desert 
tortoise  populations.  Proceedings  of  the  Desert  Tortoise  Council  1978  Symposium, 
pp.  127-129. 

129  Boarman  Wl,  M.  Sazaki.  2006.  A highway’s  road-effect  zone  for  desert  tortoises 

( Gopherus  agassizii).  Journal  of  Arid  Environments  65:94-101 . See  also  Boarman 
Wl.  2002.  Threats  to  Desert  Tortoise  Populations:  A Critical  Review  of  the  Literature. 
U.S.  Geological  Survey,  Western  Ecological  Research  Center.  Sacramento  (CA):  86 
P- 

130  Boarman  Wl.  2002.  Threats  to  Desert  Tortoise  Populations:  A Critical  Review  of  the 
Literature.  U.S.  Geological  Survey,  Western  Ecological  Research  Center.  Sacramento 
(CA):  86  p. 

BRTR,  Figure  12. 
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immediately  north  of  the  golf  course  as  a transplant  site  (for  special-status 
plants),  and  the  BLM  is  considering  the  land  immediately  adjacent  to  the 
golf  course  and  Interstate  15  for  inclusion  in  the  DWMA.132 

The  BLM  has  selected  Alternative  3 as  the  “preferred  alternative,”  and  the 
County  has  identified  Alternative  3 as  the  “environmentally  superior 
alternative.”133  The  DEIS/DEIR  generally  fails  to  justify  the  selection  of 
Alternative  3.  According  to  the  DEIS/DEIR:  “[fjollowing  review  of  the 
various  resource  surveys  and  proposed  configurations,  BLM  developed  an 
additional  alternative  configuration  to  avoid  biological  resource  impacts. 
This  configuration,  comprising  2,151  acres,  is  analyzed  as  Alternative  3 in 
the  draft  EIS/EIR.” 134  This  statement  is  confusing  because  Alternative  3 
does  not  “avoid  biological  resource  impacts.”  To  the  contrary,  the 
BLM/County  has  estimated  that  compared  to  Alternative  1,  Alternative  3 
would  directly  affect  two  more  adult  tortoises  and  eight  more  small- 
flowered  androstephium  plants.135 

The  DEIS/DEIR  also  concludes  Alternative  4 (the  Reduced  Acreage 
Alternative)  “would  not  result  in  a substantial  lessening  of  any  significant 
environmental  impacts  as  compared  to  the  other  alternatives.”135  This 
conclusion  is  not  supported  by  the  data,  which  indicate  Alternative  4 would 
affect  fewer  special-status  plant  species,  tortoises,  and  desert  washes.137 

Exhibit  B,  pp.  2-3. 

It  is  a widely  accepted  principle  of  wildlife  biology  that  habitat 
fragmentation... is  a process  that  has  been  recognized  as  the  greatest  threat  to 
species’  persistence  in  the  wild  (Wilcox  and  Murphy  1985).  Habitat 
fragmentation  results  in  the  reduction  of  a net  larger  habitat  area  than  can  be 
measured  by  summing  the  remaining,  apparent  habitat  patches  (Wilcox  and 
Murphy  1985,  Saunders  et  al.  1991,  Hall  et  al.  1997).  The  Draft  EIS/EIR  must  be 
revised  to  adequately  consider  a reasonable  range  of  alternatives  to  protect 
sensitive  and  endangered  species  in  the  Project  vicinity. 


132  First  Solar.  2012.  Vegetation  Resources  Management  Plan,  Desert  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  Project,  Figure  6.  See  also  DEIS/DEIR,  Figure  2-1. 

133  DEIS/DEIR,  p.  ES-6. 

134  Ibid,  p.  2-43. 

135  Ibid,  Tables  4.22-1  and  4.17-1. 

136  Ibid,  p.  4.22-38. 

137  Ibid,  Tables  4.22-1  and  4.17-1. 
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X.  THE  DRAFT  EIS/EIR  FAILS  TO  ADEQUATELY  ANALYZE  CUMULATIVE 
IMPACTS. 

A.  NEPA  Standard. 

“An  EIS  must  analyze  the  direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative  impacts  from  a 
proposed  action.”  Northern  Plains  Res.  Council,  Inc.  v.  Surfact  Transp.  Bd.,  668 
F.  3d  1067,  1072  (9th  Cir.  2011)  (citing  40  C.F.R.  § 1508.25(c);  See  also  Tomac  v. 
Norton,  433  F.  3d  852,  864  (D.C.  Cir.  2006)  (“NEPA’s  implementing  regulations 
require  an  agency  to  evaluate  ‘cumulative  impacts’  along  with  the  direct  and 
indirect  impacts  of  a proposed  action.”).  “Cumulative  impact”  is  defined  as  “the 
impact  on  the  environment  which  results  from  the  incremental  impact  of  the 
action  when  added  to  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future 
actions  regardless  of  what  agency  (Federal  or  non-Federal)  or  person 
undertakes  such  other  actions.  Cumulative  impacts  can  result  from  individually 
minor  but  collectively  significant  actions  taking  place  over  a period  of  time.”  (40 
C.F.R.  1508.7).  The  courts  have  “held  that  a ‘meaningful  cumulative  impact 
analysis  must  identify’  five  things:  ‘(1)  the  area  in  which  the  effects  of  the 
proposed  project  will  be  felt;  (2)  the  impacts  that  are  expected  in  that  area  from 
the  proposed  project;  (3)  other  actions  - past,  present,  and  proposed,  and 
reasonably  foreseeable  - that  have  had  or  are  expected  to  have  impacts  in  the 
same  area;  (4)  the  impacts  or  expected  impacts  from  these  other  actions;  and  (5) 
the  overall  impact  that  can  be  expected  if  the  individual  impacts  are  allowed  to 
accumulate.’  In  other  words,  the  agency  ‘cannot  treat  the  identified  environmental 
concern  in  a vacuum.’”  Tomac  v.  Norton,  433  F.  3d  852,  864  (D.C.  Cir.  2006) 
(quoting  Grand  Canyon  Trust,  290  F.  3d  253,  345,  346  (D.C.  Cir.  2002)). 

The  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  provides  the  following  explanation 
for  why  cumulative  impact  analysis  is  required: 

Congressional  testimony  on  behalf  of  the  passage  of  NEPA  stated  that 

as  a result  of  the  failure  to  formulate  a comprehensive  national 
environmental  policy... environmental  problems  are  only  dealt  with  when 
they  reach  crisis  proportions... Important  decisions  concerning  the  use  and 
shape  of  man’s  environment  continue  to  be  made  in  small  but  steady 
increments  which  perpetuate  requirements... 

The  passage  of  time  has  only  increased  the  conviction  that  cumulative 
effects  analysis  is  essential  to  effectively  managing  the  consequences  of  human 
activities  on  the  environment.  The  purpose  of  cumulative  effects  analysis, 
therefore,  is  to  ensure  that  federal  decisions  consider  the  full  range  of 
consequences  of  actions.  Without  incorporating  cumulative  effects  into 
environmental  planning  and  management,  it  will  be  impossible  to  move  towards 
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sustainable  development,  i.e.,  development  that  meets  the  needs  of  the  present 
without  compromising  the  ability  of  future  generations  to  meet  their  own  needs 
(World  Commission  on  Environment  and  Development  1987;  President’s  Council 
on  Sustainable  Development  1996). 

(Council  on  Environmental  Quality,  Considering  Cumulative  Effects  Under 
the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Chapter  1:  Introduction  to  Cumulative 
Effects  Analysis,  p.  2-3,  1997,  available  at 
http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/ccenepa/ccenepa.htm). 

B.  CEQA  Standard. 

An  EIR  must  discuss  significant  cumulative  impacts.  (CEQA  Guidelines 
section  15130(a)).  This  requirement  flows  from  CEQA  section  21083,  which 
requires  a finding  that  a project  may  have  a significant  effect  on  the  environment 
if  “the  possible  effects  of  a project  are  individually  limited  but  cumulatively 
considerable... ‘[cumulatively  considerable’  means  that  the  incremental  effects  of 
an  individual  project  are  considerable  when  viewed  in  connection  with  the  effects 
of  past  projects,  the  effects  of  other  current  projects,  and  the  effects  of  probable 
future  projects.”  “Cumulative  impacts”  are  defined  as  “two  or  more  individual 
effects  which,  when  considered  together,  are  considerable  or  which  compound  or 
increase  other  environmental  impacts.”  (CEQA  Guidelines  section  15355(a)). 
“[Ijndividual  effects  may  be  changes  resulting  from  a single  project  or  a number 
of  separate  projects.”  (CEQA  Guidelines  section  15355(a)). 

“The  cumulative  impact  from  several  projects  is  the  change  in  the 
environment  which  results  from  the  incremental  impact  of  the  project  when  added 
to  other  closely  related  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  probable 
future  projects.  Cumulative  impacts  can  result  from  individually  minor  but 
collectively  significant  projects  taking  place  over  a period  of  time.”  Communities 
fora  Better  Environment  v.  Cal.  Resources  Agency  (“CBE  v.  CRA’),  103 
Cal.App.4th  98,  117  (2002).  A legally  adequate  cumulative  impacts  analysis 
views  a particular  project  over  time  and  in  conjunction  with  other  related  past, 
present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  probable  future  projects  whose  impacts 
might  compound  or  interrelate  with  those  of  the  project  at  hand.  “Cumulative 
impacts  can  result  from  individually  minor  but  collectively  significant  projects 
taking  place  over  a period  of  time.”  (CEQA  Guidelines  § 1 5355(b)). 

As  the  court  stated  in  CBE  v.  CRA,  103  Cal.  App.  4th  at  114: 

Cumulative  impact  analysis  is  necessary  because  the  full  environmental 
impact  of  a proposed  project  cannot  be  gauged  in  a vacuum.  One  of  the 
most  important  environmental  lessons  that  has  been  learned  is  that 
environmental  damage  often  occurs  incrementally  from  a variety  of  small 
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sources.  These  sources  appear  insignificant  when  considered  individually, 
but  assume  threatening  dimensions  when  considered  collectively  with 
other  sources  with  which  they  interact. 

(Citations  omitted). 

In  Kings  County  Farm  Bureau  v.  City  of  Hanford,  221  Cal.  App.  3d  at  718, 
the  court  concluded  that  an  EIR  inadequately  considered  an  air  pollution  (ozone) 
cumulative  impact.  The  court  said:  “The  EIR  concludes  the  project’s 
contributions  to  ozone  levels  in  the  area  would  be  immeasurable  and,  therefore, 
insignificant  because  the  [cogeneration]  plant  would  emit  relatively  minor 
amounts  of  [ozone]  precursors  compared  to  the  total  volume  of  [ozone] 
precursors  emitted  in  Kings  County.  The  EIR’s  analysis  uses  the  magnitude  of 
the  current  ozone  problem  in  the  air  basin  in  order  to  trivialize  the  project’s 
impact.”  The  court  concluded:  “The  relevant  question  to  be  addressed  in  the  EIR 
is  not  the  relative  amount  of  precursors  emitted  by  the  project  when  compared 
with  preexisting  emissions,  but  whether  any  additional  amount  of  precursor 
emissions  should  be  considered  significant  in  light  of  the  serious  nature  of  the 
ozone  problems  in  this  air  basin.”  The  Kings  County  case  was  reaffirmed  in 
CBE  v.  CRA,  103  Cal. App. 4th  at  116,  where  the  court  rejected  cases  with  a 
narrower  construction  of  “cumulative  impacts.” 

Similarly,  in  Friends  of  Eel  River  v.  Sonoma  County  Water  Agency,  108 
Cal.  App.  4th  859  (2003),  the  court  recently  held  that  the  EIR  for  a project  that 
would  divert  water  from  the  Eel  River  had  to  consider  the  cumulative  impacts  of 
the  project  together  with  other  past,  present  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future 
projects  that  also  divert  water  from  the  same  river  system.  The  court  held  that 
the  EIR  even  had  to  disclose  and  analyze  projects  that  were  merely  proposed, 
but  not  yet  approved.  The  court  stated,  CEQA  requires  “the  Agency  to  consider 
‘past,  present,  and  probable  future  projects  producing  related  or  cumulative 
impacts...’  (Guidelines,  § 15130(b)(1)(A)).  The  Agency  must  interpret  this 
requirement  in  such  a way  as  to  ‘afford  the  fullest  possible  protection  of  the 
environment.’”  (Id.,  at  867,  869).  The  court  held  that  the  failure  of  the  EIR  to 
analyze  the  impacts  of  the  project  together  with  other  proposed  projects  rendered 
the  document  invalid.  “The  absence  of  this  analysis  makes  the  EIR  an 
inadequate  informational  document.”  (Id.,  at  872). 

The  court  in  Citizens  to  Preserve  the  Ojai  v.  Bd.  of  Supervisors,  176  Cal. 
App.  3d  421  (1985),  held  that  an  EIR  prepared  to  consider  the  expansion  and 
modification  of  an  oil  refinery  was  inadequate  because  it  failed  to  consider  the 
cumulative  air  quality  impacts  of  other  oil  refining  and  extraction  activities 
combined  with  the  project.  The  court  held  that  the  EIR’s  use  of  an  Air  District  Air 
Emissions  Inventory  did  not  constitute  an  adequate  cumulative  impacts  analysis. 
The  court  ordered  the  agency  to  prepare  a new  EIR  analyzing  the  combined 


Comment  Letter  66 


Mr.  Mr.  Jeffrey  Childers 

Comments  on  Stateline  Solar  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR 
February  21,  2013 
Page  79  of  82 


impacts  of  the  proposed  refinery  expansion  together  with  the  other  oil  extraction 
projects. 

C.  The  Draft  EIS/EIR  Fails  to  Analyze  Cumulative  Impacts  in  Violation  of 
NEPA  and  CEQA. 

Mr.  Cashen  concluded  that  the  Project  will  have  significant  cumulative 
impacts  on  several  species  that  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  has  inadequately  mitigated, 
including,  inter  alia,  special-status  plant  species,  golden  eagles,  and  jurisdictional 
waters.  Mr.  Cashen  states: 

1.  Special-Status  Plant  Species. 

According  to  the  DEIS/DEIR,  “[a]  cumulative  impact  to  special  status  plant 
species  would  occur  if  the  proposed  Stateline  site  combined  with  the 
reasonably  foreseeable  cumulative  projects  within  the  range  of  those  species 
would  result  in  those  special  status  plant  species  becoming  limited  in  their 
distribution  or  population  size,  or  if  the  compensation  requirements  for  those 
impacts  cannot  be  achieved.”138  This  statement  is  confusing  because: 

a.  The  special-status  plant  species  that  occur  in  the  Project  area  already 
have  a limited  distribution  and/or  population  size.139 

b.  The  DEIS/DEIR  does  not  require  any  compensation  for  impacts  to 
special-status  plants. 

This  issue  is  confounded  further  because  the  DEIS/DEIR  does  not 
consider  all  of  the  reasonably  foreseeable  cumulative  projects  within  the 
range  of  each  special-status  species  (as  stipulated  in  the  DEIS/DEIR).140 
Based  on  the  information  provided  herein,  I believe  there  is  overwhelming 
evidence  that  the  Project  would  have  a substantial  contribution  to 
cumulatively  considerable  impacts  to  one  or  more  special-status  plant 
species. 

See  Exhibit  B,  p.  13. 


2.  Golden  Eagles. 


The  DEIS/DEIR  fails  to  provide  any  quantitative  data  or  analysis  pertaining  to 
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138  DEIS/DEIR,  p.  4.1 7-26. 

139  California  Natural  Diversity  Database,  Biogeograhic  Data  Branch,  Department  of  Fish 
and  Game.  2013  Feb  2 (Version  3.1.0). 

140  Ibid.  See  also  DEIS/DEIR,  Table  4.17-6  and  Figure  4.1-1. 
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the  Project’s  contribution  to  cumulative  impacts  on  golden  eagles.  In  addition, 
the  DEIS/DEIR’s  cumulative  impacts  assessment  does  not  meet  USFWS 
guidance,  which  states: 

[t]o  ensure  that  impacts  are  not  concentrated  in  particular  localities 
to  the  detriment  of  locally-important  eagle  populations,  cumulative 
effects  need  to  be  considered  at  the  population  management 
level — Service  Regions  for  Bald  Eagles  and  Bird  Conservation 
Regions  for  Golden  Eagles — and,  especially  for  project-specific 
analyses,  at  local  area  population  levels  (the  population  within  the 
average  natal  dispersal  distance  of  the  nest  or  nests  under 
consideration).”141 

The  USFWS  has  established  140  miles  as  the  area  of  local  population 
effects  on  the  golden  eagle.142  Consequently,  the  DEIS/DEIR’s  cumulative 
impacts  analysis  area  is  only  a fraction  of  what  the  USFWS  has  concluded 
is  needed  to  analyze  both  project-specific  and  cumulative  impacts  to  the 
eagle  population. 

See  Exhibit  B,  p.  19-20. 

3.  Jurisdictional  Waters. 

The  DEIS/DEIR  states:  “[i]t  should  be  noted  that  the  magnitude  of  the 
project’s  cumulative  impact  to  jurisdictional  features  is  small  given  that  there 
is  approximately  157,000  acres  of  alluvial  fan  habitat  within  the  cumulative 
impacts  analysis  area.” 143  The  cumulative  impacts  analysis  presented  in  the 
DEIS/DEIR  is  fatally  flawed  for  several  reasons. 

First,  “alluvial  fan  habitat”  (i.e.,  a landform)  is  not  the  same  as  jurisdictional 
waters  (i.e.,  one  of  multiple  features  within  the  landform).  Therefore,  the 
BLM/County  has  no  basis  to  compare  the  impacts  to  jurisdictional  features  to 
the  amount  of  alluvial  fan  habitat.  A comparison  of  this  nature  is  misleading 
because  it  inherently  deflates  the  relative  severity  of  the  impacts.  Information 
provided  in  NatureServe’s  Regional  Assessment  indicates  there  are  6,976 
acres  of  North  American  Warm  Desert  Wash  within  the  Ivanpah  Valley 
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141  Pagel  JE,  DM  Whittington,  GT  Allen.  2010  Feb.  Interim  Golden  Eagle  inventory  and 

monitoring  protocols;  and  other  recommendations.  Division  of  Migratory  Birds,  United 
States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

14z  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Division  of  Migratory  Bird  Management.  2009.  Final 
Environmental  Assessment,  Proposal  to  Permit  Take.  Provided  Under  the  Bald  and 
Golden  Eagle  Protection  Act.  Washington:  Dept,  of  Interior. 

143  DEIS/DEIR,  p.  4.17-33. 
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Watershed  (i.e.,  not  157,000  acres).144 

Second,  it  appears  the  BLM/County  has  used  two  different  scopes  of  analysis 
in  its  comparison.  This  too  would  result  in  misleading  information  that 
deflates  the  relative  severity  of  the  impacts.  Specifically,  in  calculating 
impacts,  the  BLM/County’s  geographic  area  of  consideration  appears  to  be 
the  Ivanpah  Valley,  which  the  DEIS/DEIR  identifies  as  being  37,280  acres.145 
However,  the  BLM/County  subsequently  compares  the  cumulative  impacts 
within  that  geographic  area  to  the  total  amount  of  undeveloped  land  in  the 
Ivanpah  DWMAand  Nevada  portion  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley — not  all  of  which 
are  jurisdictional  waters,  or  even  alluvial  fans.14 

See  Exhibit  B,  p.  27. 

The  Draft  EIS/EIR  fails  to  adequately  analyze  cumulative  impacts  related 
to  the  Project’s  potential  use  of  PV  panels  that  contain  cadmium  telluride  in 
violation  of  NEPAand  CEQA.  Therefore,  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  should  be  revised 
and  recirculated  to  ensure  that  the  full  range  of  consequences  of  actions  is 
considered. 

D.  CONCLUSION 

LiUNA  Local  783  believes  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  is  wholly  inadequate  and 
requires  significant  revision,  recirculation  and  review.  Moreover,  LiUNA  believes 
that  the  Project  as  proposed  would  result  in  too  many  unmitigated  adverse 
impacts  on  the  environment  to  be  justified.  California  is  in  need  of  renewable 
energy.  However,  that  energy  cannot  be  obtained  at  the  expense  of  other 
resources  of  the  State.  The  Stateline  Project  will  result  in  significant  impacts  that 
have  not  been  adequately  considered,  and  presents  an  inadequate  alternatives 
analysis,  creating  the  potential  for  great  harm  to  humans  and  the  natural 
environment.  All  of  these  considerations  weigh  against  approval  of  the  Project  as 
proposed,  and  necessitate  revision  to  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  to  properly  analyze  all 
impacts  of  the  Project. 


144  NatureServe.  2012  Mar  30.  Regional  Assessment:  Stateline  Solar  Project.  BLM  Case 
File  Number  CACA-48669,  Table  14. 

145  Ibid,  p.  3.6-1  and  Table  4.1-2. 

146  Ibid,  p.  4.17-30. 
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Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  these  comments.  Please  include  this  letter 
and  all  attachments  hereto  in  the  record  of  proceedings  for  this  project. 

Sincerely, 

/ / 

/. 

, / / 

/ 

Richard  Y.  Drury 
Christina  M.  Caro 
Lozeau  Drury  LLP 

Attorneys  for  Laborers’  International  Union  of 
North  America  (LiUNA),  Local  Union  No.  783 
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Grace,  Erika 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Childers,  Jeffery  <jchilders@blm.gov> 

Friday,  February  22,  2013  7:34  PM 
Dover,  Robert;  Grace,  Erika 

Fwd:  Primadonna  Company,  LLC  comments  to  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 


CACA-048669 


Attachments: 


p6  primadonna  comment  2-21-13.pdf 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  Tom  Driggs  <tdriggs@nevadafimi.com> 

Date:  Fri,  Feb  22,  2013  at  4:3 1 PM 

Subject:  RE:  Primadonna  Company,  LLC  comments  to  Stateline  Solar  Fann  Project  CACA-048669 
To:  "Childers,  Jeffery"  <ichilders@blm.gov> 

Cc:  "Nelson.Miller@lus.sbcounty.gov"  <Nelson. Miller@lus.sbcounty.gov> 


Thanks.. .1  just  noticed  that  there  was  a typo  on  page  6,  #6.  Should  say  "similar  to  comment  C.4."  not  C.3.  This  doesn't 
change  the  content,  just  an  internal  reference.  If  it  is  possible  to  switch  this  page  out,  attached  is  a new  page  6 with  the 
change. 


From:  Childers,  Jeffery  rmailto:ichilders(Q)blm.qovl 
Sent:  Friday,  February  22,  2013  7:43  AM 
To:  Tom  Driggs 

Subject:  Re:  Primadonna  Company,  LLC  comments  to  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  CACA-048669 


Jeff, 


Thanks, 


Tom 


l 


Comments  received.  Thank  you. 
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Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 

On  Thu,  Feb  21,  2013  at  1 1:20  PM,  Tom  Driggs  <tdn  ggsfdjncvada fi rm . com>  wrote: 

Jeff, 

Attached  are  comments  from  the  Primadonna  Company  on  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  Also  attached  as 
an  attachment  to  our  comments  is  a proposed  minor  redesign  of  the  site  plan  prepared  by  First  Solar. 

Please  email  me  if  you  have  any  questions  or  comments. 

Thanks, 

Tom 
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6.  On  page  5-2,  similar  to  comment  C.4.  (above),  Primadonna  suggests  the  Plan  (or  a 
qualified  consultant)  provide  a detailed  methodology  on  how  to  distinguish  effects  of 
pumping  on  changes  in  water  quality  from  non-Project  wells  located  within  the 
groundwater  model  boundary. 

7.  Appendix  B page  5-3,  throughout  the  Plan,  the  Project’s  water  requirement  will  be  no 
more  than  1,900  afa  during  either  a 2 or  4 year  construction  period.  The  model  results 
indicate  that  the  greatest  impact  to  the  groundwater  levels  will  occur  during  the 
construction  pumping  periods.  How  was  the  construction  flow  demand  calculated?  Is  it 
possible  that  the  Project’s  water  requirements  will  exceed  1,900  afa  due  to  unforeseen 
circumstances  during  construction?  If  this  possibility  exists,  what  would  be  the  absolute 
maximum  demand  anticipated  and  what  will  the  effects  be  to  Primadonna’s  wells?  Is  it 
possible  that  the  Project’s  water  requirements  will  be  less  than  1,900  afa? 

8.  Appendix  B,  Chapter  5,  page  5-1.  The  West  Yost  groundwater  model  does  not  consider 
any  “worst  case  - best  case”  hydrologic  parameters.  Typically,  comparing  between  a 
wider  range  of  simulations  is  essential  for  properly  evaluating  effects  from  groundwater 
withdrawal.  Primadonna’s  suggests  that  supplementing  the  Plan  with  a wider  range  of 
simulations  may  be  beneficial. 

9.  Appendix  B,  Chapter  5.  Cumulative  effects  of  drawdown  simulations  were  not 
completed  for  multiple  current  and  future  pumping  wells  throughout  the  Ivanpah  Valley. 
Primadonna  believes  such  simulations  are  essential  to  an  effective  monitoring  plan. 

10.  Chapter  5.1.1  and  5.1.2.  Provisional  Significance  Criterion  for  Evaluating  Groundwater 
Level  Impacts  and  Provisional  Significance  Criterion  for  Evaluating  Groundwater 
Quality  Impacts  comments: 

a.  Due  to  the  short  groundwater  withdrawal  duration,  either  2 or  4 years  for  large  scale 
groundwater  withdrawal,  any  data  exceeding  water-level  or  water-quality  significance 
criteria  would  not  be  recognized  through  planned  reporting  on  an  annual  and  five  year 
basis.  As  a result  of  this  time  delay,  potential  irreversible  damage  could  occur  to  the 
water  resource  and  Primadonna’s  sole  water  supply  prior  to  the  enactment  of  any 
mitigation  measures. 

b.  Monthly  water-level  and  water-quality  monitoring  with  quarterly  reporting  and 
immediate  data  evaluation  is  the  only  acceptable  approach  for  determining  the  actual 
effects  from  the  Project’s  groundwater  withdrawal.  Immediate  data  evaluation  means 
adverse  water-level  and  water-quality  changes  would  trigger  immediate  mitigation. 

Delays  in  implementing  mitigation  for  more  than  a year,  multiple  years  or  more  than  five 
years  could  prove  to  catastrophic.  Likewise,  quarterly  monitoring  and  annual  reporting 
and  evaluation  would  be  insufficient.  Accordingly,  Primadonna  believes  that  monthly 
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COMMUNICATIONS 


Jeff  Childers 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Needles  Field  Office 
1303  S.  Hwy  95 
Needles,  CA  92363 


Dear  Mr.  Childers, 


The  Stateline  Solar  Farm  will  bring  jobs  to  our  region  at  a time  when  we  need  them  most  while 
producing  clean,  renewable  energy  and  taxes,  lees  and  wages.  Please  enter  my  support  for  the 
project  as  it  moves  through  the  permitting  process. 

The  High  Desert  has  had  its  share  of  economic  challenges  during  the  past  few  years.  While  other 
regions  have  seen  their  unemployment  rates  decline,  significantly,  our  region  has  continued  to 
struggle.  In  some  communities  of  the  High  Desert,  nearly  half  the  residents  are  on  some  form  of 
government  assistance. 

Solar  proj'ects  like  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  have  been  a bright  spot  in  an  otherwise  gloomy  economy. 
Small  solar  projects  have  brought  hundreds  of  construction  jobs  to  the  County.  The  larger  ones  have 
created  thousands  of  jobs  and  opportunities  for  workers  in  the  region,  as  well  as  pumping  millions  of 
dollars  into  the  local  economy. 

Our  region  needs  the  economic  benefits  that  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  would  bring.  Please  include  my 
support  for  the  project  as  it  moves  through  the  permitting  process. 
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State  of  California  - Natural  Resources  Agency  EDMUND  G.  BROWN , Jr,  Governor  & ' 

DEPARTMENT  OF  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  CHARLTON  H.  BONHAM.  Director  / T 

Inland  Deserts  Region 
407  West  Line  Street 
Bishop,  California  93514 
www.dfg.ca.gov 


January  9,  2013 
Mr.  Matthew  Slowik 

San  Bernardino  County  Land  Use  Services  Department 
385  N.  Arrowhead  Avenue,  1st  Floor 
San  Bernardino,  Ca  92415-0182 


Subject:  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project,  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
/Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIS/EIR),  State  Clearinghouse  Number# 
2011081080 

Dear  Mr.  Slowik: 

The  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife,  hereinafter  referred  to  as  Department,  has 
reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)/Environmental  Impact 
Report  (EIR)  prepared  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  and  the  County 
of  San  Bernardino  (Lead  Agency)  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project,  hereinafter 
referred  to  as  Project.  The  Project,  proposed  by  Desert  Stateiine,  LLC  (Developer), 
is  for  construction,  operation,  maintenance,  and  decommissioning  of  an 
approximately  2,143-acre  (ac.) , 300-megawatt  (MW)  alternating  current  (AC)  solar 
photovoltaic  (PV)  energy  generation  plant,  interconnection  (gen-tie)  transmission 
line,  operations  and  maintenance  facilities,  and  site  access  road.  The  Project  is 
located  in  eastern  San  Bernardino  County,  California,  entirely  on  BLM- 
administered  lands  in  Ivanpah  Valley. 

The  Department  is  providing  comments  on  the  Draft  EfS/EIR  as  the  State  agency 
which  has  the  statutory  and  common  law  responsibilities  with  regard  to  fish  and 
wildlife  resources  and  habitats.  California’s  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  including 
their  habitats,  are  held  in  trust  for  the  people  of  the  State  by  the  Department  (Fish 
and  Game  Code  (FGC)  §71 1.7).  The  Department  has  jurisdiction  over  the 
conservation,  protection,  and  management  of  fish,  wildlife,  native  plants,  and  the 
habitats  necessary  for  biologically  sustainable  populations  of  those  species  (Fish 
and  Game  Code  §1802).  The  Department’s  fish  and  wildlife  management 
functions  are  implemented  through  its  administration  and  enforcement  of  the  Fish 
and  Game  Code  (FGC  §702).  The  Department  is  a trustee  agency  for  fish  and 
wildlife  under  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (see  CEQA  Guidelines,  Title 
14  California  Code  of  Regulations  (CCR)  §1 5386(a)).  The  Department  is  providing 
these  comments  in  furtherance  of  these  statutory  responsibilities,  as  well  as  its 
common  Saw  role  as  trustee  for  the  public’s  fish  and  wildlife. 

The  Project  is  in  the  range  of  the  desert  tortoise  (Gopherus  aggassizzi,  DT),  which 
is  listed  as  threatened  under  the  California  Endangered  Species  Act  (CESA)  and 
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the  federal  Endangered  Species  Act ; the  Swainson’s  hawk  (Buteo  swainsonii, 

SH),  which  is  listed  as  threatened  under  CESA;  the  golden  eagle  {Aquila 
chrysaetos,  GE)  and  the  American  peregrine  falcon  (Fafco  peregrinus  anatum, 

APF)  both  of  which  are  Fully  Protected  Species  under  FGC  Section  3511;  Nelson’s 
bighorn  sheep  (Ovis  canadensis  nelson!,  BHS),  which  is  a Fully  Protected  Species 
under  FGC  Section  4700;  the  burrowing  owl  ( Athene  cunicularia,  BUOW),  which  is 
a Species  of  Special  Concern  and  protected  under  FGC  Section  3503.5;  the  prairie 
falcon  (Falco  mexicanus,  PF),  loggerhead  shrike  (Lanius  ludovicianus,  LBS),  Le 
Conte’s  thrasher  ( Toxostoma  iecontei,  LCT),  American  badger  (Tax idea  taxus, 

AB),  banded  giia  monster  (Heloderma  suspectum  cinctum,  BGM),  and  pallid  bat 
(Antrozous  pallidus,  PS),  all  of  which  are  listed  as  a State  Species  of  Special 
Concern;  and  the  desert  kit  fox  (Vulpes  macrotis  arsipus.  DKF),  DKF  is  addressed 
in  Title  14  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations:  §460.  “Fisher,  marten,  river  otter, 
desert  kit  fox  and  red  fox  may  not  be  taken  at  any  time.”  And  also  within  the  FGC 
Section  : §4000.  “Fur-bearing  mammals  enumerated.  The  following  are  fur-bearing 
mammais:  pine  marten,  fisher,  mink,  river  otter,  gray  fox,  red  fox,  kit  fox,  raccoon, 
beaver,  badger,  and  muskrat.” 

Review  of  Stateiine  Solar  Farm  Project  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement/Environmental  Impact  Report  (November  2012) 

The  Department  offers  the  following  comments  and  recommendations: 

Where  several  measures  are  available  to  mitigate  an  impact,  the  Department 
recommends  the  Lead  Agency  discuss  each  mitigation  measure  available  and  the 
basis  for  selecting  a particular  measure  should  be  identified.  Formulation  of 
mitigation  measures  should  not  be  deferred  until  some  future  time.  The  — 

Department  requests  a copy  of  the  Raven  Control  Plan,  Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  j 
Strategy  and  Eagle  Conservation  Plan.  The  Draft  EIS/EIR  should  have  included 
copies  of  the  Biological  Resources  Technical  Report  and  Vegetation  Report  as 
attachments  to  the  document  so  they  could  be  reviewed  by  all  in  order  to  ! 

determine  impacts  to  species  on  site.  — 

Page  3.22-10  of  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  mentions  four  potential  recipient  sites  for 
translocated  tortoises  and  referenced  a Draft  Translocation  Plan.  The  Department 
recommends  the  Lead  Agency  include  in  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  a map  of  the  potential 
recipient  sites  and  the  Draft  Translocation  Plan.  The  Department  requests  a copy 
of  the  Draft  Translocation  Plan  and  a map  of  the  recipient  sites.  — 

The  Draft  EIS/EIR  includes  an  Alternative  4 (Reduced  Acreage  Alternative),  its 
description,  and  environmental  consequences,  but  no  Project  location  map  is 
included  in  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  nor  is  Alternative  4 included  as  part  of  the  analysis  in 
the  Biological  Resources  Technical  Report  (BRTR).  The  Department  recommends 
the  DEIS/EIR  be  revised  to  address  this.  ~ ^ 
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) 

The  Draft  EIS/EIR  should  include  the  vegetation  transplant  sites  in  the  impact 
analysis. 

The  Draft  EIS/EIR  uses  the  term  “clearance  survey”  for  activities  associated  with 
the  desert  tortoise.  We  infer  from  this  DT  would  be  moved  if  found  on  site. 
Movement  of  DT  would  entail  take  under  CESA.  As  such,  the  Developer  would  be 
warranted  to  apply  for  and  obtain  an  incidental  take  permit  from  the  Department 
before  moving  or  otherwise  handling  DT. 

To  fully  mitigate  the  effects  of  authorized  incidental  take  of  DT,  the  Department 
recommends  loss  of  Creosote  Bush-White  Bursage  Habitat  and  Mixed  Saltbush 
Habitat  acres  occupied  by  DT  be  compensated  at  ratios  of  5:1  and  3:1, 
respectively. 

Review  of  Draft  EIS/EIR  - DRAFT  Vegetation  Resources  Management  Plan 
(August  30,  2012) 

The  Department  offers  the  following  comments  and  recommendations: 

The  Department  recommends  the  Lead  Agency  require  the  Developer  complete 
full  coverage  botanical  surveys  in  all  habitats  of  the  Project  site  according  to 

) “Protocols  for  Surveying  and  Evaluating  Impacts  to  Special  Status  Native  Plant 
Populations  and  Natural  Communities”.  Full  coverage  surveys  were  not  done  in 
2008  in  the  area  highlighted  in  blue  on  Figure  6.  in  addition,  spring  of  2012  was  a 
low-rainfall  year  where  many  species  did  not  bloom  or  bloomed  in  extremely  low 
numbers.  A follow  up  survey  in  a higher  rainfall  year  than  2012  in  the  areas  that 
were  surveyed  only  in  2012  as  well  as  the  2008  survey  area  would  more  likely 
detect  botanical  species  present  in  the  area. 

Portions  of  the  full  coverage  surveys  were  done  in  an  extremely  dry  year  in  mid- 
May  of  2012  when  many  of  the  target  species  may  not  have  germinated  or  were 
already  desiccated.  The  Department  recommends  the  Plan  include  reference 
sites  that  biologists  visited  for  the  target  species  each  year  to  determine  the  plants’ 
phenology  and  provide  a visual  reference  for  identification.  A discussion  of  the 
surveys’  timing  could  demonstrate  how  they  comprehensively  covered  the 
flowering  periods  of  species  likely  occurring  in  the  Plan  area. 

The  Department  recommends  the  Vegetation  Resources  Management  Plan 
include  field  survey  forms  with  maps  of  areas  surveyed  and  completed  California 
Natural  Community  Database  forms  for  each  rare  plant  population  found  within  the 
study  area.  Complete  information  would  include  GPS  coordinates,  the  number  of 
individuals  of  the  species  per  unit  area,  life  stage  and  habitat  and  microhabitat 
information.  Including  in  the  report  digital  images  of  the  species  found  would  be 
effective  in  supporting  the  report’s  findings. 
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The  Department  recommends  the  Report  include  a thorough  assessment  of 
potential  impacts  to  special  status  plants.  Items  to  discuss  include  the  following: 

* A discussion  of  the  significance  of  special-status  plant  populations  in  the 
Project  area  considering  nearby  populations  and  total  species  distribution; 

* A discussion  of  the  significance  of  special-status  natural  communities  in  the 
Project  area  considering  nearby  occurrences  and  natural  community 
distribution; 

* A discussion  of  direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative  impacts  to  the  plants  and 
natural  communities; 

* A discussion  of  threats,  including  those  from  invasive  species,  to  the  plants 
and  natural  communities; 

* A discussion  of  the  degree  of  impact,  if  any,  of  the  proposed  Project  on 
unoccupied,  potential  habitat  of  the  species; 

* A discussion  of  the  immediacy  of  potential  impacts;  and, 

* Recommended  measures  to  avoid,  minimize,  or  mitigate  impacts. 


Review  of  Draft  EiS/EIR  - Biological  Resources  Technical  Report  (August  30, 
2012} 

The  Department  offers  the  following  comments  and  recommendations: 
General  Comments 

Page  8.  Project  Substation  and  Temporary  Work  Areas,  states  Alternatives  D and 
B.  This  does  not  match  up  with  the  Project  Summary  of  Alternatives  on  Page  6 of 
the  BRTR  report,  nor  does  it  match  with  the  Alternatives  in  the  Draft  EIS/EIR 

Page  9,  Roads:  same  comment  as  above. 

Desert  Tortoise 

The  BRTR  states  that  paper  datasheets  were  completed  for  all  surveys  conducted 
between  2008  and  2012.  The  Department  recommends  the  Developer  submit 
completed  paper  datasheets  to  the  Lead  Agency  and  the  Department  for  review. 
The  Department  would  also  like  to  review  the  qualifications  of  the  survey  personnel 
and  requests  that  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  Desert  Tortoise 
Authorized  Biologist  Request  Form  be  filled  out  for  all  survey  personnel  and 
submitted  to  the  Lead  Agency  and  the  Department  to  help  confirm  surveys  were 
completed  by  qualified  personnel. 

Surveys  conducted  between  2008  and  2010  found  throughout  the  study  area  33 
live  tortoises  [28  adults  (>160  mm  midline  carapace  length  , MCL)  and  five 
immature  (<160  mm  MCL)].  Surveys  conducted  in  2012  documented  16  live  adult 
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tortoises  (>  160  mm  MCI).  Rainfall  data  provided  on  Page  18  of  the  BRTR 
indicates  winter  monthly  rainfall  in  2011/2012  was  much  less  than  2008/2009  and 
2009/2010.  Lower  rainfall  would  likely  result  in  detections  of  DTs  in  lower  densities 
during  the  2012  surveys  than  the  previous  years.  The  Department  recommends 
conducting  protocol  level  surveys  for  DT  during  the  time  of  year  rainfall  provides 
the  best  opportunity  to  detect  DT. 

The  USFWS  estimation  formula  uses  data  collected  during  protocol  level  surveys 
conducted  the  same  year.  Surveys  conducted  for  DT  occurred  between  2008  and 
2012,  but  not  all  years  during  that  period  had  sufficient  rainfall  to  optimize 
detection  of  DT.  It  is  not  clear  what  year’s  survey  data  were  used  to  calculate  the 
number  of  DT  within  the  Project  area. 

The  BRTR  on  Page  52  states  DT  Project  site  should  be  completely  fenced  with 
security  and  DT  exclusion  fencing,  and  DT  exclusion  fencing  should  be 
constructed  in  specified  areas  consistent  with  clearance  survey  areas.  Again,  the 
Department  infers  the  term  clearance  survey  means  DT  would  be  moved  if  found 
on  site,  which  would  constitute  take  under  CESA.  As  such,  the  Developer  would 
be  warranted  to  appiy  for  and  obtain  an  incidental  take  permit  from  the  Department 
before  moving  or  otherwise  handling  DT.  In  addition,  the  Department  requests  the 
Developer  immediately  contact  the  Department  if  a tortoise  or  recent  tortoise  sign 
is  found  on  site  to  determine  if  an  incidental  take  permit  would  be  warranted. 

In  2011,  the  Department  was  provided  a map  of  the  study  area  that  reflected  DT 
burrows  in  good-excellent  condition  and  burrows  in  fair  condition.  Figure  12  in  the 
BRTR  indicates  fewer  burrows  recorded  than  the  201 1 map.  The  BRTR  should 
include  all  the  results  of  the  DT  surveys. 

The  Project  is  located  in  Ivanpah  Valley,  north  of  the  1-15,  south  of  the  Clark 
Mountain  Range,  southwest  of  Stateline  Pass,  west  of  the  town  of  Primm  Nevada, 
northeast  of  Mountain  Pass,  east  of  the  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  Station, 
south  of  the  proposed  Desert  Xpress  and  Kern  River  Pipeline  right-of-way,  and 
west  of  the  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake.  The  effects  of  the  Project  combined  with  those  of 
past  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects  as  well  as  natural  constrains 
appear  to  potentially  impair  or  sever  connectivity  for  DT.  The  Department 
recommends  the  Lead  Agency  include  additional  disclosure  and  analyses  on 
connectivity  issues  the  Project  may  impost  on  DT.  Once  the  Department  receives 
the  DT  Translocation  Plan  and  the  updated  BRTR  the  Department  can  provide 
detailed  comments  on  connectivity  issues  and  guidance  to  minimize  connectivity 
impact  to  DT. 

SwairssorFs  Hawk,  Golden  Eagle,  American  Peregrine  Falcon,  Prairie  Falcon, 
Loggerhead  Shrike,  Le  Conte’s  Thrasher,  American  Badger, 
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Avian  point  counts  were  conducted  during  the  month  of  April  in  2010,  2011,  and 
2012.  This  survey  method  inventories  what  species  are  present,  but  does  not 
document  how  a species  may  be  using  the  habitat  within  the  study  area,  making  it 
difficult  to  determine  impacts. 

On  Page  39,  the  BRTR  states  that  SH  was  observed  within  the  study  area  and  two 
incidental  records  were  documented  in  the  spring  of  201 1 during  surveys  of  the 
northern  desert  tortoise  recipient  site  south  of  Stateiine  Pass.  It  is  not  clear  if 
surveys  for  SH  were  part  of  the  avian  point  counts  or  as  part  of  another  survey 
effort.  These  SH  observations  should  be  included  on  Figure  10.  If  the  SH 
observations  were  a result  of  the  avian  point  counts  conducted  in  April  2010,  2011, 
and  2012,  the  birds  observed  possibly  were  within  their  breeding  area.  As  stated 
on  Page  38  in  the  BRTR,  arrival  at  breeding  areas  generally  occurs  from  late 
February  to  early  May.  The  avian  point  counts  conducted  provided  an  inventory  of 
species  rather  than  documenting  specific  observed  behavior,  such  as  courtship 
displays.  Without  specific  behavioral  information,  conducting  an  impact  analysis  is 
difficult.  The  Department  recommends  conducting  SH  surveys  to  protocol.  Survey 
guidelines  for  Swainson’s  hawk  is  provided  in  the  California  Energy  Commission 
and  the  Department’s  June  2,  2010  Swainson’s  Hawk  Survey  Protocols,  Impacts 
Avoidance,  and  Minimization  Measures  for  Renewable  Energy  Projects  in  the 
Antelope  Valley  of  Los  Angeles  and  Kern  Counties,  California. 

Migratory  Birds 

If  the  Project  activities  cannot  feasibly  avoid  the  breeding  bird  season,  the 
Department  recommends  the  Lead  Agency  require  the  Developer  to  comply 
with  statute  regarding  nesting  birds. 

Nelson’s  Bighorn  Sheep 

The  draft  Conservation  Plan  for  Desert  Bighorn  Sheep  in  California  treats  surface 
water  as  an  important  resource  for  desert  bighorn  sheep  that  affects  population 
carrying  capacity  in  multiple  ways.  As  such,  the  strategic  development  of  reliable 
sources  of  surface  water  and  maintaining  current  sources  of  surface  water  are 
important  tools  that  can  help  minimize  the  loss  of  genetic  diversity  and  conserve 
metapopuiation  function  through  greater  stability,  population  size  and  increased 
gene  flow.  Project  impacts  on  connectivity  of  BHS  between  mountain  ranges  in 
California  and  Nevada  should  be  analyzed  in  the  Draft  EIS/EIR. 


Burrowing  Owl 

The  BRTR  indicates  that  surveys  for  BUOW  were  done  concurrently  with  full 
coverage  desert  tortoise  surveys  from  2008  to  2012.  It  is  not  clear  if  the  surveys  for 
BUOW  were  done  by  the  same  people  at  the  same  time  as  the  DT  surveys.  The 
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Department  does  not  support  the  same  people  conducting  surveys  concurrently  for 
multiple  species  because  it  increases  the  chance  that  a species  can  be 
overlooked. 

The  BRTR  states  that  Phase  1 Habitat  assessment  was  conducted  in  2007  and 
determined  that  suitable  habitat  for  BUOW  does  exist  throughout  the  study  area. 
Phase  2 burrow  surveys  were  conducted  concurrently  (see  above  comment)  with 
full  coverage  desert  tortoise  surveys  from  2008  to  2012.  Phase  2 confirmed  the 
study  area  contains  burrows  that  could  be  used  by  BUOW’s.  The  BRTR  states  that 
Phase  3 surveys  would  be  conducted  prior  to  the  commencement  of  ground 
disturbing  activities  associated  with  the  Project.  In  order  to  determine  Project 
impacts  to  BUOW  and  mitigation,  Phase  3 BUOW  surveys  should  be  done  and  the 
results  included  in  the  BRTR  and  Draft  EIS/EIR.  The  Department  recommends  the 
Lead  Agency  call  on  the  Developer  to  employ  the  approach  of  reducing  or  avoiding 
impacts  to  BUOW  presented  in  1993  Burrowing  Owl  Consortium,  Burrowing  Owl 
Survey  Protocol  & Mitigation  Guidelines  and  the  March  7,  2012  State  of  California. 
Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Staff  Report  on  Burrowing  Owl  Mitigation. 

Desert  Kit  Fox 

DKF  is  addressed  in  Title  14,  OCR:  §460.  “Fisher,  marten,  river  otter,  desert  kit  fox 
and  red  fox  may  not  be  taken  at  any  time.”  Also,  FGC  Section  4000  includes  kit  fox 
in  the  definition  of  fur-bearing  mammals.  The  Department  recommends  the  Lead 
Agency  include  impacts  to  DKF  as  part  of  the  analysis  in  the  BRTR  and  Draft 
EIS/EIR. 


Botanical  Study 

Under  Section  2.8.2,  the  second  sentence  that  starts,  “In  2020....”  should  be 
changed  to  state  the  correct  year. 

Page  26,  Table  7 should  explain  why  each  plant  was  absent  under  the  column 
“Occurrence  within  Study  Area”.  Information  should  be  provided  to  clarify  why  the 
plant  was  not  considered  to  occur  within  the  study  area.  In  addition,  there  should 
be  a discussion  of  a false  negative  survey  possibility  for  the  species  not  found  to 
occur  within  the  study  area. 

To  effectively  determine  presence  or  infer  absence  of  botanical  resources  in  the 
Project  area,  the  Department  recommends  full-coverage  botanical  surveys  in  all 
habitats  of  the  Project  site  according  to  “Protocols  for  Surveying  and  Evaluating 
Impacts  to  Special  Status  Native  Plant  Populations  and  Natural  Communities”. 

Full  coverage  surveys  were  not  done  in  2008  in  Figure  6.  In  addition,  the  spring  of 
2012  had  low-rainfall  where  many  species  did  not  bloom  or  bloomed  in  extremely 
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low  numbers.  A follow  up  survey  should  occur  in  a higher  rainfall  year  in  the  areas 
that  were  surveyed  in  2012  as  well  as  in  the  2008  survey  area. 

Portions  of  the  full  coverage  surveys  were  done  in  an  extremely  dry  year  in  mid- 
May  of  2012  when  many  of  the  target  species  may  not  have  germinated  or  already 
dried  up  and  desiccated. 

Lake  and  Stream  bed  Alternation  Agreement 

A Streambed  Alteration  Agreement  pursuant  to  Fish  and  Game  Code  §1600  et 
seq.  may  be  warranted  for  the  Project.  The  Department  has  direct  authority  under 
Fish  and  Game  Code  §1600  et.  seq.  in  regard  to  any  proposed  activity  that  would 
divert,  obstruct,  or  affect  the  natural  flow  or  change  the  bed,  channel,  or  bank  of 
any  waterway.  Departmental  jurisdiction  under  §1600  et.  seq.  may  apply  to  all 
lands  within  the  100-year  floodplain.  Early  consultation  with  the  Department  is 
recommended,  since  modification  of  the  proposed  Project  may  be  required  to 
avoid  or  reduce  impacts  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 

Section  1600  et.  seq  of  the  Fish  and  Game  Code  requires  the  Project  applicant  to 
notify  the  Department  of  any  activity  that  will  divert,  obstruct  or  change  the  natural 
flow  of  the  bed,  channel  or  bank  (which  includes  associated  riparian  habitat)  or  a 
river,  stream  or  lake,  or  use  material  from  a streambed  prior  to  the  applicant’s 
commencement  of  the  activity.  Streams  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  intermittent 
and  ephemeral  streams,  rivers,  creeks,  dry  washes,  sloughs,  blue-line  streams 
and  watercourses  with  subsurface  flow.  The  Department,  as  a responsible  agency 
under  CEQA,  may  consider  the  local  jurisdiction’s  (Lead  Agency’s)  EIS/EIR  for  the 
Project.  However,  if  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  does  not  fully  identify  potential  impacts  to 
lakes,  streams  and  associated  resources  (including,  but  not  limited  to,  riparian  and 
alluvial  fan  sage  scrub  habitat)  and  thus  does  not  provide  adequate  avoidance, 
mitigation,  monitoring  and  reporting  commitments,  additional  CEGA  documentation 
will  be  required  prior  to  execution  (signing)  of  the  Streambed  Alteration  Agreement. 
The  Department  recommends  to  avoid  delays  or  repetition  of  the  CEGA  process, 
potential  impacts  to  a lake  or  stream,  as  well  as  avoidance  and  mitigation 
measures  be  discussed  within  this  CEQA  document. 

Spread  of  Noxious  Weeds 

The  spread  of  noxious  weeds  is  a major  threat  to  biological  resources  in  the 
Mojave  Desert,  particularly  where  disturbance  has  occurred  and  is  ongoing.  Non- 
native weeds  frequently  out  compete  native  plants  resulting  in  several  synergistic 
indirect  effects:  increased  fire  frequency  by  providing  sufficient  fuel  to  carry  fires, 
especially  in  the  inter-shrub  spaces  that  are  mostly  devoid  of  native  vegetation 
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(Brown  and  Minnich  19S61;  Brooks  and  Esque  20O22)  as  well  as  decreased  quality 
and  quantity  of  plant  foods  available  to  desert  tortoises  and  other  herbivores  and 
thereby  affecting  their  nutritional  intake.  Construction  activities  and  soil 
disturbance  would  aid  the  transport  and  dispersal  of  invasive  weed  propaguies, 
thereby  potentially  introducing  new  species  of  noxious  weeds  exacerbating 
invasions  already  present  in  the  Project  vicinity.  The  Department  recommends  the 
Lead  Agency  require  construction  vehicles  be  inspected  and  washed,  monitoring 
and  eradication  of  any  weed  invasions,  and  revegetation  of  temporarily  disturbed 
areas. 

Avoid  Spread  of  Noxious  Weeds.  The  following  Best  Management  Practices  are 
recommended  during  construction  and  operation  to  prevent  the  spread  and 
propagation  of  noxious  weeds: 

1 . Limit  the  size  of  any  vegetation  and/or  ground  disturbance  to  the  absolute 
minimum  and  limit  ingress  and  egress  to  defined  routes; 

2 Reestablish  vegetation  as  soon  as  possible  on  disturbed  sites  temporarily 
disturbed  areas; 

3 Prevent  spread  of  non-native  plants  via  vehicular  sources  by  implementing 
methods  of  vehicle  cleaning  for  vehicles  coming  to  and  going  from 
construction  sites.  Earth-moving  equipment  and  construction  vehicles  shall 
be  cleaned  within  an  approved  area  or  commercial  facility  prior  to  transport 
to  the  construction  site.  The  number  of  cleaning  stations  shall  be  limited  and 
weed  control/herbicide  application  shall  be  used  at  the  cleaning  station(s); 

4 Use  only  certified  weed -free  straw,  hay  bales,  and  seed  for  erosion  control 
and  sediment  barrier  installations; 

5 Invasive  non-native  species  shall  not  be  used  in  landscaping  plans  and 
erosion  control;  and 

6 Monitor  and  rapidly  implement  control  measures  to  ensure  early  detection 
and  eradication  of  weed  invasions. 

To  adequately  assess  the  potential  Project  impacts  on  the  environment,  the 
Department  recommends  the  Lead  Agency  require  the  Developer  to 
complete  appropriate  protocol  surveys  for  DT,  BUOW,  and  SH,  provide  an 
adequate  analysis  of  Project  impacts  on  BHS,  provide  a map  of  the 


1 Brown  D.E.,  and  R.A.  Minnich.  1986.  Fire  changes  in  creosote  bush  scrub  of  the  Western 
Sonoran  Desert,  California.  American  Midland  Naturalist  116:411-422. 

2 Brooks,  M.L,  and  T.C.  Esque.  2002.  Alien  annual  plants  and  wildfire  in  desert  tortoise  habitat: 
status,  ecological  effects,  and  management.  Chelonian  conservation  and  Biology  4:330-340. 
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translocation  sites  for  DT  and  a copy  of  the  Draft  DT  Translocation  Plan, 
include  a thorough  analysis  of  Project  impacts  on  BHS  and  DT  connectivity 
and  impacts  to  DKF,  revise  and  update  the  BRTR  to  include  all  survey  data 
and  results,  and  provide  copies  of  the  revised  BRTR  to  the  Lead  Agency 
and  the  Department  for  review. 

For  the  Department  to  adequately  assist  the  Lead  Agency  in  determining 
the  potential  impacts  of  the  Project  and  to  reduce  any  impacts  to  less  than 
significant,  please  forward,  the  requested  information  to  Wendy  Campbell, 
Environmental  Scientist  at  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Inland 
Deserts  Region  Bishop  Field  Office,  407  West  Line  Street,  Suite  1,  Bishop, 
CA  93514.  Questions  regarding  this  letter  and  further  coordination  on  these 
issues  should  be  directed  to  Ms.  Campbell,  at  (760)  258-6921  or  by  email  at 
WCampbell@wildlife.ca.gov 


Sincerely, 


Rebecca  Jones 

Senior  Environmental  Scientist 


cc:  State  Clearinghouse 
Wendy  Campbell 
CHRON 
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INLAND  EMPIRE 
ECONOMIC  PARTNERSHIP 


ie  Region's  Voice  for  Business  and  Quality  of  Life 


January  24,  2013 


Jeff  Guldens 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Needles  Field  Office 
1 303  S.  Hwy  95 
Needles,  CA  92363 

Dear  Mr.  Childers, 


The  Stateline  Solar  Farm  will  bring  jobs  to  our  region  at  a time  when  we  need 
them  most  while  producing  clean,  renewable  energy  and  taxes,  fees  and  wages. 
Please  enter  my  support  for  the  project  as  it  moves  through  the  permitting 
process. 

The  High  Desert  has  had  its  share  of  economic  challenges  during  the  past  few 
years.  While  other  regions  have  seen  their  unemployment  rates  decline, 
significantly,  our  region  has  continued  to  struggle.  In  some  communities  of  the 
High  Desert,  nearly  half  the  residents  are  on  some  form  of  government 
assistance. 


Solar  projects  like  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  have  been  a bright  spot  in  an 
otherwise  gloomy  economy.  Small  solar  projects  have  brought  hundreds  of 
construction  jobs  to  the  County.  The  larger  ones  have  created  thousands  of 
jobs  and  opportunities  for  workers  in  the  region,  as  well  as  pumping  millions  of 
dollars  into  the  local  economy. 

Our  region  needs  the  economic  benefits  that  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  would 
bring.  Please  include  my  support  for  the  project  as  it  moves  through  the 
permitting  process. 


Paul  C.  Granillo 
President  and  CEO 


71-1 


RO.  Box  1 785,  San  Bernardino,  CA  92402 
1601  E,  3rd  Street,  Suite  102,  San  Bernardino,  CA  92408 
Tel  {909}  382-6000  * Fax  (909)  382-6060  * www.ieep.com 


Grace,  Erika 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Dover,  Robert 

Thursday,  February  28,  2013  5:05  PM 
Grace,  Erika 

FW:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 


From:  Childers,  Jeffery  f mailto:ichilders(5)blm.qov1 

Sent:  Thursday,  February  07,  2013  1:42  PM 
To:  Dover,  Robert 

Subject:  Fwd:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 


Jeffery  K.  Childers 
Project  Manager 

RECO  California  Desert  District  Office 
22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 
Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 
Office:  951-697-5308 
Cell:  951-807-6737 


Forwarded  message 

From:  J Jones  <thedesertfreedompress@vahoo.eom> 

Date:  Fri,  Jan  1 1, 2013  at  10:47  PM 

Subject:  Public  comment  on  the  Sateline  and  Silver  State  South  solar  power  projects 

To:  SilverStateSouthEiSrdjblm.gov,  jchilders@blm.gov 

150  species  of  plants,  36  species  of  birds,  12  species  of  reptiles,  several  species  of  bats,  and  other  mammal  like 
the  desert  bighorn  sheep  call  the  Ivanpah  Valley  home.  They  can't  object  to  the  destruction  of  their  ecosystem  if 
these  two  additional  projects  are  approved,  so  I will. 

I have  been  researching  these  commercial  scale  solar  projects  for  my  newspaper,  as  several  of  them  are 
approved  or  underway  in  the  area  affecting  my  readership  base. 

The  BLM  should  reject  the  current  proposals  and  ask  First  Solar  to  build  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline 
Solar  power  projects  on  already-disturbed  lands.  The  BLM's  draft  EIS  do  not  properly  evaluate  the  extent  to 
which  the  Silver  State  South  and  Stateline  Solar  projects  would  obstruct  a recognized  desert  tortoise  habitat 
linkage.  — 


The  projects  would  be  built  on  small  stretch  of  desert  that  has  been  recognized  as  a critical  desert  tortoise 
connectivity  corridor.  If  the  projects  are  approved,  the  desert  tortoise  corridor  could  be  reduced  down  to  less 
than  two-thirds  of  a mile.  The  USFWS  estimates  that  tortoises  need  a corridor  about  1.4  miles  wide  to  maintain  72-3 
connectivity.  Biologists  began  research  in  2012  specifically  to  determine  how  large  solar  plants  would  impact 
tortoise  habitat  connectivity  and  the  research  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  mid  2013.  The  BLM's  draft  EIS  for  ^ 
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the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  South  projects  should  be  revised  and  reissued  only  after  this  critical  research  is 
completed. 

The  desert  tortoise's  recovery  and  resilience  faces  multiple  threats  — habitat  loss,  disease,  and  climate 
change.  Enough  is  enough  - no  additional  industrial  development  should  be  allowed  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley. 
These  projects  would  incur  substantial  and  unnecessary  harm  that  will  outlast  my  lifetime. 

Cost  effectiveness  of  remote  commercial  solar  projects  have  absolutely  no  benefit  over  smaller  scale  local 
projects,  such  as  roof  mounted  photovoltaic  panels  (made  in  China).  As  technology  is  refined,  projects  such  as 
these  will  likely  become  obsolete  before  they  are  even  completed  but  the  actual  result  of  the  havoc  they  will 
wreak  in  the  fragile  desert  ecosystem  cannot  even  be  completely  understood  at  this  time.  _ 

Decisions  such  as  these  should  not  even  factor  in  the  political  agenda  of  this,  or  any  other  administration. 
Moving  forward  on  a "fast  track"  to  the  destruction  of  our  natural  resources  does  not  offset  any  theoretical 
benefit  to  curb  "climate  change".  — 


Jennifer  "Jade"  Jones 

Publisher,  The  DESERT  FREEDOM  PRESS 

News  you  can  use  for  Quartzsite  and  La  Paz  County,  AZ! 

http://thedeseilfreedompress.blogspot.com 
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Comment 

STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
Governor’s  Office  of  Planning  and  Research 
State  Clearinghouse  and  Planning  Unit 


February  22,  2013 


Matthew  Slowik 

San  Bernardino  County  Land  Use  Services  Department 
385  N.  Arrowhead  Avenue,  1st  Floor 
San  Bernardino,  CA  92415-0182 

Subject:  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
SCH#:  2011081080 

Dear  Matthew  Slowik: 

The  State  Clearinghouse  submitted  the  above  named  Draft  EIR  to  selected  state  agencies  for  review.  On 
the  enclosed  Document  Details  Report  please  note  that  the  Clearinghouse  has  listed  the  state  agencies  that 
reviewed  your  document.  The  review  period  closed  on  February  21,  2013,  and  the  comments  from  the 
responding  agency  (ies)  is  (are)  enclosed.  If  this  comment  package  is  not  in  order,  please  notify  the  State 
Clearinghouse  immediately.  Please  refer  to  the  project’s  ten-digit  State  Clearinghouse  number  in  future 
correspondence  so  that  we  may  respond  promptly. 

Please  note  that  Section  21 104(c)  of  the  California  Public  Resources  Code  states  that: 

“A  responsible  or  other  public  agency  shall  only  make  substantive  comments  regarding  those 
activities  involved  in  a project  winch  are  within  an  area  of  expertise  of  the  agency  or  which  are 
required  to  be  carried  out  or  approved  by  the  agency.  Those  comments  shall  be  supported  by 
specific  documentation.” 

These  comments  are  forwarded  for  use  in  preparing  your  final  environmental  document.  Should  you  need 
more  information  or  clarification  of  the  enclosed  comments,  we  recommend  that  you  contact  the 
commenting  agency  directly. 

This  letter  acknowledges  that  you  have  complied  with  the  State  Clearinghouse  review  requirements  for 
draft  environmental  documents,  pursuant  to  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act.  Please  contact  the 
State  Clearinghouse  at  (916)  445-0613  if  you  have  any  questions  regarding  the  environmental  review 
process. 


Ken  Alex 
Director 
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Edmund  G.  Brown  Jr. 
Governor 


Director,  State  Clearinghouse 


Enclosures 

cc:  Resources  Agency 

1400  TENTH  STREET  P.O.  BOX  3044  SACRAMENTO.  CALIFORNIA  95812-3044 
TEL  (916)  445-0613  FAX  (916)  323-3018  www.opr.ca.gov 


Document  Details  Report 
State  Clearinghouse  Data  Base 
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SCH# 
Project  Title 
Lead  Agency 


2011081080 

Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
San  Bernardino  County 


Type  EIR  Draft  EIR 
Description  Note:  Review  Per  Lead. 

Solar  photovoltaic  power  plant,  300  MW  covering  2,143  acres.  Project  requires  County  issuance  of 
well  permits  for  groundwater  production  and  monitoring  wells  to  produce  up  to  1 ,900  ac-ft  of  water, 
primarily  for  dust  control. 


Lead  Agency  Contact 


Name 

Matthew  Slowik 

Agency 

San  Bernardino  County  Land  Use  Services  Department 

Phone 

909  387  4122 

Fax 

email 

Address 

385  N.  Arrowhead  Avenue,  1st  Floor 

City 

San  Bernardino 

State 

CA 

Zip 


92415-0'*  82 


Project  Location 

County  San  Bernardino 

City 
Region 
Lat/ Long 

Cross  Streets  1-15  and  Yates  Well  Road 
Parcel  No.  0573-171-14,15,16 

Township  17N  Range  14E  Section  3-18  Base  SBBM 


Proximity  to: 

Highways  1-15 
Airports 
Railways 
Waterways 
Schools 

Land  Use  Undeveloped 


Project  Issues  Aesthetic/Visual;  Air  Quality,  Archaeologic-Historic;  Biological  Resources;  Drainage/Absorption;  Forest 
Land/Fire  Hazard;  Geologic/Seismic;  Public  Services;  Soil  Erosion/Compaction/Grading; 
Traffic/Circulation,  Vegetation,  Water  Quality;  Water  Supply,  Landuse,  Cumulative  Effects 


Reviewing  Resources  Agency,  Department  of  Conservation,  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife,  Region  6;  Office  of 
Agencies  Historic  Preservation;  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation;  California  Highway  Patrol;  Caltrans, 
District  8;  CA  Department  of  Public  Health;  Air  Resources  Board,  Major  Industrial  Projects;  State 
Water  Resources  Control  Board,  Division  of  Water  Rights;  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Bd.,  Region 
6 (Victorville);  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control;  California  Energy  Commission;  Native 
American  Heritage  Commission;  Public  Utilities  Commission 


Date  Received  1 1 /26/20 1 2 


Start  of  Review  11/26/2012 


End  of  Review  02/21/2013 
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STATE  OF  CALiEQflNJA 


Edmund  G.  Brown.  Jr..  Governor 


NATIVE  AMERICAN  HERITAGE  COMMISSION 


915  CAPITOL  MALL,  ROOM  364 
SACRAMENTO,  CA  95814 
(916)  653-6251 
Fax  (916)  657-5390 
Web  Site  www.nahc.ca.gov 
ds_nahc@  pacbell.  net 


November  28,  2012 


Mr.  Matthew  Siowik,  Project  Planner 

California  Pepariment  of  Fish  and  Game 

1234  East  Shaw  Avenue 
Fresno,  CA  93710 


Received 

NOV  29  2012 

oTATE  Faring  h0US£ 


Re;  SCH#201 1081080;  Joint  NEPA/CEQA  Document;  draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 
and  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DE1R)/DEIS  for  the  “Stateline  Solar  Farm 
Project;”  located  near  Primm.  Nevada  in  San  Bernardino  County,  California 


Dear  Mr.  Siowik: 

preservation  of  Native  American  cultural  resources  pursuant  to  California  Public 
Resources  Code  §21070  and  affirmed  by  the  Third  Appellate  Court  in  the  case  of  EPIC  v. 
Johnson  (1985:  170  Ca!  App.  3rd  604).  ' 

This  letter  includes  state  and  federal  statutes  relating  to  Native  American 
historic  properties  or  resources  of  religious  and  cultural  significance  to  American  Indian  tribes 
and  interested  Native  American  individuals  as  ‘consulting  parties’  under  both  state  and  federal 
law.  State  law  also  addresses  the  freedom  of  Native  American  Religious  Expression  in  Public 
Resources  Code  §5097.9. 

The  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA  - CA  Public  Resources  Code 
21000-21177,  amendment  s effective  3/18/2010)  requires  that  any  project  that  causes  a 
substantial  adverse  change  in  the  significance  of  an  historical  resource,  that  includes 
archaeological  resources,  is  a ‘significant  effect’  requiring  the  preparation  of  an  Environmental 
Impact  Report  (EIR)  per  the  CEQA  Guidelines  defines  a significant  impact  on  the  environment 
as  ‘a  substantial,  or  potentially  substantial,  adverse  change  in  any  of  physical  conditions  within 
an  area  affected  by  the  proposed  project,  including  ...objects  of  historic  or  aesthetic 
significance."  In  order  to  comply  with  this  provision,  the  lead  agency  is  required  to  assess 
whether  the  project  will  have  an  adverse  impact  on  these  resources  within  the  ‘area  of  potential 
effect  (APE),  and  if  so,  to  mitigate  that  effect.  The  NAHC  advises  the  Lead  Agency  to  request  a 
Sacred  Lands  File  search  of  the  NAHC  if  one  has  not  been  done  for  the  ‘area  of  potential  effect’ 
or  APE  previously. 

The  NAHC  “Sacred  Sites,’  as  defined  by  the  Native  American  Heritage  Commission  and 
the  California  Legislature  in  California  Public  Resources  Code  §§5097. 94(a)  and  5097.96, 

Items  in  the  NAHC  Sacred  Lands  Inventory  are  confidential  and  exempt  from  the  Public 
Records  Act  pursuant  to  California  Government  Code  §6254  (r ). 

Early  consultation  with  Native  American  tribes  in  your  area  is  the  best  way  to  avoid 
unanticipated  discoveries  of  cultural  resources  or  burial  sites  once  a project  is  underway. 
Culturally  affiliated  tribes  and  individuals  may  have  knowledge  of  the  religious  and  cultural 
significance  of  the  historic  properties  in  the  project  area  (e.g.  APE).  We  strongly  urge  that  you 
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make  contact  with  the  iist  of  Native  American  Contacts  on  the  attached  list  of  Native  American 
contacts,  to  see  if  your  proposed  project  might  impact  Native  American  cultural  resources  and  to 
obtain  their  recommendations  concerning  the  proposed  project.  Pursuant  to  CA  Public 
Resources  Code  § 5097.95,  the  NAHC  requests  cooperation  from  other  public  agencies  in  order 
that  the  Native  American  consulting  parties  be  provided  pertinent  project  information. 
Consultation  with  Native  American  communities  is  also  a matter  of  environmental  justice  as 
defined  by  California  Government  Code  §65040.1 2(e).  Pursuant  to  CA  Public  Resources  Code 
§5097.95,  the  NAHC  requests  that  pertinent  project  information  be  provided  consulting  tribal 
parties,  including  archaeological  studies.  The  NAHC  recommends  avoidance  as  defined  by 
CEQA  Guidelines  §1 5370(a)  to  pursuing  a project  that  would  damage  or  destroy  Native 
American  cultural  resources  and  California  Public  Resources  Code  Section  21083.2 
(Archaeological  Resources)  that  requires  documentation,  data  recovery  of  cultural  resources, 
construction  to  avoid  sites  and  the  possible  use  of  covenant  easements  to  protect  sites. 

Furthermore,  the  NAHC  if  the  proposed  project  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  statutes 
and  regulations  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (e.g.  NEPA;  42  U.S.C.  4321-43351). 
Consultation  with  tribes  and  interested  Native  American  consulting  parties,  on  the  NAHC  list, 
should  be  conducted  in  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  federal  NEPA  and  Section  106  and 
4(f)  of  federal  NHPA  (16  U.S.C.  470  etseq),  36  CFR  Part  800.3  (0  (2)  & .5,  the  President’s 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CSQ,  42  U.S.C  4371  etseq  and  NAGPRA  (25  U.S.C.  3001- 
3013)  as  appropriate.  The  1992  Secretary  of  the  Interiors  Standards  for  the  Treatment  of 
Historic  Properties  were  revised  so  that  they  could  be  applied  to  all  historic  resource  types 
included  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  and  including  cultural  landscapes.  Also, 
federal  Executive  Orders  Nos.  11593  (preservation  of  cultural  environment),  13175 
(coordination  & consultation)  and  13007  (Sacred  Sites)  are  helpful,  supportive  guides  for 
Section  106  consultation.  The  aforementioned  Secretary  of  the  Interior’s  Standards  include 
recommendations  for  ail  ‘lead  agencies’  to  consider  the  historic  context  of  proposed  projects 
and  to  “research"  the  cultural  landscape  that  might  include  the  ‘area  of  potential  effect 

Confidentiality  of  “historic  properties  of  religious  and  cultural  significance”  should  also  be 
considered  as  protected  by  California  Government  Code  §6254(  r)  and  may  also  be  protected 
under  Section  304  of  he  NHPA  or  at  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  discretion  if  not  eligible  for 
listing  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  The  Secretary  may  also  be  advised  by  the 
federal  Indian  Religious  Freedom  Act  (cf.  42  U.S.C.,  1996)  in  issuing  a decision  on  whether  or 
not  to  disclose  items  of  religious  and/or  cultural  significance  identified  in  or  near  the  APEs  and 
possibility  threatened  by  proposed  project  activity. 

Furthermore,  Public  Resources  Code  Section  5097.98,  California  Government  Code 
§27491  and  Health  & Safety  Code  Section  7050.5  provide  for  provisions  for  inadvertent 
discovery  of  human  remains  mandate  the  processes  to  be  followed  in  the  event  of  a discovery 
of  human  remains  in  a project  location  other  than  a ‘dedicated  cemetery' 

To  be  effective,  consultation  on  specific  projects  must  be  the  result  of  an  ongoing 
relationship  between  Native  American  tribes  and  lead  agencies,  project  proponents  and  their 
contractors,  in  the  opinion  of  the  NAHC.  Regarding  tribal  consultation,  a relationship  built 
around  regular  meetings  and  informal  involvement  with  local  tribes  will  lead  to  more  qualitative 
consultation  tribal  input  on  specific  projects. 

Finally,  when  Native  American  cultural  sites  and/or  Native  American  burial  sites  are 
prevalent  within  the  project  site,  the  NAHC  recommends  ‘avoidance’  of  the  site  as  referenced  by 
CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15370(a). 
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if  you  have  any  questions  about  this  response  to  your  request,  please  do  not  hesitate  to 
contact  me  at  (916)  653-6251. 


Attachment:  Native  American  Contact  List 
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NATIVE  AMERICAN  HERITAGE  COMMISSION 


915  CAPITOL  MALL,  ROOM  364 
SACRAMENTO,  CA  95814 
(916)  653-6251 
Fax  (916)  657-5390 
Web  Site  www.nahc.ca.gov 
ds_  nahc@pacbell.net 


DEC  1 1 2012 


December  10,  2012 


Mr.  Matthew  Slowik  Project  Planner 


STATE  CLEARING  HOUSE 


San  Bernardino  County  Land  Use  Services  Department 

385  North  Arrowhead  Avenue 
San  Bernardino,  CA  92415 


R e : SCH#2Q  11081080  CEQA  Notice  of  Completion;  draft  Environmental  impa  ct  Re  port 
(DE1R)  for  the  “Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  located  in  San  Bernardino  County, 
California  but  near  the  Community  of  Primm,  Nevada 


Dear  Mr.  Slowik: 

The  California  Native  American  Heritage  Commission  (NAHC)  is  the  State  of 
California  ‘trustee  agency'  for  the  preservation  and  protection  of  Native  American  cultural 
resources  pursuant  to  California  Public  Resources  Code  §21070  and  affirmed  by  the  Third 
Appellate  Court  in  the  case  of  EPIC  v.  Johnson  (1 985.  1 70  Cal  App.  3rd  604). 

This  letter  includes  state  and  federal  statutes  relating  to  Native  American 
historic  properties  or  resources  of  religious  and  cultural  significance  to  American  Indian  tribes 
and  interested  Native  American  individuals  as  ‘consulting  parties'  under  both  state  and  federal 
law.  State  law  also  addresses  the  freedom  of  Native  American  Religious  Expression  in  Public 
Resources  Code  §5097.9. 

The  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA  - CA  Public  Resources  Code 
21000-21177,  amendment  s effective  3/18/2010)  requires  that  any  project  that  causes  a 
substantial  adverse  change  in  the  significance  of  an  historical  resource,  that  includes 
archaeological  resources,  is  a 'significant  effect’  requiring  the  preparation  of  an  Environmental 
Impact  Report  (EIR)  per  the  CEQA  Guidelines  defines  a significant  impact  on  the  environment 
as  ‘a  substantial,  or  potentially  substantial,  adverse  change  in  any  of  physical  conditions  within 
an  area  affected  by  the  proposed  project,  including  ...objects  of  historic  or  aesthetic 
significance.”  In  order  to  comply  with  this  provision,  the  lead  agency  is  required  to  assess 
whether  the  project  will  have  an  adverse  impact  on  these  resources  within  the  ‘area  of  potential 
effect  (APE),  and  if  so,  to  mitigate  that  effect.  The  NAHC  advises  the  Lead  Agency  to  request  a 
Sacred  Lands  File  search  of  the  NAHC  if  one  has  not  been  done  for  the  'area  of  potential  effect’ 
or  APE  previously. 


The  NAHC  "Sacred  Sites,’  as  defined  by  the  Native  American  Heritage  Commission  and 
the  California  Legislature  in  California  Public  Resources  Code  §§5097, 94(a)  and  5097.96. 

Items  in  the  NAHC  Sacred  Lands  Inventory  are  confidential  and  exempt  from  the  Public 
Records  Act  pursuant  to  California  Government  Code  §6254  (r ). 

Early  consultation  with  Native  American  tribes  in  your  area  is  the  best  way  to  avoid 
unanticipated  discoveries  of  cultural  resources  or  burial  sites  once  a project  is  underway. 
Culturally  affiliated  tribes  and  individuals  may  have  knowledge  of  the  religious  and  cultural 
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significance  of  the  historic  properties  in  the  project  area  (e.g.  APE).  We  strongly  urge  that  you 
make  contact  with  the  list  of  Native  American  Contacts  on  the  attached  list  of  Native  American 
contacts,  to  see  if  your  proposed  project  might  impact  Native  American  cultural  resources  and  to 
obtain  their  recommendations  concerning  the  proposed  project.  Pursuant  to  CA  Public 
Resources  Code  § 5097.95,  the  NAHC  requests  cooperation  from  other  public  agencies  in  order 
that  the  Native  American  consulting  parties  be  provided  pertinent  project  information. 
Consultation  with  Native  American  communities  is  also  a matter  of  environmental  justice  as 
defined  by  California  Government  Code  §65040. 12(e).  Pursuant  to  CA  Public  Resources  Code 
§5097.95,  the  NAHC  requests  that  pertinent  project  information  be  provided  consulting  tribal 
parties,  including  archaeological  studies.  The  NAHC  recommends  avoidance  as  defined  by 
CEQA  Guidelines  §1 5370(a)  to  pursuing  a project  that  would  damage  or  destroy  Native 
American  cultural  resources  and  California  Public  Resources  Code  Section  21083.2 
(Archaeological  Resources)  that  requires  documentation,  data  recovery  of  cultural  resources, 
construction  to  avoid  sites  and  the  possible  use  of  covenant  easements  to  protect  sites. 

Furthermore,  the  NAHC  if  the  proposed  project  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  statutes 
and  regulations  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (e.g.  NEPA;  42  U.S.C.  4321-43351). 
Consultation  with  tribes  and  interested  Native  American  consulting  parties,  on  the  NAHC  list, 
should  be  conducted  in  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  federal  NEPA  and  Section  106  and 
4(f)  of  federal  NHPA  (16  U.S.C.  470  etseq),  36  CFR  Part  800.3  (f)  (2)  & .5,  the  President’s 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CSQ,  42  U.S.C  4371  etseq.  and  NAGPRA  (25  U.S.C.  3001- 
3013)  as  appropriate.  The  1 992  Secretary  of  the  Interiors  Standards  for  the  Treatment  of 
Historic  Properties  were  revised  so  that  they  could  be  applied  to  all  historic  resource  types 
included  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  and  including  cultural  landscapes.  Also, 
federal  Executive  Orders  Nos.  11593  (preservation  of  cultural  environment),  13175 
(coordination  & consultation)  and  13007  (Sacred  Sites)  are  helpful,  supportive  guides  for 
Section  106  consultation.  The  aforementioned  Secretary  of  the  Interior’s  Standards  include 
recommendations  for  all  ‘lead  agencies’  to  consider  the  historic  context  of  proposed  projects 
and  to  “research”  the  cultural  landscape  that  might  include  the  ‘area  of  potential  effect.’ 

Confidentiality  of  “historic  properties  of  religious  and  cultural  significance"  should  also  be 
considered  as  protected  by  California  Government  Code  §6254(  r)  and  may  also  be  protected 
under  Section  304  of  he  NHPA  or  at  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  discretion  if  not  eligible  for 
listing  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  The  Secretary  may  also  be  advised  by  the 
federal  Indian  Religious  Freedom  Act  (cf.  42  U.S.C.,  1996)  in  issuing  a decision  on  whether  or 
not  to  disclose  items  of  religious  and/or  cultural  significance  identified  in  or  near  the  APEs  and 
possibility  threatened  by  proposed  project  activity. 

Furthermore,  Public  Resources  Code  Section  5097.98,  California  Government  Code 
§27491  and  Health  & Safety  Code  Section  7050.5  provide  for  provisions  for  inadvertent 
discovery  of  human  remains  mandate  the  processes  to  be  followed  in  the  event  of  a discovery 
of  human  remains  in  a project  location  other  than  a ‘dedicated  cemetery’. 

To  be  effective,  consultation  on  specific  projects  must  be  the  result  of  an  ongoing 
relationship  between  Native  American  tribes  and  lead  agencies,  project  proponents  and  their 
contractors,  in  the  opinion  of  the  NAHC.  Regarding  tribal  consultation,  a relationship  built 
around  regular  meetings  and  informal  involvement  with  local  tribes  will  lead  to  more  qualitative 
consultation  tribal  input  on  specific  projects. 

Finally,  when  Native  American  cultural  sites  and/or  Native  American  burial  sites  are 
prevalent  within  the  project  site,  the  NAHC  recommends  ‘avoidance’  of  the  site  as  referenced  by 
CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15370(a). 
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if  you  have  any  questions  about  this  response  to  your  request,  please  do  not  hesitate  to 
contact  me  at  (916)  653-6251. 
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e Sing 

Program  Analyst 
Cc:  State  CI&aHnghouse 


Attachment:  Native  American  Contact  List 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  UNDER  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 


3400  DEFENSE  PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON,  DC  20301-3400 


ACQUISmOH, 
TSCMNOLOGY 
AND  LOGiSTiCS 


February  22,  20  i 3 


Mike  Nedd 

Assistant  Director,  Minerals  and  Realty  Management 
LIS,  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
1 849  € Street  NW,  Rm  5625 
Washington,  DC  20240 

Dear  Mr,  Nedd: 

At  your  request,  the  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  Siting  Clearinghouse  coordinated  a 
review  of  the  proposal  for  the  First  Solar  Development,  Inc.  Stateline  Solar  Farm  project  located 
in  eastern  San  Bernardino  County,  California,  BLM  Project  CACA  048669,  As  a result  of  this 
review,  we  predict  that  this  project,  as  proposed,  will  have  minimal  impact  on  military  operations 
and  training  we  conduct  in  this  area.  Therefore,  the  DoD  will  not  oppose  construction  of  this 
project;  however,  we  ask  you  to  continue  to  coordinate  with  us  as  this  project  moves  towards  die 
construction  phase.  Your  continued  cooperation  will  help  us  preserve  our  military's  operational, 
training,  and  testing  capabilities. 

Please  note  that  this  informal  review  by  the  DoD  Siting  Clearinghouse  does  not  constitute 
an  action  under  49  United  States  Code,  section  4471 8.  and  that  neither  the  DoD  nor  the  Secretary 
of  Transportation  are  bound  by  the  conclusion  arrived  at  under  this  informal  review.  Please  call 
me  at  703-571-9057  with  any  questions. 


Sincerely 


DoD  Siting  Clearinghouse 
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Jeffery  Childers 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

California  Desert  District 

Attn:  Stateline  Solar  Project 

22835  Calle  San  Juan  de  Los  Lagos 

Moreno  Valley,  CA  92553 

ichilders@blm.gov 

RE:  Comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Proposed  Stateline 

Solar  Farm  Project 

Dear  Mr.  Childers, 

The  Clark  County  Department  of  Aviation  (CCDOA)  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on 
the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIS)  for  the 
proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project. 

As  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  has  correctly  noted  in  the  DEIS,  CCDOA  is 
planning  to  construct  and  operate  a new  commercial  service  airport  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley.  This 
airport  is  referred  to  as  the  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport  (SNSA).  As  CCDOA  has 
noted  in  prior  comments  to  the  Las  Vegas  Field  Office  of  the  BLM,  CCDOA  is  committed  to 
ensuring  that  any  new  infrastructure  in  the  vicinity  of  the  SNSA  is  compatible  with  the  siting, 
construction,  and  operation  of  the  SNSA. 

We  have  reviewed  the  DEIS,  and  have  concluded  that  the  project  as  proposed  will  not  conflict 
with  the  SNSA.  However,  CCDOA  would  like  to  request  clarification  of  some  language  in  the 
DEIS  and  a correction  to  one  of  the  maps. 

1.  Chapter  3.16.2 

In  Chapter  3,  the  DEIS  refers  to  both  the  M. Ivanpah  Valley  Airport ” and  the  “ Southern  Nevada 
Supplemental  Airport suggesting  that  they  are  separate  and  distinct  from  one  another.  (“A  new 
commercial  airport,  the  Ivanpah  Valley  Airport,  has  been  proposed  between  Jean  and  Primm, 
Nevada,  and  would  be  approximately  5 miles  north  of  the  project  study  area,  [new  paragraph]  In 
addition,  the  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport  is  proposed  for  the  same  area.”  (3.16.5  \/ 

3.16.6). 


Chirk  County  Board  of  Conimlssioners 

Steve  SisoSak,  Chairman  * Larry  Brown,  Vice  Chairman 
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These  are  not  two  separate  proposed  airports;  they  are  the  same  project.  To  eliminate  confusion, 
please  delete  the  reference  to  the  Ivanpah  Valley  Airport.  Although  the  SNSA  is  sometimes 
referred  to  as  the  “Ivanpah  Airport,”  SNSA  is  the  correct  formal  name  for  the  proposed  project. 

In  addition,  on  p.  3.16.6,  it  may  be  useful  to  clarify  that  work  on  the  SNSA  EIS  was  suspended 
due  to  the  economic  downturn:  “The  FAA  and  BLM  suspended  work  on  the  EIS  because  the 
Clark  County  Department  of  Aviation  advised  the  JLA  that,  due  to  the  economic  downturn , it  has 
reduced  the  level  of  effort  on  planning  for  the  proposed  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport.” 

2.  Chapter  4.19 

In  the  discussion  of  the  potential  impact  of  hazardous  materials  release  by  reasonably  foreseeable 
future  projects,  the  DEIS  states  that  the  SNSA  would  include  “long-term  storage,  transport,  or 
management  of  large  volumes  of  fuels  and  hazardous  materials,  and  therefore  [its]  operations 
could  potentially  impact  surface  water  quality.”  (4.19-72).  While  there  will  be  large  volumes  of 
fuels  on  site  at  the  SNSA,  CCDOA  does  not  anticipate  long-term  storage,  transport  or 
management  of  large  volumes  of  hazardous  materials  associated  with  the  SNSA. 


3.  Figure  4.1-1 

The  location  of  the  SNSA  on  the  map  in  Figure  4.1-1  is  incorrect.  The  number  21  on  that  map, 
which  is  supposed  to  indicate  the  SNSA,  identifies  the  location  of  the  Jean  Airport,  rather  than 
the  SNSA.  The  SNSA  site  is  located  at  and  slightly  north  of  the  widest  part  of  the  Roach  Dry 
Lake  playa,  east  of  1-15  and  west  of  the  CalNev  pipeline  (in  T.  26S  R.  59E). 

CCODA  appreciates  your  attention  to  our  concerns.  Please  feel  free  to  contact  me  at  (702)  261- 
5709  or  marksi@mccarran.com  with  questions  or  inquiries. 


Sincere!^, 


MARK  E.  SILVERSTEIN 
Principal  Planner 


cc:  Randall  Walker 

Rosemary  Vassiliadis 
Teresa  Motley 
Cheryl  Cote 


£ 
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IN  REPLY  REFER  TO 

DEC-12/0155;  I.B.  (L7619) 


CALIF.  DESERT  DISTRICT 
MORENO  VALLEY.  CA 


February  21,  2013 
MEMORANDUM 

To:  Project  Manager,  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  (CACA  48669) 

Bureau  of  Land  Management,  California  Desert  District  Office 

From:  Superintendent,  Mojave  National  Preserve 

Subject:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Proposed  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 

(CACA  48669) 

The  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the  Proposed  Stateline  Solar  Project.  We  support 
renewable  energy  projects  on  public  lands  as  long  as  such  projects  can  be  constructed  and 
operated  in  an  environmentally  responsible  manner  that  serves  the  public  interest,  protects 
natural  resources,  and  protects  our  treasured  landscapes.  It  is  the  role  of  NPS  to  contribute  to 
the  process  and  the  analysis  of  renewable  energy  projects  towards  ensuring  they  meet  the 
Secretary’s  goal  of  projects  on  public  lands  that  are  “Smart  from  the  Start.”  Our  comments  are 
aimed  to  provide  practical,  specific  expertise  so  that  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  will  avoid 
significant  adverse  impacts  to  the  resources  of  Mojave  National  Preserve  (Preserve). 

Desert  Tortoise  and  Desert  Bighorn  Sheep 

NPS  has  significant  concerns  regarding  the  potential  short-  and  long-term  impacts  to  the  desert 
tortoise  ( Gopherus  agassizzi  mohavensis)  -loss  of  wildlife  connectivity,  habitat  degradation, 
and  direct  habitat  loss.  The  Mojave  population  of  the  desert  tortoise  is  listed  as  threatened 
under  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  Cumulative  impacts  from  this  and  other  projects  in  the 
vicinity  include  loss  and  alteration  of  wildlife  habitat  and  habitat  connectivity.  As  habitat 
becomes  further  fragmented,  migration  corridors  would  be  compromised.  The  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  project  combined  with  the  Ivanpah  solar  generation  project  may  greatly  restrict  desert 
tortoise  movement  within  the  Ivanpah  Valley  west  of  Interstate  Highway  15.  Capture  and 
translocation  of  tortoise  from  the  project  area  does  not  mitigate  impacts  to  tortoise  within 
Ivanpah  Valley.  Compensatory  mitigation  at  3:1  and  habitat  improvements  in  other  areas  may 
help  tortoise  in  the  long  term.  NPS  recommends  highest  priority  be  given  to  acquiring  lands  and 
improving  habitat  within  the  greater  Lanfair  Valley  area  including  areas  within  the  Preserve 

NPS  recommends  that  monitoring  be  addressed  by  funding  long  term  and  cumulative  impact 
studies  over  the  life  of  the  project.  The  full  impact  to  this  species  cannot  be  understood  without 
monitoring  the  species  over  the  life  of  this  and  other  renewable  energy  generation  projects  in 
and  around  the  Ivanpah  Valley.  Proponents  of  other  energy  generation  projects  have  already 
encountered  difficulty  in  meeting  desert  tortoise  mitigation  requirements,  such  as  acquiring 
habitat  land  and  trans-locating  tortoise  to  other  others.  The  NPS  also  recommends  the 
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consideration  of  removing  exclusion  fencing  post-construction  as  a mitigation  option,  and 
requests  that  the  EIS  analyze  the  potential  impacts  of  removing  exclusion  fences  post- 
construction. Exclusion  fences  severely  fragment  habitat  and  limit  connectivity.  Not  having 
them  around  the  project  may  significantly  reduce  project  impacts  on  the  linkage  between  the 
northern  and  southern  portions  of  Ivanpah  Valley.  Fencing  is  often  used  for  security  purposes; 
the  NPS  welcomes  the  opportunity  to  work  with  BLM  and  the  applicant  to  research  and 
investigate  more  wildlife  and  habitat  friendly  solutions. 

Desert  bighorn  sheep  ( Ovis  Canadensis  nelsoni)  do  not  use  the  project  area  for  lambing  or 
foraging  but  are  present  in  the  Clark  Mountains  and  the  Stateline  Range.  The  EIS  notes  that 
bighorn  may  use  the  northern  portion  of  the  study  area  for  migration  and  notes  their  presence  in 
the  nearby  mountains.  The  EIS  should  address  the  potential  indirect  impacts  to  the  sheep’s  use 
of  the  habitat  and  the  migration  corridor. 

Public  Access 

Access  to  the  eastern  part  of  the  park’s  Clark  Mountain  unit  from  Yate’s  Well  Road  goes 
through  the  project  area.  The  proponent  must  ensure  it  remains  open  at  all  hours  and  is  well 
marked. 

Air  Quality/Dust  Control 

Air  quality  impacts  from  fugitive  dust  are  proposed  by  the  applicant  to  be  controlled  by  using 
water  and  dust  suppressants.  The  use  of  water  in  desert  environments  as  dust  control  is  a 
concern,  as  it  is  a limited  resource.  The  proposed  use  of  dust  palliatives  will  lower  but  not 
eliminate  water  loss  from  the  aquifer,  the  use  of  gravel  or  crushed  rock  on  road  surfaces  is  a 
viable  option  that  should  be  analyzed  and  considered.  This  option  may  allow  for  less  water 
usage  on  project  thoroughfares  while  still  maintaining  an  adequate  amount  of  dust  control. 

Noise 

The  EIS  does  not  adequately  address  the  impacts  of  noise  on  wildlife.  Bird  species  would  be 
vulnerable  to  the  loss  of  nesting  habitat  and  behavioral  disruptions  due  to  noise  and  vibrations 
that  could  result  in  nest  abandonment  or  malnourished  chicks.  The  EIS  does  not  address 
mitigation  for  these  potential  impacts,  address  the  decibel  levels  or  frequencies  that  affect  the 
species,  or  analyze  noise  impacts  to  other  species.  The  NPS  recommends  the  EIS  include  and 
analyze  the  fact  that  wildlife  habitat  loss  may  extend  beyond  the  project  boundary  by  several 
acres  as  animals  seek  escape  from  noise,  vibrations  and  other  environmental  interruptions. 

Mitigation  for  noise  impacts  should  include  sound  monitoring  and  appropriate  responses  to 
specific  activities,  either  construction-related  or  operational.  These  mitigations  should  be 
incorporated  into  the  Final  EIS.  They  should  specifically  address  noise  impacts  from  project 
activities  if  approved  sound  levels  are  exceeded. 

Construction  activities  should  be  limited  to  daylight  hours  throughout  the  project  area. 
Construction  should  be  limited  to  between  7:00  AM  and  5:00  PM  as  proposed  on  page  4.9-2. 
This  serves  the  dual  purpose  of  reducing  noise,  which  travels  further  during  twilight  and  night 
time,  and  limiting  light  pollution. 
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The  EIS  needs  to  address  indirect  impacts  related  to  the  loss  of  BLM  lands  for  grazing  purposes 
and  increased  potential  for  cattle  to  move  away  from  the  project  area  onto  lands  managed  by 
Mojave  National  Preserve.  Traffic,  noise  and  general  construction  activity  are  likely  to  cause 
cattle  nearby  to  move  north  and  west  into  the  Preserve,  potentially  concentrating  their  use  of 
forage  on  park  lands. 

Water 

The  EIS  makes  a common  mistake  in  analyzing  the  groundwater  flow  budget  by  assuming  the 
water  balance  is  merely  the  relationship  between  recharge  and  pumping,  It  thus  incorrectly 
states  on  page  4.19-4  that  the  balance  would  be  positive  after  including  the  new  groundwater 
pumping  proposed  by  the  project.  The  West  Yost  Associates  March  201 1 report  supporting  the 
EIS  does,  however,  calculate  the  water  balance  correctly  by  including  natural  outflow  and  shows 
the  total  water  balance  as  negative  (-2940  acre-feet  per  year).  The  EIS  should  be  corrected  to 
include  both  recharge  and  natural  discharge  and  should  state  that  groundwater  removed  from 
storage  by  the  proposed  pumping  will  ultimately  reduce  natural  outflow  northward  towards  the 
Las  Vegas  valley. 

Cumulative  effects  of  groundwater  pumping  appear  to  be  inadequately  analyzed.  The  West  Yost 
Associates  report  gives  estimated  pumping  rates  for  Stateline  post  construction,  Ivanpah  SEGS 
pumping  post-construction,  an  estimate  for  future  Molycorp  pumping,  and  existing  pumping  for 
Primm  and  the  golf  course  but  does  not  include  the  higher  pumping  rates  for  the  construction 
phases  nor  does  it  include  all  of  the  development  proposed  for  the  Ivanpah  Valley.  The 
assurances  that  recharge  in  the  valley  are  sufficient  to  support  all  planned  and  future 
groundwater  pumping  are,  therefore,  not  convincing. 

The  EIS  states  that  groundwater  recharge  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  has  been  estimated  to  range 
from  1275  to  6538  acre-feet  per  year  but  the  West  Yost  Associates  report  merely  states  that  the 
recharge  is  6200  acre  feet  per  year  (af/y)  and  proceeds  with  the  analysis  as  if  this  were  an  exact 
result.  Thus  the  potential  impacts  that  could  result  from  incorrectly  over-estimating  recharge  are 
not  addressed. 

The  West  Yost  Associates  report  appears  to  reference  an  earlier  version  of  the  ENSR 
Corporation  report  (2007).  The  final  version  of  this  report  is  June  2008  Document  No  12044- 
001-300.  Although  this  report  is  cited  and  data  from  it  are  used  in  the  analyses,  it  is  not  included 
in  the  references. 

Visual  Resources 

The  scenic  vistas  associated  with  Mojave  National  Preserve  are  considered  unique  and  are  so 
identified  in  the  California  Desert  Protection  Act.  Although  this  project  is  not  immediately 
adjacent  to  Mojave  National  Preserve,  it  lies  well  within  the  Preserve’s  viewshed  and  will  have 
adverse  impacts  on  the  Preserve’s  scenic  values.  The  Preserve  considers  the  cumulative 
visual  impacts  from  this  and  other  nearby  projects  to  be  a significant  visual  impact. 

NPS  supports  greater  recognition  for  visual  resources  near  national  park  units.  NPS 
recommends  that  the  Visual  Resource  Management  (VRM)  classification  for  the  area  be 
changed  to  a Class  II  in  recognition  of  the  scenic  value  to  the  Preserve. 

Alternatives  5 or  6,  if  approved,  would  have  the  least  impact  to  the  Preserve.  NPS  supports  the 
adoption  of  Alternative  6 to  provide  the  best  long-term  protection  for  the  area. 
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National  Park  Values 

The  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project,  if  approved,  will  have  adverse  impacts  on  the  resource  values 
of  Mojave  National  Preserve  and  our  visitors’  ability  to  enjoy  these  resources.  The  NPS 
recommends  that  funding  be  made  available  to  interpret  the  Preserve’s  resources  and  to  help 
educate  visitors  on  resource  conservation  values  and  recreational  activities  in  the  area. 


Stephanie  Dubois 
Superintendent 

cc: 

NPS-WASO  (Sarah  Quinn) 

NPS-PWR  (Amee  Howard;  Zach  Church) 


Sincerely, 


acting 
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Table  G-l:  Key  to  Common  Comment  Responses 


Common 

Response 

Number 

Commenter 

Comment  Number 

1 

Liz  and  Steve  Robbins 

4-1 

Judith  Greer  Essex 

10-1 

Anne  Butterfield 

25-1 

Megan  Murphy 

36-3 

Shaun  Gonzales 

52-7 

Basin  and  Range  Watch 

55-1 

Californians  for  Renewable  Energy  (CARE)  and  La 
Cuna  de  Aztlan 

58-1,58-3 

Western  Watershed  Project 

59-1,59-3 

Defenders  of  Wildlife,  et  al. 

63-5,  63-6,  63-7 

LiUNA  Local  783 

66-47 

Jennifer  Jones 

72-5,  72-6 

2 

Elena  Ray 

1-1 

Jane  Huff 

2-1 

Tom  Blumenfeld 

3-1 

Anna  Scotti 

5-1 

Sherri  Gallant 

7-1 

Julie  Barrett 

8-1 

Colin  Smith 

9-1 

Juliet  Lamont 

11-1 

Linda  Hoffpauir 

12-1 

Katherine  Jenkins 

13-1 

Peg  Hardman 

15-1 

Amy  Jemc 

17-1 

Maurice  Carriere 

18-1 

Cristy  Wojdac 

19-1 

November  2013 

G-1 

Final  EIS/EIR 
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Chris  Howell 

21-1,21-5 

Jenny  Wilder 

23-1 

Diana  Cao 

24-1 

Wayne  Johnson 

26-1 

Aida  Shirley 

27-1 

Evelyn  Gajowski 

32-1 

Fred  Rinne 

34-1 

Meagan  Papp 

39-5 

Stephanie  Murray 

35-1 

Deborah  Balderaz 

38-1 

Kennit  Wegner 

40-1 

Patricia  Cook 

41-1 

Jeanette  Shin 

42-1 

Michelle  Ray 

44-1 

Judith  Greer  Essex 

47-1,47-5 

Jennifer  Jones 

72-1,  72-4 

3 

Elena  Ray 

l-l 

Jane  Huff 

2-2 

Tom  Blumenfeld 

3-2 

Liz  and  Steve  Robbins 

4-2 

Sherri  Gallant 

7-2,  7-3 

Julie  Barrett 

8-2 

Colin  Smith 

9-2 

Juliet  Lamont 

11-2 

Linda  Hoffpauir 

12-2 

Karla  Walker 

16-1 

Cristy  Wojdac 

19-2 

Mimi  Chen 

20-1 

Chris  Howell 

21-2 

Ken  Wilson 

22-1 

Jenny  Wilder 

23-3 

Diana  Cao 

24-2 

Dave  Kwinter 

29-1 

November  2013 
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Juanita  Colucci 

30-2 

Nat  Ladik 

31-1 

Fred  Rinne 

34-1 

Stephanie  Murray 

35-2 

Deborah  Balderaz 

38-2 

Meagan  Papp 

39-2 

Kermit  Wegner 

40-2 

Michelle  Ray 

44-2 

Ann  Giordano 

45-1 

Judith  Greer  Essex 

47-2 

Shaun  Gonzales 

52-4 

Western  Watersheds  Project 

59-9 

4 

Elena  Ray 

1-2 

Jane  Huff 

2-3 

Tom  Blumenfeld 

3-3 

Liz  and  Steve  Robbins 

4-3 

Mary  Elizabeth  Raines 

6-1 

Sherri  Gallant 

7-4 

Julie  Barrett 

8-3 

Colin  Smith 

9-3 

Juliet  Lamont 

11-3 

Linda  Hoffpauir 

12-3 

Katherine  Jenkins 

13-1 

cyndiric 

14-1 

Peg  Hardman 

15-2,  15-5 

Karla  Walker 

16-2,  16-3 

Amy  Jemc 

17-1 

Cristy  Wojdac 

19-3 

Mimi  Chen 

20-2 

Chris  Howell 

21-3 
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Michelle  Ray 
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49-1 
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51-1 

Thurston  Smith 

54-1 

Susan  Brodeur 

68-1 

Paul  Granillo 

71-1 

Common  Response  1:  Purpose  and  Need  and  Alternatives 
Summary  of  Issues  Raised 

1.  Concerns  that  the  BLM’s  statement  of  Purpose  and  Need  is  too  narrow. 

2.  Suggestions  that  alternative  renewable  energy  generation  technology,  distributed  generation, 
conservation  and  demand-side  management,  and  siting  alternatives  should  be  considered. 

Response 

As  explained  in  Section  6.2.1  of  the  BLM’s  NEPA  Handbook,  a carefully  crafted  purpose  and 
need  statement  can  “increase  efficiencies  by  eliminating  unnecessary  analysis  and  reducing 
delays  in  the  process.”  The  statement  of  purpose  and  need  dictates  the  range  of  alternatives, 
because  action  alternatives  are  not  “reasonable”  if  they  do  not  respond  to  the  purpose  and  need 
for  the  action. 

Purpose  and  Need 

The  BLM’s  purpose  and  need  statement  describes  the  problem  or  opportunity  to  which  the  BLM 
is  responding  and  what  the  BLM  hopes  to  accomplish  by  the  action  (BLM  NEPA  Handbook 
Section  6.2).  As  correctly  noted  in  several  comments,  the  narrower  the  purpose  and  need 
statement,  the  narrower  the  range  of  alternatives  that  must  be  analyzed;  the  converse  also  is  true. 
BLM  has  considerable  discretion  in  defining  the  purpose  and  need  of  the  proposed  action  (40 
CFR  1502.13).  Multiple  comments  requested  that  the  BLM  substantially  expand  its  statement  to 
address  more  broad  (and  less  specific)  purposes  in  order  to  allow  for  consideration  of  a broader 
range  of  alternatives. 

In  accordance  with  FLPMA  Section  103  (c),  the  BLM  manages  public  lands  for  multiple  use  in  a 

manner  that  takes  into  account  the  long-term  needs  of  future  generations  for  renewable  and  non- 
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renewable  resources.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to  grant  ROWs  on  public  lands 
for  systems  of  generation,  transmission,  and  distribution  of  electric  energy  (Section  501  (a)(4)). 
In  responding  to  a ROW  grant  application  under  this  authority,  the  BLM  may  decide  to  deny  or 
grant  a requested  ROW,  or  to  grant  the  ROW  with  modifications.  Modifications  may  include 
modifying  the  proposed  use  or  changing  the  route  or  location  of  the  proposed  facilities  (43  CFR 
2805.10(a)(1). 

As  directed  by  Secretarial  Order  3285,  the  BLM  has  identified  renewable  energy  projects  on 
federally  managed  lands  as  a priority  use  of  the  lands  it  manages.  As  a result,  the  BLM  is 
considering  ROW  grants  for  various  renewable  energy  projects  throughout  California  and  other 
western  states.  Each  of  these  projects  is  considered  by  the  BLM  on  its  own  merits  and  with 
consideration  of  the  impacts  of  the  specific  project  on  a specific  site. 

Consistent  with  FLPMA,  the  BLM  relies  on  project  proponents  to  identify  renewable  energy 
technologies  and  general  project  locations  and  configurations  that  are  technically  and 
economically  viable  given  current  market  conditions,  renewable  portfolio  standards, 
technological  advancements,  transmission  access,  and  related  considerations.  Through  pre- 
application and  NEPA  processes  for  such  projects,  the  BLM  works  with  applicants,  stakeholders, 
and  other  federal  land  and  resource  management  agencies  to  refine  proposals  and  help  identify 
possible  alternate  locations  that  conform  with  applicable  federal  laws,  regulations,  policies,  and 
land  use  plans. 

BLM’s  purpose  and  need,  as  stated  in  Section  1.1.1  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR,  is  based  on  two  key 
considerations:  (i)  the  potential  action  the  BLM  could  or  would  take  on  the  specific  proposed 
action;  and  (ii)  the  response  of  the  BLM  in  meeting  specific  directives  regarding  the 
implementation  of  renewable  energy  projects  on  federally-managed  lands.  The  primary  action 
that  BLM  is  considering  is  a response  to  a specific  ROW  grant  application  from  the  Applicant  to 
construct  and  operate  a specific  solar  technology  on  a specific  site  managed  by  the  BLM.  As  a 
result,  the  BLM  determined  that  a key  purpose  of  this  project  is  to  determine  whether  to  approve, 
approve  with  conditions,  or  deny  that  ROW  application  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  (Alternative 
1).  The  BLM  also  considered  alternatives  that  would  involve  project  configurations  designed  to 
reduce  impacts  to  resources  (Alternatives  2 and  3),  an  alternative  which  would  result  in  a 
reduced  power  output  (Alternative  4),  and  three  no  action/no  project  alternatives. 

The  BLM  acknowledges  that  the  Applicant  has  specific  objectives  and  constraints  for  the 
project;  these  are  set  forth  in  the  Applicant’s  POD.  While  the  agency  has  reviewed  and  is  aware 
of  the  Applicant’s  objectives  and  constraints,  it  has  not  relied  upon  them  to  define  the  statement 
of  its  own  (public)  purpose  and  need,  which  is  provided  in  PA/FEIS/FEIR  Section  1.1.1.  In 
support  of  this  point,  a few  of  the  alternatives  carried  forward  for  detailed  consideration  would 
not  accomplish  the  Applicant’s  project  objectives.  For  example,  Alternative  4,  Reduced  Acreage 
Alternative,  which  would  have  a 232  MW  capacity;  by  comparison,  section  1.5  of  the  POD  states 
that  the  additional  project  objectives  include  establishing  300  MW  of  generating  capacity. 

The  BLM  believes  that  the  purpose  and  need  for  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm,  as  discussed  in 
PA/FEIS/FEIR  Chapter  1,  is  reasonable,  consistent  with  governing  directives  and  the 
requirements  of  Title  V of  FLPMA,  and  satisfies  the  requirements  of  NEPA.  Therefore,  the 
purpose  and  need  for  this  project  was  not  revised  in  response  to  these  comments. 
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Alternatives 

Brownfields  / Degraded  Lands  Alternative.  Multiple  comments  on  the  Draft  PA/EIS  suggested 
that  the  BLM  should  site  utility-scale  renewable  energy  projects  on  potentially  contaminated 
“brownfield”  lands,  lands  where  the  effects  on  sensitive  resources  would  be  reduced,  or  lands 
that  have  been  previously  disturbed  or  developed.  Additional  information  on  potential 
brownfield  sites  is  added  in  Chapter  2.8  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

Distributed  Generation.  Multiple  comments  on  the  Draft  PA/EIS  suggested  that  the  BLM  should 
evaluate  the  distributed  generation  of  solar  energy  resources  as  opposed  to  centralized,  large- 
scale  proposals  like  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm.  This  alternative  was  discussed  in  Section  2.8.3  of 
the  Draft  PA/EIS.  While  the  BLM  recognizes  the  importance  of  distributed  generation,  reports 
show  that  a combination  of  distributed  generation,  utility-scale  solar  projects  and  other  efforts 
will  be  needed  to  meet  established  goals  for  renewable  energy  development  in  California.  See, 
for  example,  the  California  Energy  Commission’s  December  2011  report  entitled  Renewable 
Power  in  California:  Status  and  Issues , which  reports  that  approximately  3,000  MW  of 
distributed  generation  capacity  was  installed  as  of  20 1 1 and,  if  existing  state  programs  to  support 
distributed  generation  are  fully  successful,  California  could  add  6,000  MW  of  additional  capacity 
in  the  next  5 to  8 years,  “leaving  a gap  of  roughly  3,000  MW  that  may  require  additional 
programs  or  incentives”  (CEC  2011). 

The  California  Public  Utilities  Commission  (“CPUC”)  has  similarly  identified  21  challenges  to 
developing  a high  penetration  of  distributed  generation  in  California,  Among  these  challenges 
is  “the  potentially  time  consuming  and  costly  process  of  going  through  the  interconnection 
process,”  which  little  effort  is  being  made  to  resolve.  The  deadline  for  meeting  the  33%  RPS  is 
less  than  seven  years  away  and  a distributive  generation  alternative  cannot  be  implemented 
within  a reasonable  period  of  time  to  achieve  this  key  project  objective. 

Further,  the  applicable  federal  orders  and  mandates  providing  the  drivers  for  the  BLM’s 
consideration  of  the  proposed  ROW  application  and  related  CDCA  Plan  amendment  compel  the 
BLM  to  evaluate  utility-scale  solar  energy  development.  As  discussed  in  PA/FEIS/FEIR  Section 
1.1.1,  Secretarial  Order  3285A1  requires  the  BLM  to  undertake  multiple  actions  to  facilitate 
large-scale  solar  energy  production.  Accordingly,  the  BLM’s  purpose  and  need  for  agency  action 
in  this  PA/FEIS/FEIR  is  focused  on  the  siting  and  management  of  the  proposed  utility-scale  solar 
energy  development  within  the  requested  ROW  (see  PA/FEIS/FEIR  Section  1.1.1). 

As  at  least  one  court  has  recognized,  the  suggestion  that  distributed  generation  is  a feasible 
alternative  to  utility  scale  development  a policy  fight  that  project  opponents,  “lost  when  state  and 
federal  executives  and  legislatures  enunciated  goals  and  adopted  measures  relating  to  renewable 
energy  in  support  of  [utility  scale  solar  projects.]”  W.  Watersheds  Project  v.  Salazar , No.  2:11- 
cv-00492-DMG-E,  slip  op.  at  39  (C.D.  Cal.  Aug.  10,  201 1). 


Conservation  and  Demand  Side  Management.  Multiple  comments  on  the  Draft  PA/EIS 
suggested  that  the  BLM  should  evaluate  conservation  and  demand  side  management  as  an 
alternative  to  the  project.  As  described  in  PA/FEIS/FEIR  Table  2-9,  the  BLM  considered 
conservation  and  demand  side  management  as  an  alternative  to  the  proposed  project,  but 
eliminated  it  from  detailed  analysis  similar  to  a distributed  generation  alternative  because  it 
would  not  meet  the  BLM’s  purpose  and  need  and  because  it  alone  is  not  sufficient  to  address  all 
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of  California’s  energy  needs  in  light  of  population  growth  and  increasing  energy  demands 
(PA/FEIS/FEIR  Table  2-9). 

Non-federal  Land  Alternatives.  As  discussed  in  PA/FEIS/FEIR  Section  2. 8. 1.1,  an  all-private 
land  alternative  was  investigated;  however,  it  was  not  carried  forward  for  detailed  evaluation 
because  no  private  parcels  or  combinations  of  parcels  of  sufficient  size  were  available  that  met 
the  Applicant’s  minimum  project  requirements. 


Common  Response  2:  Objection  to  additional  industrial  development  in  Ivanpah  Valley, 
and  on  land  that  is  currently  undeveloped 

Summary  of  Issues  Raised 

1.  The  comments  cite  the  presence  of  desert  tortoise  habitat,  and  request  that  a less  destructive 
location  be  considered  for  the  project.  The  comments  propose  private  lands,  previously 
developed  lands,  and  rooftops  as  alternative  locations  to  be  considered. 


Response 

The  PA/FEIS/FEIR  acknowledges  that  the  project  is  proposed  in  desert  tortoise  habitat,  and 
discusses  the  quality  and  existing  protections  of  that  habitat  in  relation  to  other  surrounding 
areas.  The  comments  fail  to  acknowledge  the  factors  that  were  considered  by  the  applicant 
in  siting  their  project,  as  discussed  in  Section  2.8.1  of  the  DEIS/DEIR.  Those  factors 
included  technical  requirements,  including  the  need  for  a large  area  of  contiguous  land  for  a 
facility,  as  well  as  resource  protection  requirements,  such  as  avoidance  of  Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern  (ACECs),  Desert  Wildlife  Management  Areas  (DWMAs),  and 
critical  habitat.  In  addition,  as  discussed  in  Common  Response  Number  1,  other  sites, 
including  already-disturbed  lands,  private  lands,  and  rooftops  were  considered  by  both  the 
applicant  and  BLM,  and  were  found  to  not  meet  the  technical  and  feasibility  requirements 
for  the  project. 


Common  Response  3:  Request  a conservation  alternative  that  amends  land  use  plans 
Summary  of  Issues  Raised 

1.  The  comments  request  that  BLM  evaluate  a conservation  alternative  that  amends  land  use 
plans  to  protect  remaining  desert  habitat  in  Ivanpah  Valley  from  industrial  development, 
consistent  with  a 201 1 USFWS  recommendation. 


Response 

Although  the  source  of  the  USFWS  recommendation  is  not  stated  in  the  comment  letters,  it 
is  assumed  that  they  are  referring  to  the  201 1 Ivanpah  SEGS  Biological  Opinion  (BO).  In 
Recommendation  Number  2 on  Page  92  of  that  BO,  USFWS  recommended  that  the  Bureau 
amend  land  use  plans  to  prohibit  large-scale  solar  development  within  all  remaining  portions 
of  Ivanpah  Valley  to  reduce  fragmentation  within  the  critical  linkage  between  the  Ivanpah 
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Critical  Habitat  Unit  (CHU)  and  the  Eldorado  CHU. 

As  shown  in  Figure  10  of  the  USFWS  201 1 Revised  Recovery  Plan  for  the  Mojave  Desert 
Tortoise,  the  Piute-Eldorado  CHU  is  located  to  the  east  of  the  Ivanpah  CHU.  The  proposed 
project,  on  the  other  hand,  is  located  to  the  west  of  the  Ivanpah  CHU,  and  is  largely  isolated 
from  the  Piute-Eldorado  CHU  by  Interstate  15,  the  Large-Scale  Translocation  Site  (LSTS), 
the  casino  developments  at  Primm,  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake,  and  several  mountain  ranges.  As 
discussed  in  the  Regional  Study  (NatureServe  2012),  the  only  potential  interconnections 
between  the  project  site  and  outside  areas  are  to  the  east,  under  Interstate  15  into  the  Ivanpah 
CHU,  and  to  the  northwest  through  Stateline  Pass.  Neither  of  these  connections  leads 
anywhere  close  to  the  Piute-Eldorado  CHU.  Therefore,  solar  development  at  the  project  site 
has  no  potential  to  interfere  with  any  linkages  between  the  Ivanpah  CHU  and  the  Piute- 
Eldorado  CHU.  As  a result,  the  proposed  action  does  not  conflict  with  the  objective  of  the 
USFWS  recommendation  in  the  2011  Ivanpah  SEGS  BO.  The  proposed  action  follows  the 
recommendations  expressed  in  the  2011  Ivanpah  SEGS  BO  by  siting  the  proposed  action 
near  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake  where  tortoise  densities  are  low.  The  map  showing  the  configuration 
of  CHUs,  with  respect  to  proposed  project  boundaries,  has  been  added  to  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR 
as  Figure  3.22-3. 

The  proposed  action  considered  by  BLM  has  been  substantially  modified  and  supplemented, 
from  the  original  project  proposal  in  2008,  in  order  to  improve  local  connectivity 
immediately  surrounding  the  proposed  action..  BLM  has  worked  with  the  applicant  to 
maximize  tortoise  connectivity  surrounding  the  Proposed  Action,  including  to  Stateline  Pass 
to  the  extent  feasible. 

Finally,  although  the  proposed  action  under  consideration  by  BLM  does  not  include  a land 
use  plan  to  prohibit  solar  development  throughout  Ivanpah  Valley,  it  does  include  expansion 
of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  boundary  by  more  than  23,000  acres,  and  would  effectively 
prohibited  any  further  solar  development. 


Common  Response  4:  Request  project  be  sited  on  already-disturbed  lands 
Summary  of  Issues  Raised 

1.  The  comments  request  that  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  proposals  be  rejected,  and  that  BLM 
ask  First  Solar  to  build  the  projects  on  already-disturbed  land. 

Response 

As  discussed  in  Common  Response  Number  1,  other  sites,  including  already-disturbed  lands 
and  private  lands,  were  considered  by  both  the  applicant  and  BLM,  and  were  found  to  not 
meet  the  technical  and  feasibility  requirements  for  the  project. 


Common  Response  5:  Evaluation  of  desert  tortoise  habitat  linkage 
Summary  of  Issues  Raised 
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1.  The  comments  state  that  the  EISs  for  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  projects  do  not  properly 
evaluate  the  extent  to  which  the  projects  would  obstruct  important  desert  tortoise  habitat  linkage. 


Response 

The  impact  of  the  proposed  project  and  alternatives  on  connectivity,  including  the  cumulative 
impact  associated  with  Silver  State  and  other  projects,  was  disclosed  in  the  DEIS/DEIR,  and  will 
be  considered  by  BLM  in  the  decision  for  both  the  proposed  ROW  and  for  the  proposed  DWMA 
expansion.  The  DEIS/DEIR  identified  and  analyzed  alternative  site  configurations,  which  were 
specifically  developed  to  minimize  impacts  to  connectivity  corridors.  Section  2.3.3  of  the 
DEIS/DEIR  discusses  how  Alternative  3 was  developed  by  BLM  specifically  to  increase  the  area 
available  for  connectivity  between  the  facility,  Metamorphic  Hill,  and  Clark  Mountains.  Section 
4.22.4. 1 of  the  DEIS/DEIR  discusses  how  the  configuration  of  Alternative  2 would  increase  the 
area  available  for  connectivity  between  the  northern  boundary  of  the  facility  and  the  Clark 
Mountains.  Cumulative  loss  of  desert  tortoise  habitat,  individuals,  and  connectivity,  including 
the  contribution  of  the  Silver  State  project,  were  all  analyzed  within  Section  4.22.10.4  of  the 
PA/FEIS/FEIR.  The  connection  of  functional  habitat  was  considered  by  both  the  Applicant  and 
BLM  in  conducting  the  Regional  Assessment  (NatureServe  2012),  and  by  BLM  in  analyzing  the 
impact  of  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives  on  the  tortoise  connectivity. 

Regional  connectivity  within  the  lobe  of  Ivanpah  Valley,  where  the  proposed  action  is 
located,  was  limited  under  historical  conditions  even  prior  to  anthropogenic  impacts  within 
the  valley.  The  proposed  action  would  not  result  in  the  severing  of  existing  genetic  or 
demographic  linkages.  The  amount  of  habitat  that  would  be  located  outside  the  proposed 
action  is  expected  to  support  a persistent  tortoise  population  due  to  the  width  of  resulting 
linkages,  existing  tortoise  densities  and  distribution,  and  contiguity  of  occupied  habitat. 


Common  Response  6:  Request  delay  of  project  approval  until  tortoise  research  is 
completed 

Summary  of  Issues  Raised 

1.  The  comments  request  that  the  EISs  for  both  the  Stateline  and  Silver  State  projects  be  revised 
and  re-issued  after  current  tortoise  research  in  Ivanpah  Valley  is  completed  in  mid-2013. 


Response 

It  is  not  clear  where  the  commenters  obtained  information  that  tortoise  research  in  Ivanpah 
Valley  would  be  completed  in  2013.  Connectivity  studies  in  Stateline  Pass  are  ongoing,  and 
no  end  date  has  been  reported.  In  the  Biological  Opinion  for  Ivanpah  SEGS,  monitoring  of 
translocated  tortoises  is  required  throughout  the  life  of  the  facility.  It  is  likely  that  tortoise 
research  in  the  area  will  continue  for  years  to  come,  most  of  it  only  made  possible  because  it 
is  funded  by  solar  projects.  Placing  proposed  projects  in  indefinite  suspension  is  not  a 
feasible  approach. 
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Common  Response  7:  General  project  support 
Summary  of  Issues  Raised 

1.  The  comments  generally  support  approval  of  the  project,  citing  the  jobs  it  would  create, 
and  the  contribution  of  the  project  to  reducing  reliance  on  fossil-fuel  energy  sources. 


Response 

The  comments  in  support  of  the  project  are  noted,  and  will  be  considered  by  the  agency  in 
its  ultimate  decision. 


G.2  INDIVIDUAL  RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS 

In  this  section,  responses  are  provided  for  each  comment  received.  All  comment  letters,  coded  to 
delineate  individual  comments  as  described  above,  are  provided  in  Appendix  F. 


Letter  14  - Response  to  Comments  from  cv ndiric@netscai3c.net 

14-1.  Please  see  Response  to  Common  Comment  Number  4 regarding  the  request  to  site  the 
project  on  already  disturbed  land. 

The  width  of  tortoise  connectivity  areas  was  analyzed  in  detail  in  the  Regional 
Assessment  Report  (NatureServe  2012),  and  the  results  were  evaluated  in  the  DEIS/DEIR 
Section  4.22.3.1.  The  width  of  the  corridors  will  continue  to  be  evaluated  by  the  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  in  the  Biological  Opinion  before  a final  project 
decision  is  made. 

Please  see  Response  to  Common  Comment  Number  6 with  respect  to  the  request  to  delay 
project  approval  until  mid-2013. 

Letter  25  - Response  to  Comments  from  Anne  Butterfield 

25- E Please  see  the  Response  to  Common  Comment  Number  1,  with  respect  to  consideration 
of  the  solar  project  in  urban  areas.  Please  note  that  the  comment  is  incorrect  in  referring 
to  the  project  site  as  a wilderness  area.  It  is  correct  that  the  site  is  desert  tortoise  habitat, 
but  the  site  is  not  designated  as  a wilderness,  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern, 
Desert  Wildlife  Management  Area,  Critical  Habitat,  or  any  other  of  a number  of  possible 
protective  designations. 

25-2.  The  Bureau  has  no  jurisdiction  to  direct  First  Solar  to  construct  a solar  farm  on  Lake 
Mead.  The  technical  information  in  the  comment  is  available  to  First  Solar,  and  they 
may  choose  to  work  with  other  agencies  to  consider  alternative  siting  methods. 

25-3.  See  Response  to  Common  Comment  Number  1. 


Letter  34  - Response  to  Comments  from  Fred  Rinne 


November  2013 


G-12 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
Appendix  G Responses  to  Comments 


34-1.  Please  see  Response  to  Common  Comment  Number  2 with  respect  to  the  comment  on 
industrialization  of  Ivanpah  Valley.  Please  see  Response  to  Common  Comment  Number 
3 with  respect  to  the  USFWS  recommendations. 

34-2.  Please  see  Response  to  Common  Comment  Number  4.  Please  note  that  the  comment  is 
incorrect  in  referring  to  the  project  site  as  undisturbed  wilderness. 


Letter  36  - Response  to  Comments  from  Megan  Murphy 

36-1 . Section  4.19.3.1  evaluated  the  availability  of  water  to  support  construction  of  the  project, 
and  concluded  that  sufficient  water  exists.  The  relative  scarcity  of  water  in  this  area  is 
long-standing,  due  to  topographic  features,  and  the  area  has  been  desert  since  long  before 
man-made  global  warming  began.  Although  global  warming  may  lead  to  future 
droughts,  the  timeframe  of  almost  all  of  the  water  use  for  the  project  is  only  for  the  2 to  4 
year  construction  period,  and  it  is  unlikely  that  water  availability  would  be  reduced  by 
global  warming  within  that  very  short  timeframe. 

36-2.  The  impacts  to  the  desert  tortoise  that  are  discussed  in  the  comment  were  identified  in  the 
analysis,  disclosed  in  the  DEIS/DEIR,  and  mitigation  measures  were  developed  to  avoid 
or  reduce  the  impacts.  That  analysis  included  impacts  due  to  human  handling,  habitat 
loss  and  fragmentation,  increase  in  predation,  and  risks  associated  with  translocation. 
The  comment’s  reference  to  how  shade  from  solar  panels  would  affect  tortoise  forage  is 
incorrect.  Although  vegetation  will  be  left  in  place  under  the  applicant’s  revised  POD, 
and  shading  may  affect  this  vegetation,  the  vegetation  would  not  be  available  as  forage 
for  tortoises.  The  proposed  action  is  to  remove  tortoises  outside  of  the  fenced  area,  and 
tortoises  would  therefore  not  have  access  to  vegetation  within  the  project  site. 

36-3.  Please  see  response  to  Common  Comment  Number  1 and  Number  4. 

36-4.  The  commenter’s  preference  for  selection  of  Alternative  6,  which  would  designate  the 
site  as  unsuitable  for  solar  development,  is  noted. 


Letter  37  - Response  to  Comments  from  Elizabeth  Hedrick 

37-1.  The  comment  in  favor  of  selection  of  Alternative  3 is  noted.  The  discussion  of  both 
beneficial  and  adverse  impacts  of  the  alternative  are  consistent  with  those  discussed  in 
the  DEIS/DEIR. 


Letter  39  - Response  to  Comments  from  Meagan  Papp 

39-1.  Multiple  use  of  public  lands,  including  allowing  leasing  of  public  lands  for  development 
consistent  with  BLM’s  multiple  use  mandate  and  requirement  for  sustainable 
development,  is  required  of  BLM  under  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act 
(FLPMA). 

39-2.  Please  see  Response  to  Common  Comment  Number  3. 

39-3.  Please  see  Response  to  Common  Comment  Number  4. 
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39-4.  Please  see  Response  to  Common  Comment  Number  5. 
39-5.  Please  see  Response  to  Common  Comment  Number  2. 


Letter  48  - Response  to  Comments  from  Marcie  Reeter 

48-1.  The  comment  on  the  importance  of  the  species  present  at  the  site  is  noted. 
48-2.  Please  see  Response  to  Common  Comment  Number  6. 


Letter  50  - Response  to  Comments  from  John  Coffey 

50-1.  The  information  regarding  the  Executive  Order  on  Improving  Performance  of  Federal 
Permitting  and  Review  of  Infrastructure  Projects  is  appreciated.  The  Department  of  the 
Interior  is  a member  of  the  Steering  Committee  established  by  the  order,  and  the  order 
and  decisions  of  the  Steering  Committee  are  integrated  into  the  agency’s  permitting 
process. 


Letter  52  - Response  to  Comments  from  Shaun  Gonzales 

52-1.  Please  see  Response  to  Common  Comment  Number  6. 

52-2.  The  conduct  of  a conservation  plan,  as  recommended  in  the  comment,  is  outside  of  the 
scope  of  the  agency’s  legal  responsibility  to  evaluate  the  First  Solar  Stateline  application. 
The  California  Desert  Renewable  Energy  Conservation  Plan  (DRECP),  which  is  being 
conducted  concurrently  with  BLM’s  review  of  pending  solar  applications,  is  considering 
additional  conservation  options  for  this  and  other  areas. 

52-3.  It  is  not  clear  what  other  purpose  and  need  statements  are  referred  to  in  the  comment. 
Our  review  indicates  that  other  environment  review  documents  in  Ivanpah  Valley 
similarly  focused  on  evaluation  of  a pending  application,  as  is  mandated  by  BLM’s 
NEPA  Handbook. 

52-4.  Please  see  response  to  Common  Comment  Number  3.  The  proposed  action  has  no  ability 
to  impact  connectivity  between  the  Ivanpah  and  Eldorado  CHUs,  both  of  which  are 
located  to  the  east  of  the  proposed  project  area. 

52-5.  The  objection  to  the  exclusion  of  pending  applications  from  the  solar  exclusion  zones  in 
the  Solar  Programmatic  EIS  is  noted. 

52-6.  The  commenter’s  preference  for  Alternative  6 is  noted. 

52-7.  Please  see  Response  to  Common  Comment  Number  1 . 

52-8.  Mining  claims  are  common  on  BLM  land,  and  rarely  lead  to  actual  mineral  development. 
BLM  considers  a potential  mining  project  to  be  reasonably  foreseeable  when  an 
application  is  received,  accompanied  by  a Plan  of  Operations.  No  such  application  or 
Plan  of  Operations  has  been  received  for  the  project  mentioned  in  the  comment. 

Based  on  a review  of  information  about  the  wind  project  on  the  internet,  the  location  of 
the  wind  project  appears  too  distant  to  have  a reasonable  chance  to  have  overlapping 
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effects  with  the  proposed  Stateline  project. 

52-9.  The  number  of  tortoises  previously  translocated  from  Ivanpah  SEGS  that  may  be  present 
is  discussed  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  Section  3.22.1,  on  Page  3.22-10.  Translocated  tortoises 
associated  with  the  proposed  action  have  the  potential  to  be  present  within  the  Desert 
Xpress  project  footprint.  These  tortoises  will  be  relocated  out  of  harm’s  way  during  the 
Desert  Xpress  project,  but  they  will  not  be  subjected  to  translocation. 


Letter  53  - Response  to  Comments  from  Jared  Fuller 

53-1.  The  impacts  to  tortoise,  including  cumulative  impacts  associated  with  Ivanpah  SEGS  and 
other  projects,  were  addressed  in  Section  4.22  of  the  DEIS/DEIR.  The  impacts  to  special 
status  plants,  again  with  cumulative  analyses  including  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  and  other 
projects,  were  evaluated  in  Section  4. 1 7. 

53-2.  The  comment  regarding  additional  modification  of  the  northern  boundary  of  the  project 
area  to  avoid  rare  plants  in  that  area  is  noted,  and  will  be  considered  by  BLM  in  the  final 
project  decision.  The  northern  boundary  of  Alternative  3 has  been  adjusted  to  the  south, 
subsequently  reducing  impacts  to  special  status  plant  species. 


Letter  55  - Responses  to  Comments  from  Basin  and  Range  Watch 

55-1.  As  stated  on  page  1-4  of  the  DEIS/DEIR,  the  BLM’s  purpose  and  need  for  the  Stateline 
Solar  Farm  project  is  to  respond  to  the  Applicant’s  application  for  a ROW  grant  to 
construct,  operate,  maintain,  and  decommission  a solar  facility  on  public  lands  in 
compliance  with  FLPMA,  BLM  ROW  regulations,  and  other  applicable  federal  laws , 
including  NEPA  and  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  Compliance  with  these  regulations 
requires  the  consideration  and  feasible  mitigation  of  potential  impacts  to  biological, 
hydrological,  cultural,  visual,  and  recreational  resources,  as  well  as  other  areas  of 
environmental  concern.  See  also  Common  Response  Number  1. 

As  of  October  12,  2012,  the  Department  of  the  Interior  has  authorized  over  10,000  MW 
of  renewable  power  projects  on  public  lands.  As  described  on  page  1-2,  Section  21 1 of 
the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  2005  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  authorize  at  least 
10,000  MW  of  renewable  power  projects  by  2015.  Accordingly,  the  department  may 
continue  to  approve  renewable  power  projects  on  the  public  lands  even  after  reaching  this 
goal.  Consideration  of  the  proposed  renewable  energy  project  on  public  lands  is 
consistent  with  this  direction.  See  also  Common  Response  Number  1. 

55-2.  Appendix  D of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  presents  the  evaluation  of  the  relevance  and 
importance  of  the  resources,  including  rare  plants,  Gila  monsters,  and  Bighorn  sheep,  in 
accordance  with  BLM  Manual  1613. 

The  comment  that  the  BLM’s  consideration  of  the  ACEC  is  appreciated,  and  that  the 
commenter  believes  that  the  ACEC  is  the  best  alternative  for  the  desert  tortoise,  is  noted. 

55-3.  The  description  of  the  modification  of  the  DWMA  boundary  in  Section  2.2.2,  and  the 
description  of  Alternative  6 in  Section  2.5.1,  have  been  revised  to  clarify  that  Alternative 
6 would  include  inclusion  of  the  entire  Project  Study  Area  within  the  boundaries  of  the 
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modified  DWMA.  By  making  this  clarification,  Alternative  6 effectively  considered 
designation  of  the  entire  remainder  of  the  area  west  of  Interstate  1 5 as  being  included 
within  the  Ivanpah  DWMA. 

55-4.  This  suggestion  has  been  considered,  and  relevant  analysis  provided,  in  PA/FEIS/FEIR 
Section  2.8.1. 

55-5.  As  described  in  PA/FEIS/FEIR  Table  2-9,  the  BLM  considered  distributed  generation  as 
an  alternative  to  the  proposed  project,  but  eliminated  it  from  detailed  analysis  because  it 
would  not  meet  the  BLM’s  purpose  and  need  to  respond  to  an  application  for  a utility- 
scale  PV  generation  facility  (PA/FEIS/FEIR  Table  2-9).  Further,  while  the  BLM 
recognizes  the  importance  of  distributed  generation,  reports  show  that  a combination  of 
distributed  generation,  utility-scale  solar  projects  and  other  efforts  will  be  needed  to  meet 
established  goals  for  renewable  energy  development  in  California.  See,  for  example,  the 
California  Energy  Commission’s  December  2011  report  entitled  Renewable  Power  in 
California:  Status  and  Issues,  which  reports  that  approximately  3,000  MW  of  distributed 
generation  capacity  installed  as  of  2011  and,  if  existing  state  programs  to  support 
distributed  generation  are  fully  successful,  California  could  add  6,000  MW  of  additional 
capacity  in  the  next  5 to  8 years,  “leaving  a gap  of  roughly  3,000  MW  that  may  require 
additional  programs  or  incentives”  (CEC,  2011). 

Further,  the  applicable  federal  orders  and  mandates  providing  the  drivers  for  the  BLM’s 
consideration  of  the  proposed  ROW  application  and  related  CDCA  Plan  Amendment 
compel  the  BLM  to  evaluate  utility-scale  solar  energy  development.  As  discussed  in 
PA/FEIS/FEIR  Section  1.1.1,  Secretarial  Order  3285 A 1 requires  the  BLM  to  undertake 
multiple  actions  to  facilitate  large-scale  solar  energy  production.  Accordingly,  the  BLM’s 
purpose  and  need  for  agency  action  in  this  PA/FEIS/FEIR  is  focused  on  the  siting  and 
management  of  the  proposed  utility-scale  solar  energy  development  within  the  requested 
ROW. 

55-6.  The  commenter  expresses  the  opinion  that  other  high  profile  renewable  energy  projects 
have  fallen  short  of  their  mitigation  requirements  to  control  dust.  Mitigation  measures 
MM-Air-1  (for  construction)  and  MM-Air-3  (for  operations)  require  the  applicant  to 
minimize  fugitive  dust  emissions  due  to  wind  erosion  during  both  the  construction  and 
operation  phases  of  the  project.  These  include  measures  to  pave  or  stabilize  access  and 
construction  roads;  limit  vehicle  speed  on  unpaved  areas;  cover  soil  storage  piles  and 
disturbed  areas;  and  use  of  wind  control  erosion  techniques,  such  as  windbreaks,  and 
application  of  water  and/or  chemical  dust  suppressants.  Measure  MM-Air-1  requires 
submittal  of  the  Air  Quality  Construction  Management  Plan  to  the  MDAQMD  60  days  in 
advance  of  construction.  BLM,  County,  and  MDAQMD  review  of  the  plan  will  include 
consideration  of  the  efficacy  of  dust  control  measures  used  on  previous  construction  sites, 
including  those  cited  in  the  comment. 

55-7.  The  DEIS/DEIR  addressed  the  prevalence  and  risk  of  Coccidioidomycosis  (Valley  Fever) 
in  Sections  3.11.1.1  and  4.1 1.3.1. 

55-8.  It  would  not  be  practicable  to  limit  construction  activities  to  periods  when  wind  speeds 
would  be  less  than  10  miles  per  hour  because  wind  speeds  of  this  or  greater  happen  with 
relative  frequency.  Similarly,  it  would  not  be  practicable  to  limit  construction  hours 
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when  temperatures  exceed  100  degrees.  The  Applicant  would  be  subject  to  enforcement 
action  for  air  quality  violations  through  the  MDAQMD. 

55-9.  The  Applicant’s  Air  Quality  Construction  Management  Plan  specifies  the  proposed  soil 
stabilizers  to  be  applied  to  soil  disturbed  during  Project  construction,  as  required  by 
MDAQMD  Rule  403.2.  The  proposed  stabilizers,  which  are  not  polymer-based,  are  listed 
in  Table  2-1  of  the  DEIS/DEIR,  and  were  discussed,  where  applicable,  throughout  the 
description  of  the  Proposed  Action  in  Section  2.1.  Use  of  the  stabilizers  is  required  by 
mitigation  measures  MM-Air-1  and  MM-Air-3.  The  Air  Quality  Construction 
Management  Plan  includes  Material  Safety  Data  Sheets  (MSDS)  describing  the  contents 
and  hazards  associated  with  the  proposed  stabilizers.  In  the  evaluation  of  risks  from  the 
stabilizers,  BLM  noted  that  one  of  the  MSDS  sheets  was  incomplete,  and  that  the  product 
could  not  be  used  until  a complete  MSDS  was  provided  (see  MM-PH&S-2).  The 
potential  threats  of  the  proposed  stabilizers  to  water  quality  were  evaluated  in  Section 
4.19.3.1. 

55-10.  The  comment  provides  information  on  flooding  events  that  occurred  at  three  other  sites. 
While  the  comment  is  correct  in  stating  that  the  proposed  project  site  is  an  active  alluvial 
drainage  that  is  subject  to  stormwater  flooding,  the  comparison  of  the  proposed  project  to 
the  damage  that  occurred  at  other  sites  is  not  applicable.  The  Stateline  project  employs 
several  methods  to  reduce  the  potential  for  stormwater  damage.  First,  as  described  in 
Section  2. 1.3.1  of  the  DEIS/DEIR,  the  project  site  selection  and  layout  was  designed  to 
take  advantage  of  a bifurcation  of  the  stormwater  flow  system  downstream  of  the 
topographic  features  called  Metamorphic  Hill.  Metamorphic  Hill  forces  stormwater  flow 
into  two  concentrated  channels  on  its  north  and  south  sides,  and  the  proposed  project  is 
sited  substantially  in  the  area  between  the  two  channels.  In  addition,  the  Applicant 
proposes  to  manage  stormwater  by  using  detention  basins  to  slow  stormwater  flow  and 
then  release  it  at  a slower  velocity  across  the  site.  BLM  worked  with  the  Applicant  in 
advance  of  their  application  to  establish  the  level  of  analysis  needed  to  support  the  design 
of  the  system,  and  this  analysis  was  evaluated  in  detail  in  Section  4.19.3.1. 

55-11.  The  project  site  is  located  very  close  to  highly  populated  areas.  The  site  is  located  within 
two  miles  of  a major  tourist  attraction  at  Primm,  and  within  about  30  miles  of 
metropolitan  Las  Vegas.  While  it  is  correct  that  law  enforcement  problems  occur  in  these 
areas,  the  increase  in  the  number  of  people  in  the  local  area  would  not  be  expected  to 
cause  a significant  increase  in  these  issues. 

55-12.  The  DEIS/DEIR  included  an  independent  literature  search  for  all  existing  information  on 
environmental  effects  and  risks  of  CdTe  panels.  These  studies  were  discussed  in  Sections 
4.11.3.1  and  4.21.3.1.  The  DEIS/DEIR  does  not  claim  that  the  panels  are  risk  free,  and 
acknowledges  that  they  do  not  provide  a site-specific,  long-term  analysis  of  the  potential 
for  leaching  of  cadmium  in  a desert  environment.  However,  the  comprehensive 
evaluation  of  the  literature  identified  numerous  studies  in  which  cadmium  releases  were 
low  or  non-existent,  and  identified  no  studies  in  which  there  was  any  potential  for  a 
release.  The  comment  does  not  provide  any  additional  information  that  would  suggest 
that  the  analysis  is  incomplete,  or  its  results  incorrect.  The  breakage  rate  is  not 
applicable,  because  the  studies  show  that  breakage  does  not  increase  the  risk  of  leaching 
of  cadmium. 
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55-13.  The  analysis  of  the  entire  construction  process,  including  commuting  of  workers,  as 
presented  in  Section  4.3.3. 1,  shows  that  carbon  emissions  are  minimal.  Carbon  emissions 
associated  with  trade-out  of  failed  modules,  even  if  it  was  100%  of  modules,  would  be  a 
fraction  of  the  original  construction  emissions. 

55-14.  The  comment  provides  information  on  the  presence  and  importance  of  rare  plant  species 
in  the  project  area  which  is  already  disclosed  and  considered  in  the  analysis  in  Section 

4.17.3.1. 

55-15.  The  comment  provides  general  occurrence  and  acreage  information  on  desert  tortoise  in 
Ivanpah  Valley  which  is  already  disclosed  and  considered  in  the  analysis  in  Section 

4.22.3.1.  The  estimates  of  the  number  of  tortoises  potentially  present  on  the  proposed 
project  site  is  a fraction  of  the  numbers  cited  for  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  site  in  the  comment. 

The  comment  regarding  the  USFWS  1994  Desert  Tortoise  Recovery  Plan,  suggesting  that 
that  document  identified  the  Ivanpah  population  as  the  most  genetically  unique 
population  in  the  Mojave  Desert,  and  Northeastern  Mojave  tortoises  as  the  most 
genetically  distinct  in  California,  is  unclear.  These  statements  regarding  the  uniqueness 
and  distinctiveness  of  the  populations  are  not  made  in  the  1 994  Recovery  Plan,  or  in  the 
201 1 Revised  Recovery  Plan.  The  2011  Revised  Recovery  Plan  discusses  the  results  of 
Hagerty  and  Tracy  (2010),  and  other  authors,  in  determining  whether  these  results  are 
appropriate  to  use  in  delineating  revised  recovery  units.  The  Plan  concludes  that,  due  to 
generally  continuous  variation  in  genetic  structure  across  the  range,  the  delineation  of 
recovery  units  using  geographic  discontinuities  and  barriers  is  appropriate.  While  BLM 
is  aware  of  the  ongoing  research  and  literature  regarding  genetic  variation  within  the 
species,  these  have  not  affected  the  manner  in  which  the  USFWS  manages  the  species. 

55-16.  As  discussed  in  Section  4.22.3.1,  BFM  considered  the  configuration  of  the  project  site 
and  its  effect  on  connectivity  in  the  evaluation  of  both  the  solar  project  ROW,  and  the 
expansion  of  the  boundaries  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA. 

55-17.  BLM  appreciates  that  the  commenter’s  observations  on  the  usefulness  of  the  study 
programs  funded  by  the  Applicant.  These  programs  are  not  presented  as  mitigation  in  the 
PA/FEIS/FEIR,  but  numerous  other  measures  are  proposed  as  mitigation,  which  are  not 
discussed  in  the  comment. 

With  respect  to  the  comment  requesting  delay  of  project  approvals  to  collect  additional 
data,  please  see  response  to  Common  Comment  Number  6. 

The  impact  of  the  proposed  project  and  alternatives  on  connectivity,  including  the 
cumulative  impact  associated  with  Silver  State  and  other  projects,  was  disclosed  in  the 
DEIS/DEIR,  and  will  be  considered  by  BLM  in  the  decision  for  both  the  proposed  ROW 
and  for  the  proposed  DWMA  expansion. 

The  number  of  tortoises  and  quality  of  the  habitat  were  disclosed  in  the  DEIS/DEIR,  and 
will  be  considered  by  BLM  in  the  decision  for  both  the  proposed  ROW  and  for  the 
proposed  DWMA  expansion. 

55-18.  As  described  in  Section  2.1  of  the  Desert  Tortoise  Translocation  Plan,  the  plan  was 
developed  using  the  USFWS  Plan  Development  Guidance  of  2011.  The  subsequent 
analysis  included  tortoise  density  surveys  and  comparative  habitat  assessments  to 
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determine  the  number  of  tortoises  that  could  be  introduced  without  exceeding  the 
maximum  density  limit  in  the  2011  USFWS  guidelines.  That  analysis  included  the 
presence  of  the  tortoises  translocated  from  Ivanpah  SEGS.  The  results  of  that  analysis 
were  reported  on  Page  3.22-10  of  the  DEIS/DEIR,  and  concluded  that,  even  with  the 
Ivanpah  SEGS  tortoises,  the  site  could  still  support  the  addition  of  35  tortoises. 

Section  4.23.3.1  cited  the  Desert  Tortoise  Recovery  Office  (DRTO)  Science  Advisory 
Committee  in  discussing  the  risks  associated  with  translocation.  Although  the  comment 
provides  additional  information  on  the  translocation  risks  from  CDFG  and  USFWS,  the 
comment  does  not  provide  a citation  to  referenceable  documents  that  could  be  used  to 
add  further  information  into  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

The  potential  spread  of  upper  respiratory  tract  disease  as  a risk  in  translocation  was  listed 
as  a potential  impact  in  the  analysis  in  Section  4.23.3.1.  The  Translocation  Plan 
discussed  how  disease  prevalence  was  a criterion  in  selection  of  recipient  sites,  and 
specified  procedures  to  protect  against  spread  of  disease,  as  mandated  by  the  USFWS 
Translocation  of  Mojave  Desert  Tortoises  from  Project  Sites:  Plan  Development 
Guidance. 

The  connectivity  corridor  between  the  Silver  State  project  and  the  Lucy  Gray  Mountains 
is  not  relevant  to  the  evaluation  of  the  Stateline  project.  The  referenced  USFWS  letter 
requests  that  BLM  and  the  applicant  identify  and  commit  to  specific  mitigation  actions 
and  monitoring  studies,  which  is  being  done  for  the  Stateline  project. 

55-19.  Focused  wildlife  surveys  of  the  Project  area  led  by  a qualified  herpetologist  failed  to 
detect  banded  Gila  monster.  The  DEIS/DEIR  discusses  that  habitat  may  be  present  on 
Clark  Mountain  or  Metamorphic  Hill,  but  the  project  site  itself  is  unlikely  to  support 
habitat.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Wild-3  (employee  training)  and  pre-construction 
surveys  for  desert  tortoise  would  ensure  that,  if  any  gila  monsters  are  present,  they  would 
be  identified  and  handled  appropriately. 

55-20.  This  effect  could  occur,  similar  to  known  bird  collisions  with  the  mirrored  sides  of 
buildings.  However,  there  is  no  evidence  in  the  literature,  or  through  operation  of  other 
PV  facilities,  that  this  potential  effect  has  been  identified.  The  theories  put  forth  by 
Gabord  Horvath,  which  speculate  that  birds  might  be  lured  to  solar  panels  as  a 
consequence  of  confused  polarotatic  aquatic  insects  laying  eggs  on  the  surface  of  solar 
panels  has  little  relevance  to  the  Stateline  Solar  Project  because  one  of  the  underlying 
conditions  of  the  theory — adjacency  to  natural  water  bodies — is  not  present  at  the  solar 
farm  site.  Furthermore,  given  the  fact  that  the  panels  are  tilted,  and  not  presenting  a 
vertical  mirrored  surface,  it  is  expected  that  the  potential  for  fatal  collisions  with  PV 
panels  would  be  insignificant  compared  to  the  potential  associated  with  vertical  surface 
such  as  the  mirrored  sides  of  buildings. 

The  potential  for  birds  and  bats  to  be  killed  by  collisions  with  the  new  transmission 
system  was  discussed  in  Section  4.23.3.1  of  the  DEIS/DEIR.  One  advantage  of  siting 
solar  power  plants,  such  as  Stateline,  in  and  near  existing  utility  corridors  is  to  reduce  the 
length  of  new  transmission  and  thus  reduce  associated  impacts. 

The  potential  for  take  of  golden  eagles  was  discussed  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  in  Section 
4.23.3.1. 
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Management  of  the  temporary  water  storage  ponds,  including  coverage  by  netting,  was 
addressed  in  mitigation  measure  MM-Wild-13. 

55-21.  The  analysis  of  impacts  to  the  bighorn  sheep  in  Section  4.23.3.1  of  the  DEIS/DEIR 
included  disclosure  that  the  project  could  narrow  the  width  of  the  movement  corridor 
between  Clark  Mountain  and  Stateline  Hills. 

55-22.  Based  on  this  and  other  similar  comments,  information  on  the  desert  kit  fox  has  been 
added  to  Sections  3.22.1  and  4.22.3.1  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

55-23.  The  American  badger  does  not  meet  the  definition  of  a Special  Status  Species,  as  defined 
in  Section  3.22. 1 of  the  DEIS/DEIR.  Therefore,  no  mitigation  or  monitoring  is  required. 

55-24.  The  information  on  the  cultural  resources  within  the  Ivanpah  Valley  area  was  included  in 
Section  3.4  of  the  DEIS/DEIR.  Section  4.4.3. 1 concurred  with  the  comments  by 
concluding  that  expansion  of  the  boundary  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  provide  a 
beneficial  impact  by  reducing  the  potential  for  disturbance  of  existing  resources. 

55-25.  The  visibility  of  the  site  from  conservation  areas  was  disclosed,  and  the  degradation  of 
the  visual  experience  was  acknowledged,  in  Section  4.18.3.1. 

The  analysis  of  the  visual  appearance  of  the  project  included  a discussion  of  the  time  of 
day  and  light  angles.  The  analysis  presents  the  worst-case  scenario. 

The  comment  is  unclear  in  referring  to  debating  “lower  Visual  Class  designations”  due  to 
removal  of  habitat,  and  in  referring  to  lands  of  “all  VRM  Classifications”.  The  visual 
class  designation  is  based  on  the  2010  inventory,  and  the  analysis  is  conducted  to 
determine  whether  the  project  conforms  to  that  designation.  The  analysis  included 
consideration  of  all  of  the  individual  factors  that  are  used  in  determining  the  visual  class. 
While  the  comment  makes  general  statements  about  the  visibility  and  appearance  of  the 
project,  it  does  not  specifically  address  the  document’s  factor-by-factor  analysis  of  the 
components  that  make  up  the  classification,  and  therefore  does  not  suggest  that  the 
conclusion  regarding  conformance  with  the  classification  is  in  error. 

The  definition  of  the  objective  of  the  class  given  in  the  comment  is  the  definition  of  Class 
I.  As  discussed  in  Section  3.18.1.3,  all  of  the  BLM  land  from  which  the  project  would  be 
visible  is  classified  as  VRI  Class  III.  The  factors  listed  to  be  considered  were  all 
discussed  within  Section  4. 1 8.3. 1 . 

The  simulations  do  present  the  reflections  from  the  panels,  as  seen  in  the  simulations  for 
KOP-10  and  KOP-12.  The  main  difference  between  the  photo  of  Copper  Mountain, 
provided  in  the  comment,  and  the  Stateline  project  is  the  distance  and  angle  of  view  of 
the  KOPs  involved.  Based  on  the  photo  in  the  comment,  it  appears  that  the  Copper 
Mountain  facility  is  much  closer  to  an  elevated  KOP  than  is  Stateline.  That  results  in  the 
simulation  being  from  a higher  angle,  and  also  being  from  a closer  location,  than  the 
KOP  simulations  for  Stateline.  As  a result,  the  facility  fills  a larger  portion  of  the  field  of 
view,  making  the  reflections  appear  to  be  more  prominent.  In  the  case  of  Stateline,  the 
appropriate  KOPs,  based  on  potential  locations  of  sensitive  viewers,  are  both  farther 
away  and  at  a lower  relative  elevation  with  respect  to  the  facility.  Therefore,  the  visual 
appearance  of  the  facility,  and  any  reflections,  will  be  less  prominent  at  Stateline  than  at 
Copper  Mountain.  This  reduced  visual  impact  is  appropriately  presented  in  the 
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simulations. 

As  discussed  in  Section  4.18.3.1,  KOP-IO  was  situated  at  the  Mojave  National  Preserve, 
and  KOP-12  was  situated  at  the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area. 

55-26.  The  comments  in  favor  of  a conservation  alternative  are  noted. 


Letter  56  - Responses  to  Comments  from  First  Solar 

56-1.  The  value  provided  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  was  from  the  Draft  POD.  The  value  provided  in 

the  comment,  and  included  in  the  revised  POD,  has  been  incorporated  into  the 

PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-2.  The  text  has  been  modified  to  clarify  that  daily  demand  may  exceed  the  value  reported  in 
the  DEIS/DEIR  (1.5  mgd),  any  exceedance  would  be  provided  out  of  storage,  and  the 
daily  withdrawal  would  not  exceed  this  value. 

56-3.  The  additional  information  has  been  added  to  the  text  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-4.  The  definition  of  the  APE  provided  in  Section  4.4.2  has  been  included  in  Section  3.4.1. 
A description  of  the  survey  methods  has  been  added  in  Section  3.4. 1.2. 

56-5.  The  list  of  tribes  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  is  based  on  the  list  provided  by  NAHC.  Additional 
tribes  not  recognized  by  the  NAHC  are  not  added  to  the  text. 

56-6.  This  correction  has  been  made  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-7.  This  correction  has  been  made  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-8.  This  issue  is  addressed  by  the  definition  of  the  APE  as  being  the  area  which  could  sustain 
indirect,  non-physical  effects.  Stating  that  no  resources  have  been  identified  is 
problematic  because  it  implies  that  surveys  outside  of  the  study  area  have  occurred,  and 
that  is  not  accurate. 

56-9.  This  correction  has  been  made  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-10.  The  allotment  data  from  the  new  August  2012  lease  has  been  added  to  Sections  3.7  and 
4.7  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-1 1.  This  correction  has  been  made  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-12.  The  reference  to  the  2,624  foot  elevation  is  not  the  shoreline,  but  the  highest  elevation  of 
mapped  lacustrine  sediments.  Since  it  is  the  sediments  that  are  an  issue,  and  not  the 
shoreline,  this  value  has  not  been  changed.  It  is  not  unexpected  that  lacustrine  sediments 
could  be  found  at  a higher  elevation  than  the  current  shoreline.  The  lowest  elevation  in 
the  project  area  has  been  corrected,  as  provided  in  the  comment.  This  correction  makes 
the  project  site  at  the  same  elevation  as  the  mapped  lacustrine  sediments. 

56-13.  The  text  of  the  DEIS/DEIR  discusses  BLM  policy.  The  text  has  been  revised  to  include 
the  additional  information. 

56-14.  Additional  text  has  been  added  to  Section  3.12  to  ensure  that  some  of  the  areas  listed  in 
Section  3.15  are  also  included  under  Recreation.  In  addition,  the  section  has  been 
modified  to  ensure  that  the  responsible  agency  is  identified  for  each  area.  However,  the 
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section  has  not  been  re-organized  to  match  Section  3.15.  Special  Designations  are  a 
formal  management  designation,  and  the  analysis  is  intended  to  address  project 
conformance  with  their  management  objectives.  Most  recreational  activities  are  not 
formally  designated,  and  the  analysis  is  more  focused  on  actual  project  interference  with 
the  activities. 

56-15.  The  additional  information  has  been  added  to  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-16.  The  text  in  Section  3.15  has  been  revised  to  show  that  state  designations  do  exist,  but  that 
they  are  not  relevant  to  projects  on  federal  land. 

56-17.  The  reference  to  wetlands  in  the  DEIS/DEIS  has  been  changed  throughout  the 
PA/FEIS/FEIR  to  “jurisdictional  waters”. 

56-18.  The  requested  clarification  has  been  made  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-19.  The  information  in  the  comment  was  provided  after  the  DEIS/DEIR  had  gone  to 
publication.  Now  that  the  formal  information  has  been  received,  the  text  has  been  revised 
accordingly. 

56-20.  The  text  has  been  revised  accordingly. 

56-21.  It  is  agreed  that  Section  401  certification  is  not  applicable.  The  FEIS  has  been  revised 
accordingly. 

56-22.  The  comment  does  not  provide  the  rationale  for  stating  that  the  sentence  is  inaccurate  or 
not  applicable.  No  text  change  has  been  made. 

56-23.  The  clarification  has  been  made  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-24.  The  comment  is  noted,  but  the  change  has  not  been  made.  The  discussion  in  Section  3.18 
was  not  intended  to  define  a formal  baseline  against  which  comparisons  are  made,  but  to 
describe  the  complications  that  arose  in  developing  the  simulations. 

56-25.  This  change  has  not  been  made.  Any  Plan  Amendment  would  be  made  through  the 
ROD,  and  could  potentially  include  a change  in  land  use. 

56-26.  This  correction  has  been  made  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-27.  This  correction  has  been  made  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-28.  The  comment  is  noted,  and  part  of  the  change  has  been  made.  The  additional  information 
with  respect  to  alternatives  is  accurate,  but  is  intended  to  direct  the  development  of 
alternatives.  The  purpose  here  is  to  discuss  the  actions  needed  to  address  impacts,  not  to 
develop  alternatives.  However,  it  is  agreed  that  “identify  feasible  mitigation  measures 
that  could  avoid  or  substantially  lessen  the  project’s  significant  environmental  impacts”  is 
a more  accurate  statement  than  “require  the  applicant  to  conduct  mitigation  to  reduce  the 
impacts  to  less  than  significant  levels”. 

56-29.  The  requested  revisions  have  been  made  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-30.  The  reference  to  MM-Cult-3  has  been  added  to  PA/FEIS/FEIR  section  4.4.3. 2,  4.4.4.2, 
4.4. 5. 2,  and  4. 4. 6. 2. 

56-31.  This  correction  has  been  made  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 
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56-32. 

56-33. 


56-34. 


56-35. 

56-36. 

56-37. 

56-38. 

56-39. 

56-40. 

56-41. 

56-42. 

56-43. 


The  requested  change  has  not  been  made, 
both  eligible  and  non-eligible  resources. 

The  requested  change  has  not  been  made, 
both  eligible  and  non-eligible  resources. 

The  requested  change  has  not  been  made, 
both  eligible  and  non-eligible  resources. 


The  NEPA  document  evaluates  impacts  to 
The  NEPA  document  evaluates  impacts  to 
The  NEPA  document  evaluates  impacts  to 


The  requested  change  has  not  been  made.  The  NEPA  document  evaluates  impacts  to 
both  eligible  and  non-eligible  resources.  There  can  still  be  residual  effects,  even  without 
mitigation. 


Sensitive  land  uses  was  defined  on  Page  3.9-3.  No  change  has  been  made  to  the 
PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

This  correction  has  been  made  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 


See  response  to  comment  56-37. 

See  response  to  comment  56-37. 

See  response  to  comment  56-37. 

See  response  to  comment  56-37. 

See  response  to  comment  56-37. 

This  clarification  has  been  made  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 


56-44.  The  measure  is  directly  linked  in  the  text  to  the  potential  for  seismic  and  geologic 
hazards,  which  has  not  been  completed.  The  text  of  the  mitigation  measure  has  been 
revised  to  require  it  prior  to  construction.  The  specifications  in  the  measure  provide  more 
detailed  requirements  than  were  proposed  by  the  Applicant  in  their  POD,  and  therefore 
are  not  simply  a re-statement  of  the  Applicant’s  proposed  action. 

56-45.  This  clarification  has  been  made  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-46.  This  clarification  has  been  made  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-47.  This  clarification  has  been  made  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-48.  This  clarification  has  been  made  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-49.  This  clarification  has  been  made  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-50.  This  clarification  has  been  made  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-51.  The  reference  to  wetlands  in  the  DEIS/DEIS  has  been  changed  throughout  the 

PA/FEIS/FEIR  to  “jurisdictional  waters”. 

56-52.  This  clarification  has  been  made  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-53.  The  reference  to  wetlands  in  the  DEIS/DEIS  has  been  changed  throughout  the 

PA/FEIS/FEIR  to  “jurisdictional  waters”. 

56-54.  The  reference  to  wetlands  in  the  DEIS/DEIS  has  been  changed  throughout  the 

PA/FEIS/FEIR  to  “jurisdictional  waters”. 
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56-55.  The  reference  to  wetlands  in  the  DEIS/DEIS  has  been  changed  throughout  the 
PA/FEIS/FEIR  to  “jurisdictional  waters”. 

56-56.  The  reference  to  wetlands  in  the  DEIS/DEIS  has  been  changed  throughout  the 
PA/FEIS/FEIR  to  “jurisdictional  waters”. 

56-57.  This  clarification  has  been  made  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-58.  The  Jurisdictional  Delineation  Tech  Report  that  was  the  source  of  the  calculations  and  all 
other  information  related  to  this  issue  has  an  LSA  logo  on  the  cover.  The  first  line  of  the 
introduction  reads  “LSA  Associates,  Inc.  (LSA)  conducted  a jurisdictional  delineation 
(JD)  of  a 5,885.7-acre  (ac)  site  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  study  area).  . . “.  Listing 
any  other  author  in  the  citations  and  references  would  create  confusion  for  readers  trying 
to  identify  documents  in  the  Administrative  Record.  First  Solar  may  submit  the 
information  under  different  cover,  or  identify  a different  document  in  which  the 
referenced  information  is  available,  and  then  the  citation  could  be  changed.  However,  as 
long  as  the  source  of  the  information  is  included  under  LSA  cover,  the  citation  and 
reference  will  not  be  changed. 

56-59.  The  reference  to  wetlands  in  the  DEIS/DEIS  has  been  changed  throughout  the 

PA/FEIS/FEIR  to  “jurisdictional  waters”. 

56-60.  This  clarification  has  been  made  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-61 . This  clarification  has  been  made  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-62.  This  clarification  has  been  made  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-63.  The  reference  to  wetlands  in  the  DEIS/DEIS  has  been  changed  throughout  the 

PA/FEIS/FEIR  to  “jurisdictional  waters”. 

56-64.  The  reference  to  section  4.17.3.1  has  been  added  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-65.  The  reference  to  section  4.17.3.1  has  been  added  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-66.  The  reference  to  section  4.17.3.1  has  been  added  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-67.  This  clarification  has  been  made  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-68.  The  reference  to  wetlands  in  the  DEIS/DEIS  has  been  changed  throughout  the 

PA/FEIS/FEIR  to  “jurisdictional  waters”. 

56-69.  This  clarification  has  been  made  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-70.  Section  4.17.10.5  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  has  been  revised  to  correct  the  inaccurate 
comparison  of  cumulative  acreage  of  jurisdictional  drainages  to  the  total  acreage  of 
alluvial  fan  habitat. 

56-71.  In  proceeding  with  the  visual  impact  analysis,  BLM  determined  that  criteria  in  addition  to 
the  specific  requirements  of  BLM’s  VRM  policy  and  CEQA  were  appropriate  to 
informing  the  impact  analysis.  BLM’s  analysis  is  not  limited  by  criteria  defined  in 
regulation  or  guidance. 

56-72.  The  text  of  the  third  additional  criterion  has  been  clarified  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  to 
change  the  general  “as  discussed  in  this  section”  to  a more  specific  “as  discussed  in 
Section  4.18.11 .4”,  and  to  properly  refer  to  the  language  used  in  Section  4.18.11 .4. 
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56-73.  The  text  of  MM-VR-1  has  been  revised  to  clarify  that  revegetation  is  required  for 
temporarily  disturbed  areas  once  their  use  has  been  completed.  The  suggestion  to  apply 
this  measure  to  post  project  operation  incorrectly  infers  the  intention  of  the  measure. 

56-74.  The  suggested  clarifications  have  been  made  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-75.  The  text  in  Section  4.18  referred  to  difficulties  with  desert  revegetation  several  times  to 
support  the  contention  that  impacts  would  be  unavoidable,  long-term,  and  adverse.  No 
change  has  been  made  to  this  text. 

56-76.  The  text  of  mitigation  measure  MM- Water-9  has  been  clarified  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-77.  The  additional  reference  has  been  obtained,  and  its  information  has  been  incorporated 
into  the  analysis. 

56-78.  The  text  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  has  been  modified  to  correct  the  statement  that  population 
size  would  be  reduced. 

56-79.  The  suggested  text  regarding  tortoise  connectivity  has  been  reviewed.  The  text  is 
generic,  and  the  comment  does  not  explain  whether  there  is  a deficiency  in  the  current 
text,  which  is  site-specific.  No  change  has  been  made  to  the  text. 

56-80.  The  text  has  been  modified  to  more  accurately  reflect  the  text  of  the  Regional 
Assessment. 

56-81.  The  reference  to  connectivity  between  the  Ivanpah  and  Piute-Eldorado  CHUs  has  been 
removed,  as  has  the  reference  to  the  Silver  State  South  project.  It  is  agreed  that  no 
connectivity  exists  to  the  east,  and  this  area  is  not  relevant  to  the  proposed  action. 

56-82.  The  discussion  regarding  tortoises  having  360  degree  range  of  movement  has  been 
deleted. 

56-83.  The  reference  to  the  USFWS  width  of  1.2  miles  has  been  removed  from  the 
PA/FEIS/FEIR.  The  Service  will  base  its  analysis  of  connectivity  on  a variety  of  factors, 
as  discussed  in  Section  l.g  of  the  USFWS  2012  Status  of  the  Species  Report. 

56-84.  The  suggested  clarifications  have  been  made  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-85.  The  suggested  clarification  has  been  made  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-86.  The  text  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Veg-3  has  been  modified  to  reflect  the  fact  that 
surveys  have  already  been  completed. 

56-87.  The  suggested  clarification  has  been  made  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-88.  The  text  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  Section  4.22.11.3  has  been  modified  to  include  the 
suitability  of  grazing  retirement  as  an  acceptable  component  for  CDFW-required  habitat 
compensation. 

56-89.  The  definition  of  “active  nest”  specified  by  the  commenter  in  their  Bird  and  Bat 
Conservation  Strategy  was  “supporting  evidence  of  new  material  having  been  added 
during  the  season”.  This  definition  has  been  added  to  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-90.  A section  summarizing  the  unavoidable  impacts  has  been  added  to  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

56-91 . The  suggested  clarification  has  been  made  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 
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56-92.  The  corrections  to  Figure  4-1  have  been  made. 

56-93.  The  figures  have  been  re-developed  to  maintain  the  original  information. 


Letter  57  - Responses  to  Comments  from  XpressWest 

57-1.  The  evaluation  of  potential  conflicts  with  other  rights-of-way  in  Section  4.6  of  the 
PA/FEIS/FEIR  has  been  revised  to  discuss  the  proximity  of  the  Desert  Xpress  ROW 
grant  to  the  proposed  project  acreage.  Although  the  comment  is  correct  that  the  Project 
Study  Area  included  the  referenced  acreage,  the  proposed  project  footprint,  and  those  of 
the  analyzed  alternatives,  do  not  include  the  acreage.  Therefore,  there  is  no  conflict  with 
the  rights-of-way. 

57-2.  The  solar  facility  ROW,  and  the  re-routed  road  around  the  north  side  of  the  facility, 
would  not  overlap  with  the  ROW  of  Desert  Xpress.  Persons  using  the  re-routed  road 
would  be  limited  to  the  road,  and  would  not  be  permitted  outside  of  the  edges  of  the  road. 
The  size  of  the  corridor  that  would  remain  between  the  facility  and  the  mountains  to  the 
north  is  discussed  in  Section  4.22.3.1,  and  is  1,875  feet  in  Alternatives  1 and  3,  and  wider 
in  the  other  alternatives. 

The  effect  of  the  expansion  of  the  DWMA  boundary  is  discussed  in  Section  4.6.3. 1 of  the 
DEIS/DEIR.  That  text  describes  the  limitations  on  future  surface  disturbance  within  the 
DWMA. 

57-3.  The  comment  does  not  provide  specific  instances  where  an  impact  conclusion  is 
incorrectly  attributed.  The  language  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  has  been  reviewed  to  verify  that 
impact  discussions  are  very  clearly  delineated  in  order  to  correctly  attribute  both 
beneficial  and  adverse  impacts  to  the  correct  component  of  each  evaluated  alternative. 
The  review  verified  that  there  are  no  instances  where  the  impacts  of  one  component  (the 
solar  facility)  could  be  confused  with  those  of  another  (the  DWMA). 

The  text  of  Section  2.2.2  of  the  DEIS/DEIR  and  the  calculation  of  the  DWMA  acreage  in 
Table  4.6-1,  and  the  corresponding  tables  for  the  other  alternatives,  have  been  modified. 
The  text  and  tables  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  indicated  that  the  Desert  Xpress  acreage  would  not 
be  included  in  the  expanded  DWMA.  In  fact,  the  acreage  would  be  included  in  the 
DWMA,  and  the  tables  have  been  revised  to  reflect  that.  The  inclusion  of  Desert  Xpress 
in  the  DWMA  would  not  have  any  effect  on  the  existing  ROW  grant  or  future  notices  to 
proceed  to  Desert  Xpress. 

57-4.  A new  figure  showing  the  location  for  Alternative  4 has  been  added  to  the 
PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

57-5.  The  text  of  Section  2.2.2  of  the  DEIS/DEIR  and  the  calculation  of  the  DWMA  acreage  in 
Table  4.6-1,  and  the  corresponding  tables  for  the  other  alternatives,  have  been  modified. 
The  text  and  tables  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  indicated  that  the  Desert  Xpress  acreage  would  not 
be  included  in  the  expanded  DWMA.  In  fact,  the  acreage  would  be  included  in  the 
DWMA,  and  the  tables  have  been  revised  to  reflect  that.  The  inclusion  of  Desert  Xpress 
in  the  DWMA  would  not  have  any  effect  on  the  existing  ROW  grant  or  future  notices  to 
proceed  to  Desert  Xpress. 
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The  language  describing  the  table  has  been  modified  throughout  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

57-6.  The  locations  of  the  temporary  staging  areas  have  been  added  to  the  figures. 

57-7.  The  Desert  Xpress  right-of-way  is  shown  on  the  map  of  cumulative  projects.  Inclusion  of 
all  cumulative  projects  on  all  project-related  figures  would  remove  focus  from  the 
purpose  of  each  figure.  The  text  clearly  states  that  none  of  the  potential  alternatives 
would  overlap  with  the  Desert  Xpress  ROW. 

57-8.  A note  has  been  added  on  Figure  4-1  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  referring  the  reader  to  Table 
4- 1 for  the  key. 

57-9.  The  PA/FEIS/FEIR  has  been  clarified  using  the  newly  provided  information.  The 
discussion  of  the  location  of  alignment  4C  has  been  added  to  Table  4.1-1. 


Letter  58  - Responses  to  Comments  from  Californians  for  Renewable  Energy  (CARE)  and 
La  Cuna  de  Aztlan  Sacred  Sites  Protection  Circle  Advisory  Committee  (La  Cuna) 

58- 1 . See  Common  Comment  Response  Number  1 . 

58-2.  The  proposed  action  and  alternatives  do  not  include  a potential  change  in  land  class  level 
classification.  Chapter  4.6  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  evaluates  the  conformance  of  the 
proposed  action  and  alternatives  with  the  existing  MUC  classification  of  Limited,  and 
determines  that  they  conform  with  the  requirements  of  MUC  Class  L. 

58-3.  See  Common  Comment  Response  Number  1. 

58-4.  Section  1.4. 1.3  of  the  Draft  PA/EIS  discussed  the  Programmatic  Solar  EIS  (PEIS)  and  its 
relationship  to  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  project.  Since  the  Stateline  ROW  application  is 
listed  as  a Pending  Application  in  the  PEIS  ROD,  it  is  not  subject  to  that  ROD  (PEIS 
ROD  Section  B.1.2)  or  the  Plan  Amendments  made  in  that  decision. 

58-5.  Section  4.2.11  of  the  Draft  PA/EIS  specifies  NOx  as  one  of  the  pollutants  whose 
emissions  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM-Air-2 
and  MM- Air-3. 

58-6.  Construction  of  most  of  the  planned  facilities  would  not  require  closure  of  any  travel 
lanes  and  therefore  would  not  reduce  the  roadway  capacity  on  roads  that  provide  access 
to  the  work  sites. 

58-7.  Due  to  the  large  extent  of  the  Project  site  (approximately  2,100  acres)  it  would  not  be 
feasible  to  provide  all  of  the  electricity  needs  during  construction  via  a distribution  line, 
nor  is  there  any  evidence  to  suggest  that  such  a requirement  would  provide  a meaningful 
reduction  in  air  pollutant  concentrations  in  the  region. 

58-8.  The  commenter  has  not  demonstrated  a need  for  additional  mitigation;  and  furthermore,  it 
is  not  clear  what  the  commenter  refers  to  with  regard  to  clean  air  engines.  However,  as 
described  in  mitigation  measure  MM-Air-2,  the  applicant  is  required  to  minimize  truck 
traffic  by  using  carpools  and  other  methods,  and  to  use  on-road  vehicles  that  are  less  than 
1 0 years  old. 

58-9.  Cumulative  air  emissions  were  discussed  in  the  Draft  PA/EIS  in  Section  4.2.10.4.  The 
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geographic  scope  for  air  emissions  analysis  was  defined  as  a six-mile  radius.  The  K- 
Road  Calico  and  Chevron  projects  are  more  than  50  miles  away.  It  is  not  feasible  or 
necessary  for  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  to  justify  the  exclusion  of  projects  so  far  outside  the 
radius  of  interest. 

58-10.  The  term  “cultural  resource”  is  not  defined  in  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA)  or  any  other  Federal  law.  A discussion  of  the  definition  of  cultural  resources, 
consistent  with  the  definition  of  cultural  resources  provided  in  the  BLM  8100  Manual, 
has  been  added  to  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  in  Section  3.4.1. 

58-11.  NHPA  Section  106  and  govemment-to-govemment  consultation  is  ongoing,  and  BLM’s 
Section  106  obligations  will  be  met  prior  to  the  Record  of  Decision. 

The  comment  refers  to  PA/EIS  statements  that  the  project  would  not  disturb  human 
remains.  The  comment  is  incorrect.  The  text  states  that  the  project  would  not  disturb  any 
known  human  remains.  The  justification  for  this  conclusion  is  supported  by  the 
description  of  the  scope  of  the  cultural  resources  surveys  in  Section  3.4. 1.2.  Those 
surveys  were  conducted  throughout  the  project  area,  and  did  not  identify  any  such 
remains.  Also,  mitigation  measure  MM-Cult-3  specifies  a requirement  that,  should 
human  remains  be  found,  actions  would  be  taken  in  accordance  with  an  unanticipated 
discoveries  plan. 

58-12.  The  reference  in  the  comment  to  the  proximity  of  famous  geoglyphs  is  not  supported  by 
any  data  that  would  allow  evaluation.  No  such  geoglyphs  were  identified  or  reported  in 
the  cultural  resources  inventory  or  through  tribal  consultation. 

See  PA/FEIS/FEIR  Sections  5.2.2  and  5.2.3,  which  describes  the  APE  within  which  the 
project  could  directly  or  indirectly  cause  alterations  in  the  character  or  use  of  historic 
properties  as  contemplated  in  36  CFR  §800. 16(d),  discusses  cultural  resources  identified 
within  the  APE,  and  describes  how  potentially  affected  Tribes  were  identified  and 
thereafter  notified  and  invited  to  participate  in  the  Section  106  and  govemment-to- 
govemment  consultation  processes.  No  evidence  is  provided  that  appropriate  parties  have 
been  left  out  of  the  consultation  processes  for  this  project.  As  noted  in  PA/FEIS/FEIR 
Section  5.2.3,  BLM  is  continuing  tribal  consultation  throughout  the  project  review 
process.  Input  from  Tribes  is  summarized  in  PA/FEIS/FEIR  Section  5.2.3  and  available 
in  full  as  part  of  the  formal  administrative  record  for  this  project. 

58-13.  As  described  in  Section  3.5.1  of  the  Draft  PA/EIS,  the  analysis  of  environmental  justice 
effects  was  limited  to  potential  health  or  environmental  effects.  By  comparison,  effects  to 
cultural  resources,  including  Native  American  resources,  are  discussed  in  Section  4.4, 
Archaeological  and  Built  Environment.  Analysis  of  the  cumulative  effects  to  cultural 
resources  that  could  be  caused  or  contributed  to  by  the  project  is  summarized  in 
PA/FEIS/FEIR  Section  4.4.10.  This  cumulative  effects  analysis  considers  the  potential 
for  impacts  caused  by  the  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  identified  in 
PA/FEIS/FEIR  Section  4.1  to  combine  with  those  of  the  project.  These  other  projects 
include  large-scale  renewable  energy  projects  that  require  extensive  grading  and 
development.  The  cumulative  projects  also  include  several  transmission  lines  and  non- 
renewable energy  projects.  As  explained  in  Sections  4.4.11,  the  implementation  of 
mitigation  measure  MM-Cult-1,  which  would  require  the  execution  of  an  MO  A in 
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accordance  with  the  requirements  of  NHPA  §106,  would  address  project-related  impacts 
on  cultural  resources,  including  Native  American  resources. 

The  analysis  of  environmental  justice  effects  was  limited  to  potential  health  or 
environmental  effects.  Section  4.5,  Environmental  Justice , did  not  find  that  the  Project’s 
impacts  would  affect  minority  or  low-income  populations  in  a disproportionately  adverse 
manner.  Thus,  the  project  would  not  have  a contribution  to  any  potential  cumulative 
effect  on  environmental  justice  resulting  from  other  projects.  See,  for  comparison,  the 
analysis  of  cumulative  effects  on  cultural  resources,  which  did  consider  the  incremental 
contributory  effects  of  all  of  the  projects  identified  as  BLM  Renewable  Energy  Projects 
within  the  cumulative  analysis  impact  area. 

58-14.  The  comment  suggests  that  the  consideration  of  geological  resources  in  the  PA/EIS  is 
inadequate;  however,  it  provides  no  specific  examples  as  a basis  for  the  allegation. 
Section  3.10  of  PA/EIS  summarized  the  results  of  an  assessment  of  the  potential  for 
paleontological  resources,  and  4.10.11  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  provides  mitigation 
requirements  for  the  conduct  of  pre-construction  surveys,  a paleontological  mitigation 
and  monitoring  plan,  and  recovery  of  specimens.  It  is  not  clear  what  additional 
mitigation  the  commenter  would  suggest. 

58-15.  Baseline  greenhouse  gas  emissions  in  the  local  landscape  are  irrelevant  to  an  analysis  of 
global  climate  change,  so  would  not  inform  BLM’s  decision  on  this  project.  Instead,  the 
PA/FEIS/FEIR  compares  the  project’s  emissions  to  CEQ’s  recommended  standard  for 
deciding  whether  to  conduct  a quantitative  and  qualitative  assessment  that  may  be 
meaningful.  By  having  emissions  that  are  only  a fraction  of  the  CEQ  standard,  BLM 
determined  that  further  analysis  was  not  necessary. 

58-16.  The  Multiple  Use  Class  (MUC)  Guidelines  in  Table  1 of  the  CDCA  Plan  state  that  solar 
electrical  generation  facilities  may  be  allowed  in  an  MUC  Limited  (L)  area  after  NEPA 
requirements  are  met  and  the  CDCA  Plan  is  properly  amended.  The  Proposed  Action,  if 
approved,  would  amend  the  CDCA  Plan  following  the  process  anticipated  in  the  CDCA 
Plan  to  identify  the  site  as  suitable  for  the  proposed  solar  energy  use.  Accordingly,  the 
proposed  CDCA  Plan  amendment  and  the  overall  amendment  process  would  be 
consistent  with  the  CDCA  Plan. 

58-17.  As  discussed  in  Section  3. 6. 2. 2,  the  San  Bernardino  County  General  Plan  does  not  pertain 
to  projects,  such  as  the  Stateline  project,  that  are  located  entirely  on  Federal  land. 

58-18.  Based  on  this  and  other  similar  comments,  information  on  the  desert  kit  fox  has  been 
added  to  Sections  3.22.1  and  4.22.3.1  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

58-19.  The  comment  is  incorrect  in  implying  that  the  only  mitigation  is  that  discussed  in  the 
Plan  of  Development  and  other  management  plans.  All  of  the  required  plans  have  been 
developed.  Section  4.22.11.1,  which  summarizes  the  measures  proposed  by  the 
applicant,  is  only  one  component  of  the  mitigation.  Section  4.22.11.2  specifies 
mitigation  measures  developed  by  BLM  for  other  resources  which  would  also  address 
impacts  to  wildlife.  Then,  Section  4.22.11.3  provides  details  on  15  additional  measures 
required  by  BLM  to  address  impacts  to  wildlife.  The  document  has  been  reviewed,  and 
text  changes  made  where  appropriate,  to  ensure  that  the  text  refers  to  implementation  of 
existing  management  plans,  rather  than  preparation  of  such  plans. 
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58-20.  The  comment’s  statement  that  the  EIS  acknowledges  dire  consequences  for  the  desert 
tortoise  and  tortoise  habitat  is  not  correct.  The  EIS  makes  no  such  statement.  The 
EIS/EIR  acknowledges  that  there  would  be  adverse  impacts  to  both  individuals  and 
habitat  from  the  project  and  the  translocation  process,  evaluates  those  impacts  within  the 
context  of  the  regional  tortoise  populations,  and  requires  extensive  mitigation  and 
compensation  to  avoid  or  reduce  impacts. 

58-21.  The  PA/EIS  addresses  potential  impacts  of  noise  on  wildlife  in  Section  4.22.3.1,  in  a 
subsection  titled  “ Human  Presence,  Noise,  and  Light". 

58-22.  Section  4.21.3.1  discusses  the  potential  for  both  wildfires  and  electrical  fires  to  occur 
during  both  construction  and  operations.  Section  3.11.1.3  discusses  the  emergency 
response,  including  time  needed  for  responders  to  arrive  at  the  site. 

58-23.  Section  4.11  analyzes  the  potential  for  intentionally  destructive  acts.  One  benefit  of 
siting  new  power  plants  adjacent  to  existing  transmission  is  to  reduce  the  potential  for 
security  risks  to  transmission.  With  a gen-tie  line  less  than  3 miles  long,  the  proposed 
project  is  located  such  that  security  risks  to  transmission  are  negligible. 

58-24.  Regarding  consistency  with  the  CDCA  Plan  MUC  Guidelines,  see  Response  8-21.  The 
CDCA  Plan  is  a comprehensive,  long-range  plan  that  was  adopted  in  1980;  it  since  has 
been  amended  many  times.  The  CDCA  is  a 25-million-acre  area  that  contains  over  12 
million  acres  of  BLM-administered  public  lands  within  the  area  known  as  the  California 
Desert.  The  Plan  initially  was  prepared  and  continues  to  provide  guidance  concerning  the 
use  of  the  California  Desert  public  land  holdings  while  balancing  other  public  needs  and 
protecting  resources.  More  specifically,  it  establishes  goals  and  specific  actions  lor  the 
management,  use,  development,  and  protection  of  the  resources  and  public  lands  within 
the  CDCA.  It  is  based  on  the  concepts  of  multiple  use,  sustained  yield,  and  maintenance 
of  environmental  quality.  The  Plan  anticipated  that  renewable  power  generation  facilities 
would  be  proposed  in  the  California  Desert.  Accordingly,  it  made  allowances  for  the 
review  of  such  applications,  including  a provision  that  all  proposed  applications 
“associated  with  power  generation  or  transmission  not  identified  in  the  [CDCA]  Plan  will 
be  considered  through  the  Plan  Amendment  process.”  The  intention  of  this  provision  was 
to  ensure  that  the  BLM  would  take  a planning  view  of  all  of  the  renewable  energy 
applications  proposed  and  that  such  projects  would  require  an  amendment  to  the  CDCA 
Plan  to  maintain  consistency  throughout  the  plan.  Amendments  to  the  CDCA  Plan  can  be 
site-specific  or  global,  depending  on  the  nature  of  the  amendment.  Thus,  the  Plan 
Amendment  process  is  not  a “loophole,”  but  an  intentional  aspect  of  the  Plan  designed  to 
allow  for  both  flexibility  and  consistency  in  the  use  and  protection  of  public  lands  and 
resources. 

58-25.  Congress  specifically  recognized  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  management  for  the 
CDCA,  through  its  requirement  for  the  CDCA  Plan  in  FLPMA,  by  providing  for  present 
and  future  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  public  lands.  The  CDCA  Plan  identifies  allowable 
uses  of  the  public  lands  in  the  CDCA.  In  particular,  it  authorizes  the  location  of  solar 
power  generating  facilities  in  MUC  L and  other  land  classifications  upon  NEPA  review. 
The  mitigation  provided  throughout  the  PA/EIS  ensures  that  that  public  lands  under 
consideration  will  be  occupied  only  with  authorized  facilities  and  only  to  the  extent 
necessary  to  construct,  operate,  maintain,  and  terminate  the  project.  Compliance  with 
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mitigation  measures,  the  Biological  Opinion,  and  NHPA  Section  106  requirements  will 
ensure  that  the  Project  will  not  unnecessarily  and  unduly  degrade  these  public  lands. 

58-26.  Camping  is  acknowledged  as  an  allowable  use  of  the  project  site  in  Sections  3.12,  3.15, 
and  throughout  Section  4.12.  However,  as  discussed  in  Section  4.12.3.1,  it  is  highly 
unlikely  that  the  project  site  itself  is  used  for  camping.  The  importance  of  the  project  site 
to  local  recreational  opportunities  is  that  it  includes  three  open  routes  that  may  be  used  to 
access  the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area  or  Mojave  National  Preserve.  The  PA/FEIS/FEIR 
analyzes  the  impact  to  this  access,  and  requires  mitigation  to  ensure  that  access  is  not 
affected.  Given  the  millions  of  acres  of  vastly  more  preferable  land  available  for 
camping  in  the  region,  analysis  of  the  loss  of  this  small  area  is  not  reasonable. 

58-27.  OHV  access  on  Class  L lands,  such  as  the  project  site,  is  restricted  to  authorized  routes  of 
travel.  Although  approximately  5.2  miles  of  open  routes  would  be  closed  as  a result  of 
the  project,  they  would  be  re-directed  within  the  same  general  area.  The  re-direction  of 
these  routes  is  not  anticipated  to  induce  substantial  numbers  of  OHV  users  to  abandon 
designated  OHV  routes  for  illegal  cross-country  use  that  would  result  in  adverse  effects 
on  plants  and  wildlife. 

58-28.  The  California  Public  Utilities  Commission  (CPUC)  sets  utilities  rates  for  all  investor- 
owned  utilities  every  3 years  through  general  rate  case  proceedings.  Consequently, 
neither  the  Applicant  nor  BLM  have  authority  over  any  utility  rate  changes  that  may 
occur  as  a result  of  the  project.  The  Applicant  has  a PPA  with  SCE  for  the  electricity 
generated  by  the  project,  but  the  rate  at  which  the  electricity  is  sold  to  SCE  does  not 
determine  the  rate  at  which  electricity  is  sold  to  consumers;  therefore,  the  project’s  effect 
on  utility  rates  is  beyond  the  scope  of  analysis  for  the  PA/EIS. 

58-29.  Although  there  are  National  Wilderness  Areas  in  the  project  vicinity,  the  project  site  is 
not  located  within  any  designated  wilderness  area,  and  therefore  is  not  subject  to  the 
Wilderness  Act  of  1964.  As  discussed  in  Section  4.15.1.3,  the  project  would  have  no 
direct  effect  on  the  wilderness  areas  in  the  project  vicinity. 

58-30.  The  comment’s  reference  to  the  site  as  being  within  a wilderness  area  is  not  correct. 
Therefore,  there  is  no  congressional  mandate  being  affected  by  the  project. 

58-31.  The  project  would  include  construction  of  a new  access  road  that  is  1.65  miles  long.  This 
new  road  would  be  constructed  in  an  area  that  is  already  crisscrossed  by  numerous  open 
routes.  Construction  of  the  new  access  road  proposed  by  the  project  is  not  anticipated  to 
provide  substantial  new  access  to  areas  of  the  open  desert  that  are  not  currently  accessible 
by  other  routes. 

Section  4.16.3.1  specifically  analyzes  the  potential  for  the  project  to  impact  traffic  on 
Interstate  15,  and  concludes  that  construction-related  traffic  could  create  an  adverse 
impact  during  Friday  peak  traffic  hours.  As  a result,  MM-Trans-2  is  proposed  by  the 
applicant  to  minimize  truck  traffic  during  those  times. 

58-32.  Solid  waste  generation,  water  consumption,  and  air  pollutant  emissions  associated  with 
the  life  cycle  of  PV  panels  are  not  included  in  the  analysis.  The  locations  where  such 
impacts  would  occur  is  speculative  and  would  not  likely  provide  an  accurate 
representation  of  such  waste.  Section  2. 1.3.4  and  several  other  sections  of  the 
PA/FEIS/FEIR  discuss  how  the  applicant  operates  a panel  recovery  and  recycling 
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program  such  as  that  described  in  the  comment. 

58-33.  The  visual  resource  analysis  in  the  Draft  PA/EIS  adequately  identifies  the  potential 
nighttime  lighting  impacts  of  the  project  (see  Page  4.18-3),  and  provides  a mitigation 
measure  to  reduce  both  construction-related  and  operational  lighting  impacts  (mitigation 
measure  MM-VR-2). 

58-34.  The  project’s  water  consumption  is  described  in  Chapter  2,  pages  2-6  through  2-7,  and 
throughout  Section  4.19.  As  described  in  Chapter  2,  the  Project  proposes  to  use  solar 
photovoltaic  technology,  not  concentrating  solar  power  technology.  Therefore,  the  report 
on  methods  to  reduce  the  water  consumption  of  concentrating  solar  power  systems 
mentioned  by  the  commenter  (DOE  2009)  is  not  applicable  to  the  project. 

58-35.  As  discussed  in  Section  4.19,  water  supply  for  the  project  is  groundwater;  however,  the 
source  of  that  groundwater  is  not  the  Colorado  River.  The  project  would  not  remove 
water  from  the  Colorado  River,  or  otherwise  affect  Colorado  River  flows.  The  proposed 
withdrawal  of  groundwater  would  minimally  affect  aquifer  levels,  but  these  have  no 
potential  to  affect  the  Colorado  River. 

58-36.  On  an  issue-by-issue  basis,  Chapter  4 identifies  the  geographic  and  temporal  scope  of  the 
cumulative  impacts  analysis  area,  provides  a basis  for  the  boundaries  of  each,  identifies 
existing  conditions  within  each  cumulative  impacts  assessment  area,  identifies  the  direct 
and  indirect  effects  of  the  Project  and  alternatives,  and  identifies  past,  present  and 
reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions  that  have  a reasonable  potential  to  affect  resources 
within  the  applicable  geographic  and  temporal  framework.  The  PA/EIS  analyzes 
cumulative  impacts  of  past,  present  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions,  including 
utility-scale  renewable  and  other  development  projects,  on  each  of  the  resource  areas  in 
Chapter  4,  including  mitigation  measures  to  avoid  or  minimize  cumulative  impacts. 

58-37.  The  area  of  cumulative  effects  varies  by  resource.  The  project’s  contribution  to  potential 
cumulative  impacts  consists  of  impacts  on  the  archaeological  sites  identified  in  Section 
4.4,  and  no  sacred  sites  or  places  of  traditional  cultural  or  religious  importance  to  Indian 
tribes  were  identified  within  the  area  that  would  be  affected  by  the  project.  Consequently, 
the  geographic  scope  used  for  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis  in  Section  4.4  is 
appropriate  for  the  cumulative  impacts  to  which  the  project’s  incremental  effects  could 
contribute. 

58-38.  The  comment  suggests  that  the  consideration  of  mitigation  measures  in  the  PA/EIS  is 
inadequate;  however,  it  provides  no  specific  examples  as  a basis  for  the  allegation. 
Accordingly,  the  BLM  is  unable  to  provide  a more  detailed  response.  Note  that 
throughout  Chapter  4,  the  effectiveness  of  mitigation  measures  is  described  for  each 
potential  project  impact,  and  summarized  in  the  subsections  entitled  “Residual  Impacts 
after  Mitigation  Incorporated”. 

Consultation  will  be  completed  prior  to  authorization  of  the  project. 

58-39.  See  PA/FEIS/FEIR  Section  5.2.2  and  5.2.3,  which  describe  the  NHPA  Section  106 
process  and  the  reasonable,  good  faith  efforts  undertaken  by  the  BLM  in  exercising  its 
responsibilities  in  implementing  it  for  this  project.  As  explained  therein,  individuals  from 
1 1 federally  recognized  tribes  formally  were  notified  and  invited  to  participate  in  the 

Section  106  and  tribal  consultation  processes.  Public  involvement  also  is  a key  factor  in  a 
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successful  Section  106  consultation;  accordingly,  the  views  of  CARE,  La  Cuna,  and  other 
members  of  the  public  were  solicited  in  the  NOI  published  for  this  Project  in  the  Federal 
Register  (76  Fed.  Reg.  47235-47236)  and  oral  and  written  comments  were  considered 
during  the  scoping  process  (see,  e.g.,  the  Scoping  Report  included  as  Appendix  B to  this 
PA/EIS),  and  considered  throughout  the  process. 

58-40.  As  indicated  in  Sections  1.1.1  and  elsewhere,  the  BLM  processes  applications  for 
commercial  solar  energy  facilities  as  right-of-way  authorizations  under  Title  V of 
FLPMA.  FLPMA  establishes  public  land  policy;  guidelines  for  administration;  and 
provides  for  the  management,  protection,  development,  and  enhancement  of  public  lands. 
In  particular,  the  FLPMA’s  relevance  to  the  Project  is  that  Title  V,  §501,  establishes 
BLM’s  authority  to  grant  rights-of-way  for  generation,  transmission,  and  distribution  of 
electrical  energy.  FLPMA  mandates  that  BLM  manage  the  public  lands  for  multiple  uses. 
Multiple  use  means  the  “management  of  the  public  lands  and  their  various  resource 
values  so  that  they  are  utilized  in  the  combination  that  will  best  meet  the  present  and 
future  needs  of  the  American  people.  ...”  As  identified  in  FLPMA,  this  includes 
“providing  for  the  long-term  needs  for  future  generations  for  renewable  and 
nonrenewable  resources.”  The  BLM  is  processing  the  Applicant’s  application  within  the 
FLPMA  framework. 

58-41.  The  specific  discussion  of  the  CDCA  Plan  Chapter  7 criteria  has  been  added  to  Section 
1.4. 1.2  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

58-42.  The  alternatives  development  and  screening  process  employed  in  the  PA/EIS  is  described 
in  PA/FEIS/FEIR  Section  2.1.1.  Sections  2.1  through  2.6  describe  the  alternatives  that 
were  analyzed  in  detail,  and  Section  2.8  describes  those  that  were  considered  but  not 
carried  forward  for  more  detailed  evaluation.  Potential  impacts  of  the  proposed  action 
and  alternatives  are  analyzed  in  PA/FEIS/FEIR  Section  4.4.  As  indicated  in  that  section, 
the  only  sensitive  cultural  resources  included  within  the  boundaries  of  any  of  the  action 
alternatives  are  two  20th  century  transmission  lines.  Therefore,  no  identified  cultural 
resources  would  be  disrupted,  and  additional  alternatives  to  avoid  such  resources  do  not 
need  to  be  considered. 

58-43.  Chapter  4.6  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  evaluates  the  conformance  of  the  proposed  action  and 
alternatives  with  the  existing  MUC  classification  of  Limited,  and  determines  that  they 
conform  with  the  requirements  of  MUC  Class  L. 

58-44.  The  PA/EIS  acknowledges  that  the  Project  will  result  in  the  irreversible  and  irretrievable 
commitments  of  natural  and  cultural  resources  in  Section  4.23. 


Letter  59  - Responses  to  Comments  from  Western  Watersheds  Project 

59-1.  As  of  October  12,  2012,  the  Department  of  the  Interior  has  authorized  over  10,000  MW 
of  renewable  power  projects  on  public  lands.  As  described  on  page  1-2,  Section  21 1 of 
the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  2005  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  authorize  at  least 
10,000  MW  of  renewable  power  projects  by  2015.  Accordingly,  the  department  may 
continue  to  approve  renewable  power  projects  on  the  public  lands  even  after  reaching  this 
goal.  Consideration  of  the  proposed  renewable  energy  project  on  public  lands  is 
consistent  with  this  direction.  See  also  Common  Comment  Response  Number  1 . 
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59-2.  BLM  has  a statutory  requirement  under  FLPMA  to  consider  ROW  applications,  which 
trigger  a requirement  for  environmental  review  under  NEPA.  BLM  has  no  such  statutory 
requirement  to  accept  ACEC  nominations  from  the  public.  Therefore,  while  the  ROW 
application  has  driven  the  need  for  an  environmental  review,  the  ACEC  nomination  has 
not.  Instead  of  being  a formal  application  which  BLM  is  legally  required  to  consider,  the 
ACEC  nomination  was  received  by  the  agency  during  scoping  as  a public  comment  on  a 
potential  alternative  to  consider  as  part  of  the  review  process.  BLM  considered  that 
scoping  comment,  and  determined  that  it  had  merit,  thus  leading  to  its  incorporation  into 
the  alternatives  analysis.  There  is  no  requirement  that  every  component  of  an  alternative 
be  driven  by  the  purpose  and  need.  Instead,  alternatives  development  is  commonly 
driven  by  an  attempt  to  modify  the  proposed  action  in  a manner  which  reduces  or  avoids 
it  impacts.  This  is  the  case  with  BLM’s  consideration  of  the  modification  of  the  DWMA 
boundary. 

59-3.  See  Common  Comment  Response  Number  1.  BLM  considered  the  alternatives  discussed 
in  the  comment,  and  the  rationale  for  not  performing  more  detailed  analysis  of  those 
alternatives  was  discussed  in  Section  2.8,  and  summarized  in  Table  2-9,  of  the 
DEIS/DEIR. 

59-4.  The  quality  of  the  tortoise  habitat  in  the  project  area,  and  the  impact  of  tortoise  habitat 
loss  and  degradation,  were  acknowledged  and  discussed  throughout  the  DEIS/DEIR.  It  is 
correct  that  the  1994  Tortoise  Recovery  Plan  proposed  the  project  area  (part  of  the 
Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  Unit)  to  be  included  in  the  proposed  Ivanpah  DWMA. 
However,  the  1994  Recovery  Plan  also  states,  on  Page  ii,  that  their  recommendations  are 
general  areas,  and  specific  boundary  delineation  should  be  accomplished  by  land 
management  agencies  in  close  coordination  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  State 
wildlife  agencies.  In  1994,  USFWS  also  designated  critical  habitat  for  the  desert  tortoise, 
and  chose  not  to  designate  the  Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  Unit.  Based  on  that  decision, 
and  other  factors,  BLM,  in  coordination  with  USFWS,  chose  not  to  designate  the 
Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  Unit  as  part  of  the  DWMA  in  the  2002  NEMO  Plan 
amendments. 

While  focusing  on  the  impact  of  power  plants,  the  comment  fails  to  acknowledge  the 
enormous  amount  of  tortoise  habitat  in  Ivanpah  Valley  which  has  been  permanently 
protected  from  further  development.  As  discussed  in  Section  4.22.10.4  of  the 
DEIS/DEIR,  the  analysis  demonstrated  that  the  cumulative  projects  would  impact  up  to 
15  percent  of  the  tortoise  habitat  in  Ivanpah  Valley.  Most  of  the  remainder  of  the  habitat 
is  currently  protected  from  any  further  development  by  being  designated  as  part  of  the 
Mojave  National  Preserve,  Ivanpah  DWMA,  or  other  wilderness  areas  or  ACECs.  If  the 
modification  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  boundary,  which  would  add  an  additional  23,000 
acres  to  the  protected  area,  is  implemented,  then  the  remaining  85  percent  of  the  habitat 
in  the  valley  would  be  permanently  protected  from  further  development. 

59-5.  The  comment  that  the  commenter  and  other  authors  do  not  consider  the  desert  tortoise 
range  to  include  the  Sonoran  Desert  region  of  northern  Mexico  is  noted.  BLM  is  aware 
of  the  ongoing  studies  and  discussion  in  the  literature  regarding  potential  distinctions 
between  the  regional  populations.  Recent  USFWS  literature  on  the  tortoise,  including  the 
2012  Status  of  the  Species  and  its  Critical  Habitat  - Rangewide:  February  9,  2012 


November  2013 


G-34 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
Appendix  G Responses  to  Comments 


continues  to  refer  to  the  recognized  range  of  the  species  as  including  the  Sonoran  Desert 
and  northern  Mexico.  BLM’s  analysis  is  based  on  this  information. 

It  is  not  a requirement  for  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  to  identify  and  propose  means  to 
accomplish  the  frill  range  of  key  recovery  actions  identified  by  the  USFWS.  However,  it 
is  anticipated  that  the  USFWS  will  consider  these  actions  in  their  analysis  of  the  project 
in  the  Biological  Opinion  (BO).  Even  though  there  is  no  requirement  for  BLM  to 
consider,  for  instance,  Recovery  Action  2.9  (securing  of  habitat  lands  for  conservation), 
that  action  was  considered,  and  the  proposed  action  includes  securing  of  an  additional 
23,000  acres  of  land  for  conservation  within  Ivanpah  Valley.  Similarly,  the  connection  of 
functional  habitat  was  considered  by  both  the  Applicant  and  BLM  in  conducting  the 
Regional  Assessment  (NatureServe  2012),  and  by  BLM  in  analyzing  the  impact  of  the 
proposed  action  and  alternatives  on  the  tortoise  connectivity.  Project  configurations 
designed  to  maximize  tortoise  connectivity  were  identified  and  specifically  analyzed  as 
alternatives  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR.  The  agency  acknowledges  that  connectivity  studies 
are  ongoing,  and  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  does  not  prejudge  the  outcome  of  those  studies. 
However,  these  studies  are  not  needed  to  assess  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  project,  as 
they  are  being  conducted  in  areas  outside  of  the  project  footprint  and  BLM  already  has  a 
significant  amount  of  information  on  development  impacts  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley  as  a 
result  of  various  actions,  including  conservation  actions,  taken  in  the  area  over  the  years. 
The  studies  may  influence  future  conservation  measures  or  the  details  of  project 
mitigation  measures  ultimately  selected  from  options  identified  in  the  EIR/EIS  or  the 
USFWS  BO.  It  is  worth  noting  that  the  referenced  studies  would  not  be  conducted  if  not 
supported  by  the  Applicant,  and  the  Applicant  would  not  be  supporting  those  studies  if  it 
did  not  have  the  ability  to  apply  for  a ROW  grant. 

Please  note  that,  while  the  commenter  points  out  that  the  DEIS/DEIR  did  not  enumerate 
two  of  the  Recovery  Actions  in  the  201 1 Recovery  Plan,  the  commenter  similarly  failed 
to  fully  list  all  relevant  recovery  actions.  Among  these  is  Recovery  Action  2.1,  which 
recommends  that  solar  project  facilities  be  sited  outside  of  DWMAs  and  ACECs.  As 
discussed  in  Section  2.8.1,  this  was  a criterion  used  by  the  Applicant  in  identifying  the 
proposed  Stateline  site  as  a potential  solar  facility. 

59-6.  The  potential  impacts  on  desert  tortoise  listed  in  the  comment  were  all  addressed  in  the 
DEIS/DEIR.  The  DEIS/DEIR  acknowledged  that  the  project  would  have  adverse 
impacts  to  both  individuals  and  habitat. 

59-7.  Translocation  of  a species,  as  is  being  proposed  for  desert  tortoises  on  this  project,  is  not 
addressed  in  the  BLM’s  1745  Manual,  which  applies  to  the  introduction,  transplant, 
augmentation  and  re-establishment  of  fish,  wildlife  and  plant  species.  Translocation  is 
defined  as  “the  transport  from  one  location  to  another”  and  does  not  fall  under  the 
guidance  of  the  1745  manual.  Further,  the  1745  Manual  references  land  use  planning 
manual  sections  that  have  been  removed:  in  November  2000,  the  BLM  removed  BLM 
Manual  Sections  1617  and  1622  and  issued  Manual  1601.  Manual  Section  1601  (2000) 
explains  that  site-specific  plans  (for  example,  habitat  management  plans)  are 
implementation  level  decisions  rather  than  planning  decisions. 

The  Applicant’s  Translocation  Plan  was  provided  on  request,  and  is  posted  on  the  project 
website  at  http://www.blm.gov/ca/st/en/fo/needles/stateline  solar  farm.html.  The  plan  is 
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also  included  as  an  attachment  to  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

59-8.  The  potential  spread  of  upper  respiratory  tract  disease  as  a risk  in  translocation  was  listed 
as  a potential  impact  in  the  analysis  in  Section  4.23.3.1.  The  Translocation  Plan 
discussed  how  disease  prevalence  was  a criterion  in  selection  of  recipient  sites,  and 
specified  procedures  to  protect  against  spread  of  disease,  as  mandated  by  the  USFWS 
Translocation  of  Mojave  Desert  Tortoises  from  Project  Sites:  Plan  Development 
Guidance. 

59-9.  See  Response  to  Common  Comment  Response  Number  3. 

59-10.  The  DEIS/DEIR  acknowledged  that  the  project  site  could  potentially  be  used  as  foraging 
habitat  for  the  bighorn  sheep.  However,  there  is  no  direct  evidence  that  the  site  is 
actually  used.  Therefore,  impacts  are  speculative,  and  mitigation  is  not  required. 

59-11.  The  DEIS/DEIR  acknowledges  the  presence  of  each  of  the  referenced  species,  including 
golden  eagles,  in  the  area,  as  discussed  in  Section  3.22.1,  Table  3.22-1,  and  Section 
4.22.3.1.  The  DEIS/DEIR  provides  substantial  baseline  data  relative  to  special  status  bird 
species,  as  identified  in  three  years  of  point  counts.  The  document  quantifies 
observations  of  golden  eagle,  raven,  prairie  falcon,  peregrine  falcon,  northern  harrier,  and 
burrowing  owl.  Appendix  C of  the  BRTR  lists  all  other  species  that  were  observed  as 
being  present  in  the  surveys.  Impacts  were  evaluated  for  other  species  which  were  not 
observed,  but  for  which  potential  nesting  habitat  is  present.  Additional  baseline  data  and 
impacts  analysis,  based  on  the  applicant’s  Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy  (BBCS), 
has  been  added  to  Section  4.22.3.1  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR.  The  status  of  Clark  Mountain 
as  being  included  in  an  identified  Important  Bird  Area  (IB A)  is  noted,  but  is  not  relevant, 
as  the  species  present,  and  potential  impacts  to  those  species,  have  already  been  disclosed 
in  the  DEIS/DEIR. 

The  McCrary  article  addressed  bird  collisions  with  mirrored  heliostats,  which  are 
specifically  designed  to  be  as  reflective  as  possible,  and  not  with  PV  panels,  which  are 
designed  to  be  as  absorptive  as  possible.  McCrary  acknowledged  that  avian  collisions  are 
an  inevitable  by-product  of  almost  all  man-made  structures,  and  provided  references 
suggesting  that  reflective  surfaces  are  more  prone  to  such  collisions  than  non-reflective 
surfaces.  However,  the  article  does  not  make  an  attempt  to  incorporate  configuration  into 
the  analysis.  It  is  clear  that  vertical  reflective  surfaces,  being  aligned  perpendicular  to  the 
maximum  velocity  of  a flying  bird,  would  be  more  likely  to  be  struck,  and  also  more 
likely  to  cause  injury  or  mortality,  than  flat  or  tilted  surfaces.  McCrary’s  suggestion  was 
that  power  tower  projects  should  not  be  sited  in  close  proximity  to  open  water.  However, 
he  made  no  recommendation  of  distance. 

Given  the  fact  that  the  PV  panels  are  designed  to  be  non-reflective,  and  are  tilted  so  that 
they  do  not  present  a vertical  mirrored  surface,  it  is  expected  that  the  potential  for  fatal 
collisions  with  PV  panels  would  be  insignificant  compared  to  the  potential  associated 
with  vertical  surface  such  as  the  mirrored  sides  of  buildings. 

The  Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy  is  available  on  the  project  website  and  is 
included  as  an  additional  file  on  the  electronic  version  of  the  Final  PA/EIS/EIR. 
Additional  baseline  data,  impacts  analysis,  and  applicant-proposed  mitigation  measures, 
based  on  the  Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy,  have  been  added  to  Section  4.22.1 1 of 
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the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

59-12.  Unlike  the  CDCA  Plan’s  requirement  for  compensatory  mitigation  for  desert  tortoise,  the 
Plan  has  no  provision  allowing  BLM  to  require  compensatory  mitigation  for  BLM 
sensitive  plant  species.  In  addition,  there  is  no  state  requirement  for  compensatory 
mitigation  for  state-protected  rare  plants. 

59-13.  The  wash  habitat  impacted  by  each  alternative  was  quantified  in  Table  4.17-1  of  the 
DEIS/DEIR.  Mitigations  included  the  original  siting  of  the  facility  to  avoid  major 
washes,  as  well  as  following  mitigation  measures  as  specified  by  CDFW  in  a Streambed 
Alteration  Agreement  (see  mitigation  measure  MM-Veg-6  in  the  DEIS/DEIR). 

The  analysis  of  hydrology  in  Section  4.19.3.1  of  the  DEIS/DEIR  acknowledges  that  soil 
erosion  may  increase  sedimentation,  and  this  can  affect  water  bodies,  plants,  and  wildlife 
habitat.  The  pre-  and  post-development  effect  of  the  facility  on  surface  water  flows  rates 
and  sedimentation  was  quantified  in  Table  4.19-3  of  the  DEIS/DEIR. 

The  sentence  on  Page  2-43  that  referred  to  washes  potentially  being  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  USAGE  has  been  clarified  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR.  That  statement  has  been  replaced 
with  the  determination  of  the  US  ACE  that  the  washes  are  not  under  their  jurisdiction. 

59-14.  The  definition  of  the  Area  of  Potential  Effect  (APE)  was  presented  on  Page  4.4-4  of  the 
DEIS/DEIR.  That  definition  included  areas  outside  of  the  project  study  area  that  could 
potentially  be  affected  by  indirect  effects,  including  visual,  auditory,  and  atmospheric 
effects.  Mitigation  measures,  primarily  related  to  avoidance,  were  presented  in  Section 
4.4.11  of  the  DEIS/DEIR.  The  eastern  boundary  of  the  project  site  was  deliberately 
designed  to  avoid  close  proximity  to  the  dry  lake  shoreline. 

Please  note  that  many  commenters  have  requested  that  project  footprint  be  moved  closer 
to  the  shoreline  in  order  to  increase  space  for  desert  tortoise  habitat  on  the  western  project 
boundary.  The  siting  of  the  project  needs  to  balance  protection  of  a variety  of  resources. 

59-15.  Alternative  water  supplies  were  considered  by  BLM  and  the  Applicant.  Trucking  of 
water  results  in  other  impacts,  including  air  and  GHG  emissions,  traffic  impacts,  and 
public  safety  issues.  Given  the  fact  that  the  water  analysis  shows  that  there  is  plenty  of 
available  water  supply  in  this  area  (reserves  are  not  depleted,  as  stated  in  the  comment),  a 
local  water  supply  for  this  temporary  use  is  considered  to  be  most  appropriate. 

59-16.  Section  3.7  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  has  been  revised  to  update  the  status  of  the  grazing 
allotment.  The  reductions  in  acres  and  AUMs  are  not  reflected  in  the  extension,  as  they 
would  not  occur  until  after  the  project  is  approved. 

59-17.  The  analyses  in  Section  4.15  of  the  DEIS  acknowledge  that  noise  from  project 
construction  would  be  heard  in  the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area,  and  Section  4.18 
acknowledges  that  the  project  would  be  visible  from  the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area.  In 
addition,  Section  4.15  discussed  how  the  modification  of  the  DWMA  boundary  would 
have  a beneficial  impact  on  the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area. 

59-18.  With  respect  to  the  definition  of  mitigation  including  “Avoiding  the  impact  altogether  by 
not  taking  a certain  action  of  parts  of  an  action”,  please  note  that  there  is  no  functional 
difference  between  this  and  the  development  and  consideration  of  project  alternatives. 
Avoiding  an  impact  by  not  taking  the  action  is  equivalent  to  either  the  No  Action 
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Alternative  (Alternative  5 in  the  DEIS/DEIS)  or  either  of  the  No  Project  Alternatives 
(Alternatives  6 and  7 in  the  DEIS/DEIR).  Alternative  4 in  the  DEIS/DEIR  is  functionally 
equivalent  to  not  taking  a certain  part  of  the  action,  in  this  case,  construction  of  part  of 
the  solar  farm  in  the  area  south  of  the  golf  course. 

The  PA/FEIS/FEIR  has  included  all  legally  required  acquisition  of  compensation  habitat 
and  enhancement  measures,  both  for  the  desert  tortoise.  Although  specific  compensation 
for  other  special  status  species  is  not  required,  habitat  acquired  for  the  tortoise  would  also 
provide  compensation  for  many  or  all  of  those  species. 

The  Stateline  project  is  not  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  California  Energy  Commission 
(CEC),  so  the  compensation  requirements  specified  for  Ivanpah  SEGS  are  not  relevant  to 
the  Stateline  project. 

59-19.  The  effect  of  the  Solar  PEIS,  DRECP,  and  expansion  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  on  Ivanpah 
Valley  will  be  to  prohibit  any  further  solar  development  in  any  areas  that  could 
reasonably  result  in  overlapping  of  cumulative  impacts.  This  would  result  in  protection 
of  resources  in  these  areas,  rather  than  impacts  to  resources. 


Letter  60  - Responses  to  Comments  from  Lahontan  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board 

60-1.  Designated  beneficial  uses  of  surface  water  were  listed  in  Table  3.19-1  of  the 
DEIS/DEIR.  Designated  beneficial  uses  of  groundwater  were  listed  in  Table  3.19-2. 

The  issues  associated  with  the  beneficial  uses  that  are  applicable  to  the  project  area  were 
evaluated  throughout  the  DEIS/DEIR.  Section  4.19  of  the  DEIS/DEIR  had  specific 
subsections  to  evaluate  groundwater  recharge,  flood  peak  attenuation,  wildlife  habitat, 
and  water  quality  for  both  surface  water  and  groundwater,  and  municipal  and  domestic 
supply  for  groundwater.  Issues  associated  with  some  designated  beneficial  uses  are  not 
applicable  to  the  project  site.  These  include  municipal  and  domestic  supply  for  surface 
water,  agricultural  uses,  freshwater  habitat,  water  contact  recreation,  industrial  service 
supply,  and  freshwater  replenishment.  In  addition  to  those  discussions  throughout 
Section  4.19.3  and  the  correlative  sections  for  the  other  alternatives,  the  same  issues  were 
also  discussed  within  the  framework  of  the  CEQA  significance  criteria  for  surface  water 
and  groundwater.  These  discussions  were  somewhat  repetitive,  but  were  done  separately 
to  ensure  that  CEQA  criteria  were  met.  A similar  re-analysis  of  the  exact  same  issues, 
but  within  the  framework  of  the  designated  beneficial  uses,  would  be  repetitive,  and 
would  not  add  anything  to  the  document.  The  document  already  lists  the  beneficial  uses, 
and  provides  full  analysis  of  those  that  are  relevant. 

The  comment  that  the  document  should  provide  alternatives  to  avoid  impacts  or  describe 
specific  mitigation  measures  to  minimize  unavoidable  impacts  to  a less  than  significant 
level  is  noted.  This  was  complied  with  in  the  evaluation  of  CEQA  significance 
determinations  in  Section  4.19.3.2,  which  concluded  that  all  impacts  would  either  be  less 
than  significant,  or  would  be  reduced  to  less  than  significant  following  implementation  of 
mitigation. 

The  commenter’s  request  to  consider  alternatives  that  would  decrease  the  project’s 
impact  to  ephemeral  drainage  habitat  fails  to  acknowledge  the  consideration  of  these 
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drainages  and  other  resources  that  was  incorporated  into  original  siting  of  the  project.  As 
discussed  on  Pages  1-3,  2-9,  and  2-40  through  2-41  of  the  DEIS/DEIR,  the  project 
design,  as  proposed  to  BLM,  was  originally  sited,  and  has  subsequently  been  reduced  in 
size  and  reconfigured,  to  avoid  critical  habitat  for  tortoise,  other  areas  designated  for 
protection  of  resources,  and  ephemeral  drainages  repeatedly  since  2008.  The  statement 
that  the  DEIS/DEIR  has  considered  only  various  site  placement  alternatives  is  inaccurate, 
as  BLM  has  subsequently  considered  even  further  size  reduction  in  the  development  of 
Alternative  4,  as  well  as  three  no  project  alternatives. 

In  response  to  public  comments,  BLM  worked  with  the  Applicant  to  modify  its  proposed 
action  to  reduce  the  use  of  grading,  disk  and  roll,  and  vegetation  removal  as  much  as 
feasible.  The  Applicant  developed  a Revised  Site  Preparation  plan  which  considered 
areas  where  grading  and  disk  and  roll  could  be  minimized,  and  proposed  a zoned 
approach  to  site  preparation.  This  approach  has  been  incorporated  into  a Revised 
Alternative  3,  which  is  described  in  Section  2.3.3,  and  evaluated  in  detail  in  Chapter  4. 
BLM  also  considered  evaluating  a separate  alternative  that  would  prohibit  the  use  of 
grading  and  disk  and  roll  as  part  of  the  construction  process,  but  ultimately  decided  not  to 
evaluate  this  alternative  in  detail.  These  considerations  and  rationales  are  discussed  in 
Section  2.8.3  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

60-2.  All  of  the  issues  raised  in  the  comment  were  discussed  throughout  the  DEIS/DEIR.  The 
comment  does  not  provide  any  specific  statements  of  impacts  that  would  occur,  or 
mitigation  that  should  be  required,  but  which  are  not  addressed  in  the  document. 
Construction  wastes  were  discussed  in  Sections  2. 1.3.1,  2. 1.3. 5,  and  4.11.3.1.  Wetlands 
and  floodplains  were  discussed  in  Sections  3.17.1.4,  3.198.1.1,  4.17.3.1,  and  4.19.3.1. 
Construction  activities  were  discussed  in  Section  2. 1.3. 2,  and  impacts  associated  with 
those  activities  were  discussed  in  specific  subsections  within  each  resource  analysis  in 
Chapter  4.  Impacts  associated  with  land  development  were  discussed  in  Section  4.6. 

60-3.  The  document  has  been  reviewed  to  verify  that  the  analysis  does  not  rely  on  permit 
compliance  to  conclude  that  all  impacts  are  less  than  significant.  Although  permit 
requirements  are  mentioned  throughout  the  document,  and  some  mitigation  measures 
(such  as  MM-Water-1  and  MM-Water-8)  require  the  applicant  to  provide  permit 
information  to  BLM,  that  does  not  imply  that  compliance  with  the  permits,  on  its  own, 
would  mitigate  impacts.  Therefore,  no  other  modifications  have  been  made  to  the 
PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

60-4.  BLM  generally  agrees  with  the  analysis  of  stormwater  drainage  impacts  presented  by  the 
commenter.  Each  of  these  issues  has  been  addressed  in  the  analysis  of  impacts  in  Section 
4.19  of  the  DEIS/DEIR.  However,  BLM  disagrees  with  two  conclusions  stated  in  the 
comment,  specifically,  that  reconstructing  the  hydrology  must  necessarily  decrease  water 
storage  capacity  and  increase  water  flow  velocity.  These  statements  can  be  correct  if  the 
design  and  implementation  of  the  stormwater  management  system  is  not  done  correctly. 
However,  the  specific  purpose  in  installing  the  basins  is  to  increase  water  storage 
capacity  and  to  decrease  flow  velocity,  both  of  which  are  technically  feasible.  Therefore, 
an  assumption  that  modification  of  hydrology  by  constructing  basins  necessarily  leads  to 
decreased  water  storage  and  velocity  increase  is  incorrect.  BLM  has  worked  with  the 
applicant  to  verify  that  the  basins  are  sized  sufficiently  to  achieve  the  purpose  of  water 


November  2013 


G-39 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
Appendix  G Responses  to  Comments 


storage  and  velocity  decrease  to  the  extent  needed  to  avoid  the  impacts  discussed  in  the 
comment. 

60-5.  The  impacts  to  all  surface  waters  mentioned  in  the  comment  were  evaluated  in  Sections 
4.17  and  4.19  of  the  DEIS/DEIR.  The  impacts  to  ephemeral  channels  were  quantified  in 
terms  of  acreage  (see  Table  4.17-1,  and  in  terms  of  flow  volume  and  velocity  (see  Tables 
4.19-3  and  4-19.4),  and  these  impacts  were  identified  as  long-term.  The  comment  fails  to 
acknowledge  the  substantial  consideration  of  avoidance  of  drainages  and  other  resources 
that  went  into  the  original  project  siting  effort,  and  in  the  subsequent  development  of  the 
action  alternatives. 

60-6.  Tables  4. 19-3  and  4.19-4  of  the  DEIS/DEIR  present  the  results  of  the  requested  modeling 
of  site  hydrology.  Additional  text  has  been  provided  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  describing 
how  the  modeling  considered  sediment  delivery,  the  water  retention  capability  of  the 
engineered  improvements,  and  the  applicant’s  maintenance  plan. 

60-7.  The  PA/FEIS/FEIR  text  has  been  revised  to  identify  the  closest  springs  to  the  project 
area,  and  evaluate  the  potential  for  the  cumulative  projects  to  affect  those  springs. 
Because  those  springs  are  more  than  4 miles  away  from  the  groundwater  production 
wells,  quantitative  evaluation  of  the  potential  to  affect  the  other  referenced  springs  is  not 
reasonable. 

60-8.  The  comment  does  not  specify  any  resources  or  impacts  that  were  left  unaddressed  in  the 
DEIS/DEIR.  As  discussed  in  the  response  to  Comment  60-1,  the  DEIS/DEIR  analyzed 
impacts  to  all  applicable  resources  with  respect  to  NEPA  requirements,  and  with  respect 
to  the  CEQA  significance  criteria.  Re-analyzing  the  same  technical  issues  within  the 
context  of  another  framework  would  be  repetitive  and  unwieldy,  and  would  not  add 
anything  to  the  analysis. 

60-9.  BLM  disagrees  with  the  conclusion,  in  the  comment,  that  upgradient  and  downgradient 
basins  do  not  address  the  potential  for  impacts  during  flooding,  and  may  result  in 
increased  drainage  concentration.  The  very  reason  for  implementation  of  basins  is  to 
capture  stormwater  flow  from  upstream  areas,  slow  it,  and  then  release  it  at  a slower 
velocity  as  sheet  flow.  Sheet  flow,  by  definition,  is  the  action  of  spreading  water  out  over 
a larger  surface  area,  thus  reducing  concentration  instead  of  increasing  it.  It  is  agreed  that 
surfaces  developed  to  promote  sheet  flow  will  eventually  begin  to  form  channels  again. 
That  is  the  reason  for  requiring  site  inspection  and  response  actions  following  storm 
events  in  MM- Water-9. 

BLM  agrees  that  infiltration,  particularly  during  torrential  storm  events,  is  at  a minimum 
and  erosion,  even  on  flat  surfaces,  can  rapidly  occur.  The  reference  to  infiltration  in  the 
comment  is  not  applicable  to  any  of  the  impacts,  because  infiltration  is  only  applicable  at 
the  point  of  precipitation,  and  mostly  does  not  occur  in  the  flow  paths.  Stormwater  issues 
associated  with  the  project  are  a result  of  stormwater  flowing  onto  the  project  site  from 
the  upstream  mountains,  not  from  precipitation  on  the  site  itself.  It  is  agreed  that  erosion 
currently  occurs  on  the  site,  and  would  be  increased  if  the  site  was  graded  without 
installation  of  basins  to  reduce  stormwater  velocities.  However,  the  agency  does  not 
agree  that  the  presence  of  basins  would  result  in  increased  flows  and  drainage 
concentration.  The  basins  have  been  appropriately  designed  to  reduce  flows  and  reduce 
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drainage  concentration. 

60-10.  The  information  on  authorizations  under  WDRs  or  General  WDRs  has  been  added  to  the 
text  of  the  FE1S,  in  Section  3.19.2.2.  The  Jurisdictional  Determination  information, 
including  the  determination  letter  from  USAGE,  is  included  as  an  Appendix  to  the 
PA/FEIS/FEIR.  The  permits  that  are  or  may  be  required  have  been  added  to  Section 
3.19.2.2.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Water-9  already  lists  specific  requirements  of  the 
Construction  SWPPP,  and  the  need  for  a Streambed  Alteration  Agreement  was  already 
discussed  in  Section  3.17.2.2  of  the  DEIS/DE1R.  However,  other  specific  mitigation 
requirements  of  the  permits  cannot  be  listed  until  the  need  for  such  permits  is  identified, 
and  the  permits  have  been  issued. 

60-11.  A narrative  discussion  of  the  delineation  methods  was  provided  in  DEIS/DEIR  Section 
3.17.1.4.  A map  of  surface  waters  would  not  be  informative  because  there  are  no 
perennial  surface  waters  in  the  area,  and  the  entire  site  hosts  ephemeral  drainages.  Text 
has  been  added  to  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  referring  the  reader  to  the  Jurisdictional  Delineation 
for  further  information  on  survey  methods  and  results.  The  impacts  have  been  quantified 
in  Table  4.17-1  of  the  DEIS/DEIR. 

The  BLM  is  required  to  respond  to  the  application  as  presented  and  the  activities 
associated  with  the  projects  ground  treatment.  In  response  to  public  comments,  BLM 
worked  with  the  Applicant  to  modify  its  proposed  action  to  reduce  the  use  of  grading, 
disk  and  roll,  and  vegetation  removal  as  much  as  feasible.  The  Applicant  developed  a 
Revised  Site  Preparation  plan  which  considered  areas  where  grading  and  disk  and  roll 
could  be  minimized,  and  proposed  a zoned  approach  to  site  preparation.  This  approach 
has  been  incorporated  into  a Revised  Alternative  3,  which  is  described  in  Section  2.3.3, 
and  evaluated  in  detail  in  Chapter  4.  BLM  also  considered  evaluating  a separate 
alternative  that  would  prohibit  the  use  of  grading  and  disk  and  roll  as  part  of  the 
construction  process,  but  ultimately  decided  not  to  evaluate  this  alternative  in  detail. 
These  considerations  and  rationales  are  discussed  in  Section  2.8.3  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 
Avoidance  of  major  washes,  with  some  impacts  to  minor  washes  is  a consideration  for 
the  siting  of  the  project  and  those  considerations  were  used  to  identify  the  best  location 
for  the  panel  and  facilities  within  the  study  area. 

The  PA/FEIS/FEIR  text  has  been  revised  to  identify  the  closest  springs  to  the  project 
area,  and  evaluate  the  potential  for  the  cumulative  projects  to  affect  those  springs. 
Because  those  springs  are  more  than  4 miles  away  from  the  groundwater  production 
wells,  quantitative  evaluation  of  the  potential  to  affect  the  other  referenced  springs  is  not 
reasonable. 

The  Groundwater  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Plan  and  Water  Supply  Assessment  have 
been  attached  to  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  as  appendices.  Implementation  of  these  is  required 
in  MM-Water-2  and  MM-Water-3,  and  will  be  required  as  a condition  of  approval  in  the 
ROD. 

60-12.  The  reference  to  Water  Board  regulation  of  saline  intrusion  has  been  removed  from  the 
text  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR.  Disposal  of  residuals  from  water  treatment  is  discussed  in  the 
text  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Water-2  in  the  DEIS/DEIR. 

60-13.  The  text  of  the  DEIS/DEIR  does  not  cite  mass  grading  as  a method  to  maximize 
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groundwater  infiltration,  as  stated  in  the  comment.  The  text  cites  mitigation  measure 
MM-Water-5  as  requiring  basin  and  slope  design  to  allow  the  basins  to  serve  as 
infiltration  points,  which  in  turn  promotes  groundwater  infiltration. 

The  comment  that  the  use  of  basins  would  concentrate  flows  and  increase  sediment 
transport,  even  with  adequate  design  and  maintenance,  is  contradicted  by  the  Water 
Board’s  Stormwater  Best  Management  Practices,  Chapter  10,  which  acknowledges  that 
detention  basins  “are  designed  to  attenuate  peak  flows  to  prevent  downstream  erosion”. 
That  document  goes  on  to  say  that  “If  properly  designed  and  maintained,  treatment  basins 
can  effectively  trap  sediment  . . . basins  also  offer  a degree  of  flood  protection  and  help 
prevent  stream  bank  erosion  by  attenuating  peak  flows”.  The  comment’s  reference  to 
basins  serving  to  concentrate  flows  is  incorrect,  and  is  contradicted  by  the  text  of  the 
Water  Board’s  Stormwater  Best  Management  Practices  document.  In  fact,  basins  have 
the  complete  opposite  effect  by  capturing  flow  that  enters  the  site  in  discrete  channels, 
and  spreading  that  flow  out  over  a greater  width,  thus  reducing  flow  velocity. 

The  commenter’s  request  that  design  alternatives  be  considered  which  maintain  the 
existing  hydrology  has  been  considered  by  BLM  and  the  applicant  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 
In  response  to  public  comments,  BLM  worked  with  the  Applicant  to  modify  its  proposed 
action  to  reduce  the  use  of  grading,  disk  and  roll,  and  vegetation  removal  as  much  as 
feasible.  The  Applicant  developed  a Revised  Site  Preparation  plan  which  considered 
areas  where  grading  and  disk  and  roll  could  be  minimized,  and  proposed  a zoned 
approach  to  site  preparation.  This  approach  has  been  incorporated  into  a Revised 
Alternative  3,  which  is  described  in  Section  2.3.3,  and  evaluated  in  detail  in  Chapter  4. 
BLM  also  considered  evaluating  a separate  alternative  that  would  prohibit  the  use  of 
grading  and  disk  and  roll  as  part  of  the  construction  process,  but  ultimately  decided  not  to 
evaluate  this  alternative  in  detail.  These  considerations  and  rationales  are  discussed  in 
Section  2.8.3  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

he  commenter’s  request  that  design  alternatives  be  considered  which  re-direct  flows  to 
areas  where  they  will  dissipate  by  percolation  also  makes  sense.  Infiltration  is  promoted 
when  stormwater  flows  have  their  velocity  slowed,  and  when  those  flows  are  spread  out 
over  a large  area  rather  than  being  concentrated  in  channels.  This  is  precisely  the  manner 
in  which  the  upstream  and  downstream  retention  basins  are  designed  to  operate. 


Letter  61  - Responses  to  Comments  from  EPA 

61-1.  The  PA/FEIS/FEIR  has  been  revised  to  include  the  information  from  the  US  ACE  nexus 
evaluation.  The  DEIS/DEIR  already  identifies  and  quantified  ephemeral  drainages  and 
non-interstate  tributaries  to  Ivanpah  Lake.  That  information  remains  in  Table  1-2, 
Section  2. 1.3.5,  Section  3.17.1.4,  3.19.1.1,  Table  4.17-1,  Section  4.17.3.1,  and  Section 
5.1.1. 

61-2.  The  2011  Jurisdictional  Delineation  has  been  attached  to  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

The  DEIS/DEIR  discussed  site  configuration  and  construction  and  operational  methods  to 
be  used  to  reduce  discharges,  These  included  stormwater  management  features  and  water 
and  waste  management  (discussed  in  Section  2. 1.3.1),  avoidance  of  construction  in 

drainage  channels  (also  Section  2. 1.3.1),  MM-Water-8  (Stormwater  Pollution  prevention 
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Plan),  MM-Water-9  (Stormwater  Management  Plan),  and  MMVeg-5  (revegetation  of 
temporary  disturbed  areas). 

61-3.  No  Waters  of  the  United  States  subject  to  CWA  Section  404  would  be  impacted  by  the 
project,  so  the  LEDPA  analysis  is  not  applicable. 

61-4.  The  project  design  has  already  included  avoidance  of  major  washes,  and  the  DEIS/DEIR 
already  discussed  the  requirement  to  obtain  a Streambed  Alteration  Agreement,  including 
appropriate  mitigation,  for  impacts  to  state  waters.  The  BLM  has  worked  diligently  with 
the  applicant  to  address  designs  that  will  limit  impact  to  drainages.  In  response  to  public 
comments,  BLM  worked  with  the  Applicant  to  modify  its  proposed  action  to  reduce  the 
use  of  grading,  disk  and  roll,  and  vegetation  removal  as  much  as  feasible.  The  Applicant 
developed  a Revised  Site  Preparation  plan  which  considered  areas  where  grading  and 
disk  and  roll  could  be  minimized,  and  proposed  a zoned  approach  to  site  preparation. 
This  approach  has  been  incorporated  into  a Revised  Alternative  3,  which  is  described  in 
Section  2.3.3,  and  evaluated  in  detail  in  Chapter  4.  BLM  also  considered  evaluating  a 
separate  alternative  that  would  prohibit  the  use  of  grading  and  disk  and  roll  as  part  of  the 
construction  process,  but  ultimately  decided  not  to  evaluate  this  alternative  in  detail. 
These  considerations  and  rationales  are  discussed  in  Section  2.8.3  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

61-5.  In  response  to  public  comments,  BLM  worked  with  the  Applicant  to  modify  its  proposed 
action  to  reduce  the  use  of  grading,  disk  and  roll,  and  vegetation  removal  as  much  as 
feasible.  The  Applicant  developed  a Revised  Site  Preparation  plan  which  considered 
areas  where  grading  and  disk  and  roll  could  be  minimized,  and  proposed  a zoned 
approach  to  site  preparation.  This  approach  has  been  incorporated  into  a Revised 
Alternative  3,  which  is  described  in  Section  2.3.3,  and  evaluated  in  detail  in  Chapter  4. 
BLM  also  considered  evaluating  a separate  alternative  that  would  prohibit  the  use  of 
grading  and  disk  and  roll  as  part  of  the  construction  process,  but  ultimately  decided  not  to 
evaluate  this  alternative  in  detail.  These  considerations  and  rationales  are  discussed  in 
Section  2.8.3  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

Comments  61-5  and  61-6  appear  to  contradict  each  other.  Comment  61-5  provides  a 
suggestion  for  how  to  protect  arrays  placed  close  to  drainages,  and  the  introductory  text 
states  that  “many  of  the  ephemeral  drainages  on  the  site  have  remained  relatively  static 
for  nearly  two  decades  and  may  not  pose  an  imminent  threat  to  solar  arrays  placed  in 
their  proximity.”  Then,  Comment  61-6  goes  on  to  recommend  not  placing  arrays  in  the 
static  drainages.  If  the  introductory  text  and  Comment  61-5  are  correct  in  theorizing  that 
the  static  drainages  are  not  very  active  and  arrays  can  be  designed  to  withstand 
stormwater  flow,  then  this  would  seem  to  suggest  that  these  are  areas  in  which  solar 
arrays  can  be  safely  located. 

61-6.  The  DEIS/DEIR  already  discussed  the  Applicant’s  plan  to  size  road  crossings  in  relation 
to  the  size  of  the  wash.  In  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR,  the  text  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Water- 
7 has  been  revised  to  require  that  road  crossings  be  designed  to  provide  adequate  flow- 
through for  storm  events. 

61-7.  The  discussion  of  impacts  to  wetlands  in  Section  4.17.3.1  has  been  revised  to  more  fully 
describe  the  adverse  impacts  of  disturbance  of  ephemeral  washes.  Also,  the  discussions 
of  the  Alternatives  5,  6,  and  7 in  Sections  4.17.7,  4.17.8,  and  4.17.9  have  been  revised  to 
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discuss  the  benefits  of  maintaining  the  washes. 

61-8.  DEIS  Section  4.19.3.1  (Pages  4.19-7  through  4.19-10),  including  Table  4.19-3,  provided 
the  results  of  the  flow  modeling  analysis  based  on  the  proposed  design.  That  proposed 
design  included  filling  of  minor  drainages  by  disc-and-roll  and  cut-and-fill  methods.  The 
analysis  concluded,  for  the  proposed  action,  that  downstream  flows  would  increase  by 
approximately  2 percent  in  the  1.2  year  flood  calculation,  and  0.21  percent  in  the  100 
year  flood  calculation.  The  PA/FEIS/FEIR  includes  a mitigation  measure,  MM-Water-9, 
that  requires  inspection  and  response  actions  for  downstream  areas  after  every  storm 
event.  The  agency  has  concluded  that  an  increase  of  2 percent  does  not  constitute  an 
adverse  impact,  and  that  any  impacts  that  do  occur  would  be  appropriately  mitigated. 

61-9.  The  most  recent  drainage  plan  is  part  of  the  Applicant’s  Plan  of  Development,  which  is 
included  as  part  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

61-10.  The  BLM  respects  the  commenter’s  research  into  other  installation  methods  and 
products.  However,  the  BLM  is  reviewing  the  project  as  proposed  by  the  applicant  and  in 
keeping  with  the  Purpose  and  Need,  reviewing  the  proposal  with  respect  to  the  POD  and 
the  application.  The  BLM  is  required  to  analyze  the  proposal  as  described  by  the 
applicant  and  to  respond  thus,  without  the  broader  experience,  it  would  be  infeasible  for 
the  BLM  to  propose  or  impose  other  products  on  the  applicant. 

61-11.  The  locations  where  fencing  would  be  used  was  described  in  Section  2. 1.3.1  and  shown 
in  Figure  1-2  of  the  DEIS/DEIR.  A discussion  of  the  effect  of  fencing  on  the  drainage 
systems  has  been  added  to  Section  4.19.3.1  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR.  The  comment  does 
not  provide  a reference  to  specific  hydrologic  performance  standards  that  the  commenter 
believes  should  be  met.  In  fact,  the  primary  performance  standards  for  the  fence  are  to 
meet  the  requirements  for  tortoise  exclusion  and  site  security.  By  definition,  a fence  that 
meets  those  standards  requires  a mesh  size  and  a proximity  to  ground  level  that  will 
affect  hydrology.  Therefore,  the  only  available  hydrology  performance  standard  is  fence 
inspection  and  repair  after  storms,  which  are  already  required  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

61-12.  The  agency  appreciates  the  direction  to  the  NPS  article  discussing  the  effect  of  fences  on 
hydrology  in  a similar  desert  wash  area.  Several  of  the  effects  observed  by  NPS 
following  that  storm,  and  discussed  in  the  article,  have  been  incorporated  into  the  revised 
discussion  of  impacts  in  Section  4.19.3.1.  The  observations  raised  in  the  article 
demonstrate  how  difficult  it  is  to  eliminate  these  hazards  for  the  Stateline  project.  The 
article  provides  an  excellent  discussion  of  how  such  fencing  can  create  stormwater  flow 
and  erosion  hazards.  However,  it  provides  no  solution.  Instead,  the  article  concludes  by 
requesting  a review  of  fence  performance  with  regard  to  hydrologic  criteria  by  third- 
party,  independent  experts. 

BLM  has  identified  the  interaction  between  fencing  and  hydrology  as  a major  issue  of 
concern  on  all  development  projects  constructed  in  desert  areas,  not  just  solar  plants.  As 
acknowledged  in  the  NPS  article,  fence  design  must  first  and  foremost  be  driven  by  the 
purpose  of  the  fence.  In  their  case,  the  purpose  was  border  security  and  resource 
protection.  In  the  case  of  the  Stateline  project,  the  purpose  is  physical  security  of  the 
power  plant,  and  resource  protection  for  desert  tortoises.  These  absolute  needs  establish 
the  necessary  location,  mesh  size,  and  height  of  the  fence,  and  these  parameters  cannot  be 
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compromised.  On  other  projects,  BLM  has  written  mitigation  measures  requiring  that 
“the  use  of  flow-obstructing  fencing  shall  be  avoided;  instead,  fencing  that  allows  for 
passage  of  water  while  minimizing  buildup  of  debris  shall  be  utilized”.  However,  this 
requirement  is  meaningless  if  such  requirements  are  physically  impossible  to  achieve. 

In  the  absence  of  a physical  method  to  avoid  debris  buildup,  BLM  continues  to  require 
the  only  feasible  method,  which  is  post-storm  inspection  and  response  action. 

61-13.  The  BLM  has  reviewed  the  siting  of  the  project  and  the  hydrology  report  for  the  project. 
In  that  review  the  project  is  sited  in  an  area  that  is  subject  to  extreme  drainage  patterns 
that  are  typically  not  located  within  areas  deemed  floodplains.  Since  there  is  no  defined 
floodplain  as  stated  in  the  EIS,  and  since  the  project  is  not  located  in  a floodplain  as 
defined  in  EO  11988,  the  BLM  finds  no  reason  to  provide  additional  analysis.  See  EO 
1 1988  Section  6(c). 

The  situation  of  the  project  site  with  respect  to  FEMA  floodplains  was  discussed  in  the 
DEIS  in  Section  3.19.1.1.  No  consultation  has  been  conducted,  or  is  required,  with 
FEMA. 

61-14.  The  comment  incorrectly  infers  that  measure  MM-Water-2  requires  a non-Ivanpah  Valley 
Groundwater  Basin  (IVGB)  alternative  water  supply.  Section  4. 19.3. 1 of  the  DEIS/DEIR 
describes  that  the  secondary  source  is  another  well  located  within  the  IVGB,  4,250  feet 
west  of  the  facility.  That  text  also  described  that  water  treatment  would  be  used  if  water 
quality  is  not  sufficient,  but  this  water  treatment  would  still  be  supplied  by  water  from 
one  of  the  two  on-site  wells.  The  analysis  by  BLM  and  the  County  of  the  available 
groundwater  supply  indicates  that  volumes  are  sufficient  for  this  temporary  use,  and  that 
no  non-IVGB  source  needs  to  be  considered. 

The  cumulative  analysis  in  DEIS/DEIR  Section  4.19.10  analysis  includes  the  full  range 
of  entities  that  would  use  groundwater  in  the  IVGB  during  the  2-4  year  construction 
period.  The  analysis  used  conservative  assumptions  regarding  water  use  by  other  users, 
and  concludes  that  groundwater  resources  would  not  become  overextended  during  this 
timeframe.  Following  project  construction,  groundwater  use  by  the  project  would  be 
reduced  to  a de  minimis  level.  The  referenced  events  of  additional  growth,  influx  of 
large-scale  solar  projects,  drought,  climate  change,  or  utilization  of  existing  and  pending 
rights  are  not  applicable  within  the  timeframe  of  the  construction  of  the  Stateline  project. 
No  additional  water-using  developments  or  large-scale  solar  projects  are  proposed. 
Drought  and  climate  change  can  certainly  impact  groundwater  availability,  but  not  on  a 
2-4  year  timeframe.  The  cumulative  analysis  already  uses  a conservative  assumption  of 
use  of  existing  rights  rather  than  current  use  rates. 

The  text  of  the  DEIS/DEIR  in  Section  2. 1.3.1  states  that  no  panel  washing  would  be 
done.  A reference  to  panel  washing  in  Section  4.2.4. 1 has  been  removed  from  the 
PA/FEIS/FEIR.  Other  sections  of  the  DEIS/DEIR  clearly  state  that  no  water  would  be 
used  for  washing  panels  (see  Section  4.19.3.1). 

61-15.  Section  4.19.3.1  of  the  DEIS  discusses  the  anticipated  drop  in  groundwater  levels  at 
nearby  wells.  The  comment’s  reference  to  potential  impacts  on  groundwater-dependent 
vegetation  is  taken  from  the  Genesis  DEIS,  where  groundwater-dependent  vegetation  was 
documented  at  Palen  Lake.  No  such  vegetation  is  present  at  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake.  The 
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depth  to  groundwater  at  the  project  site  is  more  than  100  feet,  so  potential  impacts  on 
groundwater-dependent  vegetation  are  moot. 

61-16.  The  text  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Air-1  requires  that  the  Applicant  consult  with 
MDAQMD  and  submit  the  Air  Quality  Construction  Management  Plan  for  their  review 
no  later  than  60  days  before  construction  begins.  This  ensures  that  the  measures  will  be 
implemented  at  the  earliest  stage  of  construction. 

The  PA/FEIS/FEIR  includes  all  measures  proposed  in  the  DEIS/DEIR,  and  these 
measures  will  also  be  required  in  the  ROD.  No  additional/newly  proposed  measures  have 
been  required,  so  the  requested  tables  have  not  been  developed. 

Implementation  of  the  measures  is  required  prior  to  construction. 

The  text  in  Section  3.2.2. 1 that  referred  to  serious  nonattainment  has  been  revised  to  refer 
to  moderate  nonattainment. 

61-17.  Tier  4 engines  are  not  yet  required  of  manufacturers.  EPA’s  Fact  Sheet  on  Non-road 
Engines,  dated  August  2012,  specifies  that  the  standards  will  apply  only  to  newly 
manufactured  engines,  and  that  EPA  “never  requires  owners  to  retire  their  old  engines, 
vehicles,  or  equipment”.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Air-2  already  requires  the  applicant  to 
use  non-road  equipment  that  meets  Tier  3 standards.  Providing  an  analysis  of  emissions 
from  equipment  that  is  not  yet  available,  and  that  the  applicant  cannot  be  required  to  use 
once  it  becomes  available,  would  not  add  anything  to  the  analysis. 

In  response  to  public  comments,  BLM  worked  with  the  Applicant  to  modify  its  proposed 
action  to  reduce  the  use  of  grading,  disk  and  roll,  and  vegetation  removal  as  much  as 
feasible.  The  Applicant  developed  a Revised  Site  Preparation  plan  which  considered 
areas  where  grading  and  disk  and  roll  could  be  minimized,  and  proposed  a zoned 
approach  to  site  preparation.  This  approach  has  been  incorporated  into  a Revised 
Alternative  3,  which  is  described  in  Section  2.3.3,  and  evaluated  in  detail  in  Chapter  4. 
BLM  also  considered  evaluating  a separate  alternative  that  would  prohibit  the  use  of 
grading  and  disk  and  roll  as  part  of  the  construction  process,  but  ultimately  decided  not  to 
evaluate  this  alternative  in  detail.  These  considerations  and  rationales  are  discussed  in 
Section  2.8.3  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

The  FEIS  includes  all  applicable  state  and  local  requirements,  which  will  also  be  included 
in  the  ROD. 

61-18.  The  cumulative  emissions  in  Tables  4.2-7  and  4.2-8  were  exceedingly  conservative  in 
order  to  present  a worst-case  scenario.  They  were  based  on  an  inaccurate  assumption  that 
all  projects  would  be  concurrent.  A better  estimate  of  the  potential  for  cumulative 
emissions  is  as  follows: 

• Calnev  and  Desert  Xpress  construction  may  overlap.  But  the  Calnev  emissions 
are  spread  out  over  the  230-mile  length  of  the  pipeline,  and  Desert  Xpress 
emissions  are  also  spread  out  over  hundreds  of  miles  of  construction  area.  Only  a 
fraction  of  these  emissions  would  occur  in  the  area  of  the  Stateline  project. 

• Molycorp  Phoenix,  JPOE,  ISEGS,  and  EITP  construction  will  be  complete. 
These  projects  should  be  removed  from  any  reasonable  list  of  cumulative 
construction  projects. 
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• The  only  project  that  is  likely  to  have  significant  overlap  in  terms  of  location  and 
timing  is  Silver  State. 

Tables  4.2-7  and  4.2-8  have  been  revised  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  to  more  accurately  reflect 
these  issues,  and  the  cumulative  emissions  are  much  lower. 

With  the  limited  impact  to  sensitive  receptors  and  PM  10  being  a more  regional  problem, 
the  BLM  continues  to  require  the  most  aggressive  dust  control  measures  to  help  reduce 
the  short  term  construction  impacts  to  air  quality.  While  a phased  construction  program 
coordinated  with  MDAQMD  may  reduce  the  potential  for  exceedance  of  the  PM  10 
threshold,  the  area  is  still  in  a non-attainment  area  and  will  continue  to  be  with  or  without 
additions  from  these  short  term  activities.  Additionally,  given  the  large  nature  and 
financial  output  required  to  develop  large  scale  solar  projects,  it  is  unlikely  that  the 
cumulative  projects  listed  would  occur  co-temporally. 

The  DEIS/DEIR  includes  a justification  of  the  one-mile  and  six-mile  radius  for 
cumulative  air  quality  impacts  in  Section  4.2.10.E  In  deciding  to  use  this  standard,  BLM 
considered  whether  any  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  that  are  just 
outside  the  radius  would  be  excluded.  That  evaluation  showed  that  there  are  no  other 
projects  for  a long  distance  that  would  be  included  if  the  radius  were  expanded.  While 
there  are  a number  of  projects  within  the  six-mile  radius,  the  next  closest  projects  would 
be  almost  30  miles  away  (and  downwind)  in  Las  Vegas,  or  more  than  50  miles  to  the 
west.  Projects  at  that  distance  could  not  reasonably  contribute  to  cumulative  air  quality 
impacts  at  the  project  site. 

No  additional  mitigation  would  be  required,  based  on  the  comments  on  the  cumulative 
analysis. 

61-19.  Since  the  contracting  and  construction  is  carried  out  by  the  applicant,  the  BLM  has  no 
input  into  the  solicitation  and  selection  of  the  construction  contractors,  this  comment  is 
duly  noted.  The  BLM  will  work  with  the  ROW  holder  in  the  event  the  project  is 
approved  to  include  such  statements  in  the  solicitations,  if  the  holder  provides  a review  of 
those  documents. 

61-20.  The  FEIS  includes  the  update  on  the  ESA  Section  7 consultation  process.  The  relevant 
documents  are  available  on  the  project  website  and  are  included  as  an  additional  file  on 
the  electronic  version  of  the  Final  PA/EIS/EIR. 

The  mitigation  and  monitoring  requirements  that  resulted  from  the  consultation  process 
with  USFWS  have  been  incorporated  into  the  FEIS,  and  will  be  included  in  the  ROD. 

Mitigation  measures  to  reduce  impacts  to  golden  eagles  were  included  in  the  DEIS/DEIR, 
including  MM-Wild-3,  MM-Wild-4,  and  MM-Wild-11.  Additional  baseline  data, 
impacts  analysis,  and  applicant-proposed  mitigation  measures,  based  on  the  Bird  and  Bat 
Conservation  Strategy,  has  been  added  to  Section  4.22.11  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 
Implementation  of  these  measures  would  reduce  impacts  to  eagles  by  reducing  the 
potential  electrocution  and  collision  hazards,  and  by  addressing  hazards  specific  to  the 
construction  and  decommissioning  phases  of  the  project.  For  example,  utility  lines  (both 
transmission  and  distribution)  can  result  in  electrocution  of  birds  that  have  a wing-span 
large  enough  for  the  bird  simultaneously  to  contact  two  conductors  or  a conductor  and 
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grounded  hardware.  Therefore,  any  structures  that  would  allow  this  to  occur  pose  an 
electrocution  risk.  To  protect  eagles  from  possible  electrocution,  APLIC  recommends  a 
horizontal  separation  of  60  inches  and  a vertical  separation  of  40  inches  between  phase 
conductors  or  between  a phase  conductor  and  grounded  hardware.  The  design  and 
maintenance  of  separations  in  accordance  with  APLIC  guidelines  would  render  unlikely 
the  potential  for  Stateline  project  electrocution  impacts  to  eagles. 

NEPA  does  not  require  an  EIS  to  explain  how  project  approval  would  comply  with  other 
laws;  instead,  an  EIS  documents  the  agency’s  consideration  of  the  environmental 
consequences  of  a proposed  action  before  making  a decision  on  that  action.  Compliance 
with  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  and  the  Bald  and  Golden  Eagle  Protection  Act 
imposes  separate  obligations,  independent  of  the  NEPA  process. 

The  no-net-loss  standard  is  proposed  in  the  Service’s  February  18,  2011,  Notice  of 
Availability  of  the  Draft  Eagle  Conservation  Plan  Guidance  (76  FR  9529-01),  the  draft 
guidance  itself  (USFWS  2011c),  and  the  related  Fact  Sheet  (USFWS  201  Id).  As 
explained  in  the  summary  of  the  NOA,  “The  Guidance  provides  recommendations  for 
agency  staff  and  developers  to  use  an  iterative  process  to  avoid  and  minimize  negative 
effects  on  eagles  and  their  habitats  resulting  from  the  construction,  operation  and 
maintenance  of  land-based,  wind  energy  facilities  in  the  United  States”  (76  FR  9529-01, 
emphasis  added).  The  Stateline  project  is  not  a wind  project,  and  the  draft  guidance  has 
not  yet  been  adopted.  For  these  reasons,  the  BLM  has  not  applied  the  draft  guidance, 
including  the  proposed  no-net-loss  standard,  to  this  project.  Also,  unlike  the  CDCA 
Plan’s  requirement  for  compensatory  mitigation  for  desert  tortoise,  the  Plan  has  no 
provision  allowing  BLM  to  require  compensatory  mitigation  for  golden  eagles. 

A description  of  the  manner  in  which  avian  protection  was  considered  in  power  line 
design,  and  referencing  use  of  the  Suggested  Practices  for  Avian  Protection  on  Power 
Lines:  State  of  the  Art  in  2006  Manual,  was  provided  in  the  Applicant’s  Bird  and  Bat 
Conservation  Strategy.  This  information  has  been  added  to  Section  4.22.3.1  of  the 
PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

Section  4.3.10  of  the  DEIS/DEIR  discussed  wildlife  movement  in  response  to  future 
climate  change  scenarios. 

61-21.  In  support  of  the  analysis,  available  wildlife  habitat  in  the  Ivanpah  area  was  calculated  for 
the  desert  tortoise.  The  assessment  provided  in  Table  4.22-7  shows  that  these  projects 
would  cumulatively  affect  about  18,000  acres,  or  6.4  percent  of  habitat  for  desert  tortoise 
in  the  Ivanpah  area.  In  contrast,  more  than  250,000  acres  in  the  area  is  Federal  land  that 
is  specifically  protected  from  future  development.  It  is  agreed  that  there  are  limitations 
on  the  amount  of  privately  held  land  available  to  be  used  for  additional  compensatory 
mitigation  in  the  local  area,  but  this  is  due  to  the  fact  that  the  vast  majority  of  available 
habitat  in  the  area  is  already  held  by  the  Federal  government  and  specifically  protected 
from  future  development.  In  fact,  the  BLM’s  Proposed  Action,  while  authorizing  about 
2,100  acres  of  land  for  the  solar  development,  would  also  add  protection  to  more  than 
23,000  acres  of  land  which  is  currently  available  for  development. 

The  components  of  the  compensatory  mitigation  for  the  desert  tortoise  are  discussed 
within  the  text  of  mitigation  measure  MM-Wild-8.  The  3:1  ratio  is  composed  of  BLM‘s 
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1:1  requirement  in  Category  1 habitat  pursuant  to  the  Northern  and  Eastern  Mojave 
(NEMO)  amendments  to  the  CDCA  Plan,  and  the  CDFG’s  2:1  requirement.  This  ratio  is 
mandated  by  the  NEMO  Plan,  and  is  therefore  the  same  as  required  for  other  projects  in 
the  NEMO  area. 

The  time  table  to  provide  compensatory  mitigation  has  been  clarified  in  the 
PA/FEIS/FEIR  and  requires  the  Applicant  to  satisfy  the  compensation  requirements  no 
more  than  18  months  after  the  start  of  project  ground-disturbing  activities. 

The  mechanisms  and  conditions  to  be  applied  to  future  compensatory  lands  will  be  in 
accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  CDCA  Plan  and  FLPMA  for  the  BLM  portion  of 
the  compensation,  and  in  accordance  with  the  SB34  Advance  Mitigation  Land 
Acquisition  Grants  Program  for  the  CDFW  portion.  Both  of  these  legal  mechanisms 
allow  for  payment  of  in-lieu  fees  as  a means  to  comply  with  compensatory  mitigation 
requirements.  SB34  requires  that  any  lands  acquired  be  protected  in  perpetuity,  but  does 
not  require  land  acquisition. 

61-22.  Potential  climate  change  affects  to  groundwater  availability  are  a moot  point  since  the 
project’s  groundwater  use  would  only  occur  during  the  initial  construction  period. 
Information  on  potential  climate  change  impacts  to  stormwater  flows  and  sensitive 
species  have  been  added  to  the  text  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

61-23.  The  DRECP  is  not  scheduled  to  be  completed  until  later  in  2013.  Because  the  DRECP 
process  remains  underway,  it  does  not  govern  the  BLM’s  decision-making  efforts  for  the 
Project. 

61-24.  Updated  information  on  the  status  of  formal  tribal  consultation  has  been  added  to  Section 
5 of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 


Letter  62  - Response  to  Comments  from  Defenders  of  Wildlife,  Center  for  Biological 
Diversity,  Natural  Resources  Defense  Council,  and  Sierra  Club 

62- 1.  The  map  showing  a proposed  desert  tortoise  avoidance  alternative  recommendation  has 

been  reviewed  by  BLM,  and  has  been  considered,  along  with  many  other  alternatives,  in 
the  development  of  the  project  boundaries  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

Letter  63  - Responses  to  Comments  from  Defenders  of  Wildlife,  Center  for  Biological 
Diversity,  Natural  Resources  Defense  Council,  and  Sierra  Club 

63- 1.  The  agency  agrees  with  the  comment’s  statements  regarding  the  biological  resources  that 

are  present,  and  the  stated  impacts  (including  habitat  loss,  exclusion  of  tortoises  and  other 
species  from  the  site,  and  habitat  fragmentation).  The  species  mentioned  are 
acknowledged  to  be  present,  and  the  impacts  discussed  are  the  same  as  those  disclosed  in 
Sections  4.17  and  4.22  of  the  DEIS/DEIR. 

63-2.  The  comment  regarding  the  format  of  the  document  is  noted. 

63-3.  The  agency  appreciates  that  the  efforts  to  develop  alternatives  that  reduce  impacts  to 
wildlife  and  vegetation  were  recognized  by  the  commenters. 
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The  development  of  alternatives  considers  impacts  to  all  resources,  not  just  biological 
receptors.  Some  potential  configurations,  such  as  the  one  suggested  in  the  comment, 
reduce  biological  impacts,  others  reduce  cultural  resource  impacts,  and  others  reduce 
conflicts  with  Waters  of  the  United  States.  While  the  area  closer  to  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake 
has  fewer  biological  resources,  it  also  has  increased  cultural  resource  and  water  quality 
impacts,  as  well  as  increased  flood  risk  to  the  facility  due  to  standing  water  in  the  Dry 
Lake. 

The  PA/FEIS/FEIR  considered  two  project  configurations,  Alternatives  2 and  4,  which 
increase  the  width  of  the  corridor  to  the  north.  The  PA/FEIS/FEIR  also  included  a 
configuration,  Alternative  3,  which  would  increase  the  width  of  the  corridor  to  the  west. 
In  addition  to  these  action  alternatives,  BLM  considered  an  alternative  proposed  during 
scoping  to  expand  the  boundaries  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  for  further  protection  of  the 
desert  tortoise,  and  included  expansion  as  a component  of  all  action  alternatives. 
Therefore,  reasonable  methods  to  avoid  impacts  to  desert  tortoise,  and  to  provide 
additional  protections  for  desert  tortoise,  have  been  designed  into  all  of  the  alternatives 
considered. 

In  addition,  as  discussed  in  Section  2.1.1,  BLM’s  NEPA  Handbook  requires 
consideration  of  alternatives  with  respect  to  their  ability  to  meet  the  purpose  and  need, 
and  to  be  technically  or  economically  feasible.  The  reduction  in  the  acreage  proposed  by 
the  commenter  would  result  in  a reduction  in  the  generating  capacity  of  the  proposed 
facility  such  that  it  would  no  longer  meet  the  applicant’s  objectives,  and  would  have  a 
reduced  ability  to  meet  other  renewable  energy  and  greenhouse  gas  reduction  goals. 

63-4.  The  description  of  the  modification  of  the  DWMA  boundary  in  Section  2.2.2,  and  the 
description  of  Alternative  6 in  Section  2.5.1,  have  been  revised  to  clarify  that  Alternative 
6 would  include  the  entire  Project  Study  Area  within  the  boundaries  of  the  modified 
DWMA.  By  making  this  clarification,  Alternative  6 effectively  considered  designation 
of  the  entire  remainder  of  the  area  west  of  Interstate  15  as  being  included  within  the 
Ivanpah  DWMA. 

63-5.  See  Common  Comment  Response  Number  1. 

63-6.  The  commenter  does  not  provide  any  information  on  off-site  alternatives  that  are  feasible. 
See  Common  Comment  Response  Number  1 for  information  regarding  BLM’s 
consideration  of  brownfield  sites  and  non-Federal  land  alternatives. 

63-7.  See  Common  Comment  Response  Number  1. 

63-8.  The  comment  fails  to  acknowledge  the  enormous  amount  of  tortoise  habitat  in  Ivanpah 
Valley  which  has  been  permanently  protected  from  further  development.  As  discussed  in 
Section  4.22.10.4  of  the  DEIS/DEIR,  the  analysis  demonstrated  that  the  cumulative 
projects  would  impact  up  to  15  percent  of  the  tortoise  habitat  in  Ivanpah  Valley.  Most  of 
the  remainder  of  the  habitat  is  currently  protected  from  any  further  development  by  being 
designated  as  part  of  the  Mojave  National  Preserve,  Ivanpah  DWMA,  or  other  wilderness 
areas  or  ACECs.  If  the  modification  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  boundary,  which  would  add 
an  additional  23,000  acres  to  the  protected  area,  is  implemented,  then  the  remaining  85 
percent  of  the  habitat  in  the  valley  would  be  permanently  protected  from  further 
development. 
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The  letter  has  been  reviewed,  and  will  be  considered  in  BLM’s  ultimate  Record  of 
Decision. 

63-9.  The  comment  is  incorrect  in  stating  that  the  1994  Desert  Tortoise  Recovery  Plan 
specified  a population  threshold  of  5,000  individuals,  and  that  the  Regional  Assessment 
indicated  that  the  desert  tortoise  population  located  west  of  1-15  “may  not  persist” 
because  the  population  estimate  is  below  5,000. 

First,  the  Regional  Assessment  erred  in  stating  that  the  Recovery  Plan  specified  a 
minimum  genetically  effective  population  size  of  5,000  adults.  The  1994  Recovery  Plan, 
acknowledging  great  uncertainty  in  the  estimate,  actually  stated  that  a “minimally  viable 
population  of  desert  tortoise  from  genetic  considerations  should  probably  contain  at  least 
2,000  to  5,000  adult  animals”  (see  Recovery  Plan  page  32). 

The  second  issue  is  that  the  population  estimate  in  Appendix  B of  the  Regional 
Assessment  only  estimated  the  population  within  Ivanpah  Valley,  and  did  not  account  for 
connectivity  outside  of  Ivanpah  Valley.  The  population  range  for  Ivanpah  Valley  alone, 
as  estimated  in  the  Regional  Assessment,  was  814  to  5,671  tortoises,  which  brackets  the 
Recovery  Plan’s  2,000  to  5,000  viable  population  estimate.  Considering  connectivity 
through  Stateline  Pass,  Cima  Dome,  and  possibly  other  connections,  it  would  not  be 
appropriate  to  consider  the  Ivanpah  Valley  population  on  its  own.  Appendix  B of  the 
Regional  Assessment  specifically  stated  that  a determination  of  an  appropriate  population 
size  for  the  study  area  was  outside  of  the  scope  of  their  assessment. 

The  statement  that  the  Regional  Assessment  cautioned  that  the  long-term  effects  of 
cumulative  and  planned  projects  in  the  study  area  could  not  be  determined  is  not 
accurate.  The  Regional  Assessment  made  no  such  statement.  The  Study  did  recommend 
field  studies  to  assess  the  viability  of  linkages.  The  Study  also  quantified  habitat  loss, 
and  evaluated  the  impact  of  the  projects  on  both  external  and  internal  connectivity. 
However,  it  made  no  statement  regarding  long-term  effects. 

The  Nussear  (2009)  model  did  not  designate  habitat  quality  using  terms  such  as  “high 
value”.  It  is  more  accurate  to  discuss  those  model  results  in  terms  of  the  Habitat  Potential 
Index  Value,  which  was  done  in  the  DEIS/DEIR.  The  DEIS/DEIR  disclosed  that  the 
model  indicated  the  presence  of  habitat,  and  evaluated  the  acreage  of  habitat  affected 
based  on  the  model  (see  Table  4.22-8). 

The  proposed  Stateline  facility  was  identified  as  a pending  application  in  Table  B-2  of  the 
Solar  PEIS,  so  the  facility  is  not  subject  to  the  new  program  elements  adopted  in  the  Final 
Solar  PEIS. 

Appendix  D of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  evaluates  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria  for  the 
nominated  area  located  west  of  Interstate  15  in  the  southern  Ivanpah  Valley.  The  white- 
margined  pestemon  was  not  identified  as  a resource  meeting  the  relevance  and 
importance  criteria  in  this  area.  Whether  it  was  identified  in  separate  analyses  of  other 
portions  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  is  not  relevant.  The  analysis  does  conclude  that  the  desert 
tortoise  meets  both  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria,  and  this  conclusion  resulted  in 
analysis  of  the  expansion  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

Cumulative  loss  of  desert  tortoise  habitat,  individuals,  and  connectivity  were  all  analyzed 
within  Section  4.22  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR.  BLM  agrees  that  the  connectivity  is 
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dependent  on  the  size  and  quality  of  linkages,  which  is  why  these  factors  were 
specifically  evaluated  in  both  the  Regional  Assessment  and  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

63-10.  The  BLM,  both  in  Nevada  and  California  are  engaged  in  regional  planning  efforts  to 
address  wider  concerns  related  to  regional  issues,  especially  the  impacts  and  conservation 
measures  to  be  implemented  with  respect  to  the  Desert  Tortoise.  The  BLM  has  required 
two  different  analyses  of  regional  connectivity  in  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  one  is  the 
NatureServe  report  generated  to  reflect  the  known  issues  and  connectivity  within  the 
Ivanpah  Valley,  and  a more  project-focused  assessment.  While  neither  of  these  can  fully 
examine  the  larger  regional  context,  the  BLM  continues  to  work  on  addressing  issues  of 
habitat  protection.  In  response  to  the  request  to  postpone  the  permitting  of  projects  in  the 
valley,  the  BLM  is  tasked  with  reviewing  them  within  the  context  of  their  actions, 
thereby  limiting  the  ability  to  review  at  a more  regional  level. 

63-11.  The  description  of  the  modification  of  the  DWMA  boundary  in  Section  2.2.2,  and  the 
description  of  Alternative  6 in  Section  2.5.1,  have  been  revised  to  clarify  that  Alternative 
6 would  include  inclusion  of  the  entire  Project  Study  Area  within  the  boundaries  of  the 
modified  DWMA.  By  making  this  clarification,  Alternative  6 effectively  considered 
designation  of  the  entire  remainder  of  the  area  west  of  Interstate  15  as  being  included 
within  the  Ivanpah  DWMA. 

63-12.  The  Regional  Study,  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR,  and  other  recent  tortoise  studies  have  all  led  to 
BLM’s  consideration  of  the  expanded  DWMA,  which  is  the  requested  conservation  plan 
to  sustain  desert  tortoises  in  Ivanpah  Valley,  especially  on  the  west  side  of  1-15.  These 
studies  have  determined  that  the  project  size  and  location,  in  combination  with  the 
expanded  DWMA,  are  consistent  with  the  long-term  presence  of  tortoises  in  the  area. 
The  Regional  Assessment  did  not  conclude  that  the  long-term  effects  of  cumulative  and 
planned  projects  in  the  study  area  could  not  be  determined. 

63-13.  It  is  correct  that  the  1994  Tortoise  Recovery  Plan  proposed  the  project  area  (part  of  the 
Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  Unit)  to  be  included  in  the  proposed  Ivanpah  DWMA.  It  is  also 
true  that  BLM  has  designated  tortoise  areas  as  ACECs  partially  in  response  to  DWMA 
recommendations  from  USFWS.  However,  the  1994  Recovery  Plan  also  states,  on  Page 
ii,  that  their  recommendations  are  general  areas,  and  specific  boundary  delineation  should 
be  accomplished  by  land  management  agencies  in  close  coordination  with  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  and  State  wildlife  agencies.  In  1994,  USFWS  also  designated 
critical  habitat  for  the  desert  tortoise,  and  chose  not  to  designate  the  Northern  Ivanpah 
Valley  Unit.  Based  on  that  decision,  and  other  factors,  BLM,  in  coordination  with 
USFWS,  chose  not  to  designate  the  Northern  Ivanpah  Valley  Unit  as  part  of  the  DWMA 
in  the  2002  NEMO  Plan  amendments. 

63-14.  Most  of  Stateline  Pass  is  already  protected  from  future  development  by  its  inclusion  in 
the  Stateline  Wilderness  Area.  The  only  unprotected  part  of  Stateline  Pass  is  the  road 
which  passes  through  it,  and  which  is  too  narrow  to  accommodate  any  development.  The 
proposed  expansion  of  the  Ivanpah  DWMA  would  add  protections  for  the  tortoise  to  the 
remainder  of  the  Pass.  The  two  designations  effectively  prohibit  further  development  in 
Stateline  Pass. 

Culverts  are  already  in  place  under  Interstate  15,  as  discussed  in  the  Regional  Assessment 
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report  and  the  DEIS/DEIR.  The  effect  of  the  project  on  the  ability  of  tortoises  to  use 
these  culverts  was  analyzed  in  DEIS/DEIR  Section  4.22.3.1,  on  Page  4.22-14.  The 
USFWS  and  the  BLM  are  working  to  gather  information  on  the  possibility  of  increasing 
connectivity  via  culverts  and  other  opportunities  with  relation  to  1-15.  However,  those 
measures  will  be  reviewed  in  the  context  of  the  BO  and  will  be  implemented  per  the 
findings  in  that  document. 

63-15.  Section  4.6.3  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  provides  a 19-point,  resource-by-resource  analysis  of 
the  conformance  of  the  proposed  action  with  the  MUC  Class  L designation. 

63-16.  The  ISA  recommendations  have  been  reviewed.  The  proposed  translocation  plan  is  not 
out  of  conformance  with  those  recommendations.  Those  recommendations  do  consider 
translocation  as  a last  recourse  for  unavoidable  impacts,  stress  that  translocation  alone 
cannot  be  considered  full  mitigation  for  the  impact,  and  recommend  that  translocation  be 
considered  as  an  experiment  in  long-term  management  and  monitoring.  These 
recommendations  have  been,  and  will  continue  to  be,  considered  by  BLM  in  its  ROW 
decision.  Should  the  ROW  be  approved,  the  proposed  translocation  would  be  necessary 
to  address  the  unavoidable  impact  of  the  displacement  of  the  individuals  within  the 
project  footprint.  As  discussed  in  Section  4.22  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR,  translocation  is  not 
considered  to  be  the  only  form  of  mitigation.  As  discussed  in  Section  5 of  the 
Translocation  Plan,  long-term  management  and  monitoring  are  included  as  a component 
of  the  plan,  consistent  with  the  ISA  recommendations. 

The  risks  of  translocation  were  discussed  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  beginning  on  Page  4.22-16. 

The  comment  takes  the  discussion  of  translocation  in  the  20 1 1 Revised  Recovery  Plan 
out  of  context.  Translocation  in  that  document  is  not  discussed  in  terms  of  it  being  a 
component  of  mitigation  for  displaced  tortoises.  Instead,  translocation  is  discussed  as  a 
tool  to  be  used  to  achieve  Strategic  Element  3:  Augment  Depleted  Populations  through  a 
Strategic  Program.  Thus,  the  discussion  does  not  relate  to  what  to  do  with  tortoises 
displaced  by  a development  project,  but  to  the  wider  goal  of  deliberately  translocating 
tortoises  in  order  to  augment  depleted  populations.  The  comment’s  reference  to  a 
scientifically  rigorous  approach  is  not  relevant  to  the  question  of  translocation  from 
development  projects.  Note  also  that  the  Revised  Recovery  Plan  contradicts  other 
comments  regarding  the  efficacy  of  translocation  (see  Response  to  Comment  63-23).  On 
Page  36,  the  Revised  Recovery  Plan  addresses  objections  made  to  translocation,  but 
concludes  that  . . desert  tortoises  do  appear  to  be  suitable  candidates  for  translocation.  . 

. “.  The  document  goes  on  to  say  that  translocation  should  not  be  abandoned,  but  rather 
that  focus  should  be  placed  on  reduction  to  threats  which  impact  all  tortoises,  whether 
translocated  or  not. 

As  described  in  Section  2.1  of  the  Desert  Tortoise  Translocation  Plan,  the  plan  was 
developed  using  the  USFWS  Plan  Development  Guidance  of  2011.  The  subsequent 
analysis  included  tortoise  density  surveys  and  comparative  habitat  assessments  to 
determine  the  number  of  tortoises  that  could  be  introduced  without  exceeding  the 
maximum  density  limit  in  the  2011  USFWS  guidelines.  That  analysis  included  the 
presence  of  the  tortoises  translocated  from  Ivanpah  SEGS.  The  results  of  that  analysis 
were  reported  on  Page  3.22-10  of  the  DEIS/DEIR,  and  concluded  that,  even  with  the 
Ivanpah  SEGS  tortoises,  the  site  could  still  support  the  addition  of  51  tortoises. 
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The  information  that  the  Perimeter  Recipient  site  is  also  the  location  of  the  proposed 
Desert  Xpress  has  been  added  to  the  cumulative  analysis  in  Section  4.22.10  of  the 
PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

The  statement  that  the  proposed  translocation  sites  are  not  protected  is  incorrect.  The 
East  Lake  site  is  already  included  within  the  existing  Ivanpah  DWMA.  The  Perimeter 
and  Stateline  North  sites  would  be  included  in  the  expanded  Ivanpah  DWMA,  if  that 
action  is  approved. 

The  agency  appreciates  the  information  provided  in  Moilanen  and  others  (2009)  and 
Norton  and  others  (2008).  The  compensation  ratios  are  established  in  state  law  and  in  the 
NEMO  amendment  to  the  CDCA  Plan,  which  govern  the  compensation  requirements  that 
can  be  placed  on  the  applicant. 

The  agency  agrees  that  the  3:1  compensation  ratio  results  in  net  loss  of  habitat  for  the 
tortoise,  and  this  net  loss  is  equivalent  to  the  acreage  of  the  project  site,  or  about  2,100 
acres.  This  impact  is  discussed  through  PA/FEIS/FEIR  Section  4.22.3.1.  The  proposed 
5:1  ratio  would  also  result  in  a net  loss  of  the  same  amount  of  habitat  acreage.  Increasing 
the  compensation  ratio  would  not  affect  the  acreage  of  the  net  loss  of  habitat. 

63-17.  Based  on  this  and  other  similar  comments,  information  on  the  desert  kit  fox  has  been 
added  to  Sections  3.22.1  and  4.22.3.1  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

63-18.  The  McCrary  article  addressed  bird  collisions  with  mirrored  heliostats,  which  are 
specifically  designed  to  be  as  reflective  as  possible,  and  not  with  PV  panels,  which  are 
designed  to  be  as  absorptive  as  possible.  McCrary  acknowledged  that  avian  collisions  are 
an  inevitable  by-product  of  almost  all  man-made  structures,  and  provided  references 
suggesting  that  reflective  surfaces  are  more  prone  to  such  collisions  than  non-reflective 
surfaces.  However,  the  article  does  not  make  an  attempt  to  incorporate  configuration  into 
the  analysis.  It  is  clear  that  vertical  reflective  surfaces,  being  aligned  perpendicular  to  the 
maximum  velocity  of  a flying  bird,  would  be  more  likely  to  be  struck,  and  also  more 
likely  to  cause  injury  or  mortality,  than  flat  or  tilted  surfaces.  McCrary’s  suggestion  was 
that  power  tower  projects  should  not  be  sited  in  close  proximity  to  open  water.  However, 
he  made  no  recommendation  of  distance. 

Given  the  fact  that  the  PV  panels  are  designed  to  be  non-reflective,  and  are  tilted  so  that 
they  do  not  present  a vertical  mirrored  surface,  it  is  expected  that  the  potential  for  fatal 
collisions  with  PV  panels  would  be  insignificant  compared  to  the  potential  associated 
with  vertical  surface  such  as  the  mirrored  sides  of  buildings. 

63-19.  The  DEIS/DEIR  provides  substantial  baseline  data  relative  to  special  status  bird  species, 
as  identified  in  three  years  of  point  counts.  The  document  quantifies  observations  of 
golden  eagle,  raven,  prairie  falcon,  peregrine  falcon,  northern  harrier,  and  burrowing  owl. 
Appendix  C of  the  BRTR  lists  all  other  species  that  were  observed  as  being  present  in  the 
surveys.  Impacts  were  evaluated  for  other  species  which  were  not  observed,  but  for 
which  potential  nesting  habitat  is  present.  Additional  baseline  data  and  impacts  analysis, 
based  on  the  applicant’s  Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy  (BBCS),  has  been  added  to 
Section  4.22.3.1  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

63-20.  The  number  of  individual  burrowing  owls  identified  in  surveys  has  been  added  to  Section 
3.22  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR.  Specific  mitigation  measures  for  the  burrowing  owl  were 
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provided  in  the  applicant’s  BBCS,  and  those  have  been  added  to  Section  4.22.1 1.1  of  the 
PA/FEIS/FEIR.  These  measures  describe  the  duration,  avoidance,  and  buffers  requested 
in  the  comment.  In  reviewing  the  2012  Staff  Report,  CDFG  states  that  burrowing  owl 
exclusion  and  burrow  closure  are  not  recommended  where  they  can  be  avoided.  In  cases 
when  owl  exclusion  cannot  be  avoided,  CDFG  recommends  that  a Burrowing  Owl 
Exclusion  Plan  be  developed  and  approved  by  the  applicable  local  CDFG  office. 
Mitigation  Measure  MM-Wild-16  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  requires  that  a Burrowing  Owl 
Mitigation  Plan  is  prepared  in  consultation  with  CDFG.  Thus,  while  not  required  to  do 
so,  the  EIS  generally  meets  with  the  requirements  of  the  2012  Staff  Report. 

63-21.  It  is  agreed  that  the  precise  number  of  territories  that  may  overlap  the  project  site  cannot 
be  completely  determined  without  capture  and  tagging  studies.  However,  such  studies 
are  outside  of  the  scope  of  an  EIR/EIS.  The  applicant’s  Bat  and  Bird  Conservation 
Strategy  used  an  estimated  territory  size  of  five  miles,  and  that  information  will  be 
considered  by  the  USFWS  in  determining  the  need  for  a take  permit.  Section  4.22.3.1  of 
the  DEIS/DE IR  acknowledged  that  the  project  site  is  foraging  territory  that  would  be 
eliminated. 

The  cumulative  impact  to  the  amount  of  golden  eagle  foraging  habitat  in  the  area  was 
discussed  in  Section  4.22.10.4  of  the  DEIS/DEIR.  Specific  mitigation  for  golden  eagle 
impacts,  as  proposed  in  the  applicant’s  Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy,  has  been 
added  as  APM-Wild-5  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR.  In  addition,  the  text  of  Section  4.22.3.1  has 
been  revised  to  address  the  potential  for  take  of  golden  eagle  under  the  Bald  and  Golden 
Eagle  Protection  Act. 

63-22.  Impacts  to  MBTA  and  other  bird  species  are  addressed  beginning  on  page  4.22-18  of  the 
DEIS/DEIR.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Wild-1 1 addressed  the  requirement  to  implement 
the  applicant’s  Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy.  The  specific  applicant-proposed 
measures  from  the  BBCS  have  been  added  to  the  text  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  as  mitigation 
measure  APM-Wild-5. 

63-23.  Section  4.14  of  the  DEIS/DEIR  discussed  project  impacts  to  biological  soil  crusts, 
including  discussing  how  the  removal  of  crusts  increases  the  potential  for  water  and  wind 
erosion.  Section  4.2  of  the  DEIS/DEIR  quantified  vegetative  uptake  of  C02  as  part  of 
the  analysis  of  greenhouse  gas  emissions. 

63-24.  The  comment’s  reference  to  the  adjacent  project  (Ivanpah  SEGS)  being  required  to  leave 
vegetation  in  place  is  not  accurate.  The  low-impact  development  design  and  manner  in 
which  stormwater  flows  are  addressed  on  that  project  were  proposed  by  the  applicant  for 
that  project.  BLM  required  the  applicant  for  that  project  to  demonstrate  how  stormwater 
flows  would  be  managed  to  avoid  hydrologic  impacts,  but  did  not  direct  the  applicant  to 
use  a particular  method  to  achieve  that  requirement. 

The  development  of  alternatives  considers  impacts  to  all  resources,  not  just  biological 
receptors.  Table  4.17-1  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  compares  the  number  of  individual 
occurrences  of  each  special  status  plant  species  affected  by  each  action  alternative.  As 
shown  in  Figure  3.17-2,  two  alternatives  that  avoided  impacts  to  northern  area. 
Alternatives  2 and  4,  were  evaluated  in  detail  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR.  That  figure  also 
shows  that  no  other  configuration  of  action  alternatives  that  would  avoid  special  status 
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plants  within  the  project  study  area  is  possible. 

63-25.  Information  on  creosote  rings  has  been  added  to  the  text  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

63-26.  The  referenced  plans  are  available  on  the  project  website  and  are  included  as  additional 
files  on  the  electronic  version  of  the  Final  PA/EIS/EIR. 

63-27.  With  respect  to  the  desert  tortoise,  the  DEIS/DEIR  identified  and  analyzed  alternative  site 
configurations  which  were  specifically  developed  to  minimize  impacts  to  connectivity 
corridors.  Section  2.3.3  of  the  DEIS/DEIR  discusses  how  Alternative  3 was  developed 
by  BLM  specifically  to  increase  the  area  available  for  connectivity  between  the  facility, 
Metamorphic  Hill,  and  the  Clark  Mountains.  Section  4.22.4.1  of  the  DEIS/DEIR 
discusses  how  the  configuration  of  Alternative  2 would  increase  the  area  available  for 
connectivity  between  the  northern  boundary  of  the  facility  and  the  Clark  Mountains. 

With  respect  to  bighorn  sheep,  the  DEIS/DEIR  acknowledged  that  the  project  site  could 
potentially  be  used  as  a migratory  corridor.  However,  there  is  no  direct  evidence  that  the 
site  is  actually  used  as  a corridor,  or  regarding  the  importance  of  the  corridor.  Therefore, 
impacts  are  speculative,  and  mitigation  is  not  required.  However,  as  with  the  desert 
tortoise,  the  discussions  of  the  width  of  the  corridor  in  the  various  action  alternatives  are 
also  relevant  to  bighorn  sheep,  if  they  are  present.  None  of  the  action  alternatives 
completely  close  off  the  corridors. 

63-28.  The  DEIS/DEIR  acknowledges  the  impact  on  washes  and  ephemeral  streams  on  the 
alluvial  fan.  Sections  4.14,  4.17,  and  4.19  all  discuss  the  important  ecological  function  of 
these  streams,  quantify  the  impact,  demonstrate  how  the  applicant’s  stormwater 
management  design  would  minimize  the  impacts,  and  present  additional  mitigation 
measures  to  avoid  or  reduce  adverse  impacts.  With  respect  to  the  specific  issues  raised: 

• The  project  would  not  interrupt  the  hydrologic  connection  between  the  upstream 
areas  and  downstream  areas; 

• The  applicant  has  designed  stormwater  basins  to  accomplish  the  goal  of  stream 
energy  dissipation,  and  the  agency  has  reviewed  their  hydrologic  modeling  to 
evaluate  the  sufficiency  of  the  design; 

• Mitigation  measures  MM-Water-4  and  MM-Water-5  have  been  required  to  ensure 
no  disruption  of  current  exchange  between  surface  and  subsurface  water; 

• Mitigation  measures  MM-Water-4  and  MM-Water-5  also  support  continuation  of 
any  current  groundwater  recharge.  There  are  no  groundwater  discharges  in  the 
area  of  the  project  which  could  reasonably  be  affected  by  the  proposed  action; 

• The  applicant’s  stormwater  management  system,  reviewed  by  the  agency,  is 
designed  to  maintain  sediment  transport  downstream  of  the  facility  at  current 
levels; 

• By  having  the  objective  of  maintaining  water  and  sediment  flows  at  the 
downstream  boundary  of  the  facility,  the  project  would  also  maintain  current 
levels  of  nutrient  storage  and  cycling; 

• The  document  acknowledges  that  the  wildlife  habitat  currently  supported  in  on- 
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site  intermittent  drainages  would  be  eliminated.  This  removal  of  habitat  would  be 
mitigated,  in  part,  by  the  compensatory  habitat  acquisition  required  in  mitigation 
measure  MM-Wild-8; 

• The  document  acknowledges  that  on-site  vegetation  communities  that  stabilize 
the  stream  banks  and  provide  habitat  would  be  eliminated.  By  implementing  their 
stormwater  management  system,  the  function  of  on-site  vegetation  in  maintaining 
stream  banks  would  not  be  needed.  There  would  be  no  modification  of  off-site 
stream  banks  or  habitat;  and 

• Groundwater  and  surface  supply  would  not  be  affected  by  the  elimination  of  the 
on-site  drainages.  Groundwater  recharge  would  be  maintained  through 
implementation  of  mitigation  measures  MM-Water-4  and  MM-Water-5.  Surface 
water  flows  would  be  maintained  at  current  levels  by  the  stormwater  management 
system.  Sediment  basin  would  support  water  quality  filtering  by  ensuring  that  no 
additional  sediment  is  added  to  the  downstream  sediment  budget. 

63-29.  The  PA/FEIS/FEIR  text  has  been  revised  to  identify  the  closest  spring  to  the  project  area, 
and  evaluate  the  potential  for  the  cumulative  projects  to  affect  that  spring.  The  analysis 
includes  all  water  withdrawals  over  the  life  of  the  project.  Because  that  spring  is  4 miles 
away  from  the  groundwater  production  wells,  there  is  no  reasonable  scenario  in  which  the 
limited  authorization  of  water  use  for  the  project  could  affect  it.  Therefore,  the  project 
cannot  cause  any  impact  to  any  reserved  water  rights,  or  the  lands  on  which  those  rights 
exist. 

63-30.  BLM’s  ROW  grant  would  specify  the  terms  of  authorized  groundwater  use,  which  would 
be  limited  to  the  volumes  and  durations  analyzed  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

63-31.  As  discussed  in  Section  4.3.1  of  the  DEIS/DEIR,  the  analysis  of  greenhouse  gas  (GHG) 
emissions  is  consistent  with  the  direction  provided  to  Federal  agencies  in  the  Council  on 
Environmental  Quality’s  Draft  NEPA  Guidance  on  Consideration  of  the  Effects  of 
Climate  Change  and  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions  dated  February  18,  2010.  That  guidance 
indicates  that  a quantitative  and  qualitative  analysis,  including  consideration  of  mitigation 
measures,  be  conducted  for  any  project  that  has  direct  emissions  over  25,000  metric  tons 
of  C02-eq  per  year.  Therefore,  a more  detailed  analysis  of  life  cycle  emissions  is  not 
required. 

The  reduced  uptake  of  carbon  due  to  vegetation  and  soil  removal  was  quantified  in  the 
analysis  in  Section  4.3.3. 1 in  the  DEIS/DEIR. 

Construction  activities  that  would  generate  GHG  emissions  are  discussed  in  Section 
4.3.3. 1 of  the  DEIS/DEIR.  Those  emissions  are  quantified  in  Table  4.3-1. 

63-32.  Mitigation  measures  MM- Air  2 and  MM-Air-3  already  require  measures  for  the  use  of 
newer  model  equipment  and  other  operational  measures  to  minimize  air  emissions. 
Specifically,  MM-Air-2  require  the  use  of  alternative  clean  fuel  technology  such  as 
electric,  hydrogen  fuels  cells,  and  propane-powered  or  compressed  natural  gas  equipment 
during  construction,  and  a similar  requirement  for  alternative-fueled  equipment  is 
required  in  mitigation  measures  MM-Air-3.  These  measures  would  also  achieve  the 
objective  in  using  the  best  available  equipment  to  minimize  GHG  emissions.  Because  the 
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project’s  GHG  emissions  are  so  small  compared  to  other  sources  and  to  the  40  CFR  Part 
98,  Mandatory  Reporting  of  Greenhouse  Gases  Rule  (USEPA  requires  mandatory 
reporting  of  GHG  emissions  for  facilities  that  emit  more  than  25,000  metric  tons  of  C02- 
eq  emissions  per  year),  no  further  mitigation  is  necessary. 

Section  4.2.3. 1 of  the  DEIS/DEIR  acknowledges  that  the  earthwork  associated  with  site 
construction  would  result  in  PM  10  emissions.  The  mitigation  measures  proposed  provide 
specific  requirements  which  are  enforceable  both  by  MDAQMD  and  the  BLM. 
Mitigation  measures  MM-Air-1  (for  construction)  and  MM-Air-3  (for  operations)  require 
the  applicant  to  minimize  fugitive  dust  emissions  due  to  wind  erosion  during  both  the 
construction  and  operation  phases  of  the  project.  These  include  measures  to  pave  or 
stabilize  access  and  construction  roads;  limit  vehicle  speed  on  unpaved  areas;  cover  soil 
storage  piles  and  disturbed  areas;  and  use  of  wind  control  erosion  techniques,  such  as 
windbreaks,  and  application  of  water  and/or  chemical  dust  suppressants.  Measure  MM- 
Air-1  requires  submittal  of  the  Air  Quality  Construction  Management  Plan  to  the 
MDAQMD  60  days  in  advance  of  construction.  BLM,  County,  and  MDAQMD  review 
of  the  plan  will  include  consideration  of  the  efficacy  of  dust  control  measures  used  on 
previous  construction  sites.  Section  4. 2. 3. 2 of  the  DEIS/DEIR  acknowledges  that,  even 
with  mitigation  measures,  temporary  significant  and  unavoidable  impacts  would  occur. 

The  comment  stating  that  the  DEIS/DEIR  does  not  address  the  use  of  dust  palliatives  is 
incorrect.  Although  the  term  “palliatives”  is  not  widely  used  in  the  document  (the 
document  more  commonly  refers  to  soil  stabilizers),  the  use  of  such  stabilizers  as  part  of 
the  proposed  action  is  discussed  throughout  the  document,  and  is  specifically  required  in 
mitigation  measures  MM-Air-1  and  MM-Air-3.  The  Applicant’s  Air  Quality 
Construction  Management  Plan  specifies  the  proposed  soil  stabilizers  to  be  applied  to  soil 
disturbed  during  Project  construction,  as  required  by  MDAQMD  Rule  403.2.  The 
proposed  stabilizers  are  listed  in  Table  2-1  of  the  DEIS/DEIR,  and  were  discussed,  where 
applicable,  throughout  the  description  of  the  Proposed  Action  in  Section  2.1. 

63-33.  The  GHG  emissions  associated  with  construction  and  decommissioning  are  both 
acknowledged  in  the  quantification  of  GHG  emissions  in  Section  4.3.3. 1 of  the 
DEIS/DEIR. 


Letter  64  - Responses  to  Comments  from  Audubon  California,  California  Native  Plant 
Society,  Center  for  Biological  Diversity,  Defenders  of  Wildlife,  National  Parks 
Conservation  Association,  Natural  Resources  Defense  Council,  Sierra  Club,  and  The 
Nature  Conservancy 

64-1.  Although  received  during  the  public  comment  period,  the  letter  does  not  provide  specific 
comments  on  the  Stateline  DEIS/DEIR.  The  request  to  suspend  the  consideration  of  the 
Stateline  right-of-way  application  until  a coordinated  conservation  plan  can  be  developed 
is  noted.  See  Response  to  Common  Comment  Number  6. 


Letter  65  - Responses  to  Comments  from  Tom  Driggs,  on  behalf  of  the  Primmadonna 
Company 
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65-1.  The  comment  requesting  a design  modification  that  would  address  Primmadonna’s 
concerns  about  impacts  to  their  right-of-way  is  noted,  and  was  considered  by  BLM  in  the 
PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

65-2.  The  exact  timing  of  the  construction  cannot  be  determined  until  the  environmental  review 
process  is  completed,  and  only  if  a ROW  is  granted.  The  text  of  Section  2. 1.3. 2.1  of  the 
PA/FEIS/FEIR  has  been  modified  to  stress  that  installation  of  tortoise  fencing  would  be 
among  the  first  preconstruction  activities,  as  it  is  required  for  security  and  tortoise 
protection  before  any  other  construction  activities  can  take  place.  Therefore,  it  can  be 
assumed  that  fencing  would  occur  shortly  after  the  applicant  receives  a Notice  to 
Proceed. 

65-3.  Additional  information  regarding  how  First  Solar  would  use  the  route  and  gates  to  access 
the  solar  arrays  has  been  added  to  Section  2. 1.3.1  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR.  The  existing 
road  would  continue  to  be  a ROW  authorized  for  use  by  Primmadonna.  Any  portions  of 
the  route  used  by  First  Solar  would  also  be  assigned  under  a separate  ROW  to  them,  and 
they  would  be  responsible  for  payment  of  rent  and  maintenance  on  that  portion  of  the 
route. 

65-4.  Additional  information  regarding  how  First  Solar  would  use  the  gates  and  the  road 
crossing  has  been  added  to  Section  2. 1.3.1  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR.  An  evaluation  of  the 
potential  for  this  use  of  the  crossing  to  affect  Primmadonna’s  pipeline  has  been  added  to 
Section  4.6.5  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

65-5.  Additional  information  regarding  how  First  Solar’s  facilities  would  cross  the  access  road 
has  been  added  to  Section  2. 1.3.1  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

65-6.  The  rent  for  the  ROW  is  based  on  the  acreage  of  use,  and  the  ROW  is  not  exclusive  (i.e., 
the  same  acreage  can  be  assigned  to  two  separate  users  at  the  same  time).  Therefore,  the 
project’s  use  of  the  road  would  not  reduce  the  rent  payment  associated  with 
Primmadonna’s  use  of  the  road,  since  Primmadonna  would  continue  to  use  the  same 
acreage.  First  Solar’s  use  of  portions  of  the  road  would  be  allocated  to  them  separately, 
and  they  would  make  a separate  rent  payment.  If  Primmadonna  were  to  use  a re-directed 
road  that  is  longer,  and  would  therefore  have  a greater  acreage  requirement,  the 
associated  rent  payment  would  be  higher  than  the  current  payment. 

65-7.  Additional  information  on  the  relationship  of  the  Stateline  facilities  to  the  Primm  wells 
and  pipeline  has  been  added  to  Section  2. 1.3.1  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

65-8.  The  comment  is  incorrect  in  referring  to  1,900  ac-ft  per  year.  Section  2. 1.3.1  of  the 
PA/FEIS/FEIR  discusses  the  water  use,  which  would  be  1 ,900  ac-ft  over  the  2 to  4-year 
term  of  the  construction  period.  That  section  also  estimates  peak  daily  water  demand  at 
1.5  million  gallons  per  day.  In  the  groundwater  modeling,  which  is  summarized  in 
Section  4.19.3.1,  the  conservative  assumption  was  made  that  the  water  use  would  occur 
over  a period  of  two  years,  and  that  55  percent  of  the  water  use  (1,045  ac-ft)  would  occur 
within  the  first  year.  Therefore,  the  maximum  water  use  that  would  occur  would  be 
1,045  ac-ft  within  the  first  year.  That  is  equivalent  to  an  average  of  about  940,000 
gallons  per  day,  with  the  peak  use  of  1.5  million  gallons  per  day. 

65-9.  Section  4.19.3.1,  specifically  pages  4.19-6  and  4.19-15,  of  the  DEIS/DEIR,  summarizes 

the  results  of  the  applicant’s  groundwater  modeling  of  the  effect  of  pumping  on  aquifer 
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water  level.  That  analysis  specifically  references  the  expected  drawdown  in  the  wells 
operated  by  Primmadonna.  The  discussion  also  specifies  aquifer  drawdown  levels  that 
would  trigger  a requirement  to  access  water  from  the  secondary  well. 

The  effect  of  pumping  on  water  quality  would  be  impossible  to  quantify,  but  it  was 
discussed  in  detail  on  Pages  4.19-13  through  4.19-14.  The  PA/FEIS/FEIR  specifically 
analyses  observations  of  water  quality  impacts  associated  with  groundwater  withdrawal 
in  the  area,  and  concluded  that  water  withdrawal  from  the  proposed  primary  well  could 
impact  groundwater  quality.  Mitigation  measures  MM-Water-2  and  MM- Water-3 
describe  how  both  aquifer  levels  and  water  quality  would  be  monitored,  and  specify 
triggers  for  ceasing  water  production  and  accessing  water  from  the  secondary  well.  BLM 
and  the  County  specifically  required  the  applicant  to  propose  a different  location  for  their 
proposed  secondary  well  in  order  to  avoid  any  potential  groundwater  quality 
deterioration. 

65-10.  The  comment  does  not  provide  information  on  the  permitted  pump  rate.  BLM  review 
indicates  that  permitted  rates  are  based  on  consumptive  use,  so  permitted  withdrawal 
rates  are  not  available.  A statement  has  been  added  to  Table  3.19-3  indicating  that  860 
ac-ft/yr  is  the  average  pump  rate  over  a 16  year  period.  Additional  information  indicates 
that  the  average  over  17  years  from  1996  to  2012  was  801  ac-ft/yr.  Therefore,  use  of  the 
860  ac-ft/yr  estimate  is  a conservative  analysis. 

65-11.  The  required  depth  for  the  monitoring  wells  was  re-assessed  based  on  a change  in  their 
proposed  location,  and  has  been  revised.  The  new  proposed  depth  has  been  incorporated 
into  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  at  Section  2. 1.3.1  and  4.19.3.1. 

65-12.  As  shown  on  Page  4.19-6  of  the  DEIS/DEIR,  the  comment  is  correct  in  assuming  that 
drawdown  levels  would  be  higher  under  the  secondary  well  scenario  than  under  the 
primary  well  scenario.  In  either  case,  BLM  and  the  County  have  determined  that  the 
level  of  drawdown  is  acceptable  and  would  not  present  an  adverse  impact.  The 
commenter  has  not  provided  information  on  material  impacts  which  could  occur  to  their 
operations,  and  has  not  provided  information  to  support  the  suggestion  of  two  feet  of 
drawdown  as  a maximum  allowable  level. 

65-13.  The  text  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  has  been  corrected  to  refer  to  the  correct  drawdown  value, 
which  is  approximately  3.9  feet.  BLM  and  the  County  have  determined  that  the  level  of 
drawdown  is  acceptable  and  would  not  present  an  adverse  impact.  The  commenter  has 
not  provided  information  on  material  impacts  which  could  occur  to  their  operations,  and 
has  not  provided  information  to  support  the  suggestion  of  two  feet  of  drawdown  as  a 
maximum  allowable  level. 

65-14.  The  text  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  has  been  revised  to  remove  the  phrase  “act  as  triggers  for 
corrective  action”  or  “response  action”  from  the  referenced  text  on  Page  4.19-5,  as  well 
as  in  the  remainder  of  Section  4.19.  The  referenced  memo  from  Mr.  Reeder  did  propose 
to  establish  significance  criteria,  but  only  to  trigger  additional  analysis  to  determine  if  the 
identified  effect  were  significant.  The  memo  did  not  make  any  recommendations  for 
corrective  actions  to  be  taken. 

65-15.  The  statement  in  the  DEIS/DEIR,  page  4.19-7,  that  the  mitigation  measures  would  help 
insure  that  basin  overdraft  and  offsite  drawdown  of  more  than  five  feet  do  not  occur  is 
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accurate,  and  has  not  been  modified.  Although  the  mitigation  measures  do  not  specify  an 
offsite  water  source,  they  do  require  monitoring  to  verify  the  accuracy  of  the  groundwater 
model  predictions,  measures  to  maximize  recharge,  and  implementation  of  water 
conservation  measures  in  the  event  of  a drought.  Given  the  conservative  assumptions 
that  went  into  the  groundwater  model  and  the  temporary  nature  of  the  water  use  during 
construction,  development  of  mitigation  measures  to  address  the  very  unlikely  scenario  of 
5 feet  of  drawdown  for  more  than  a year  are  not  necessary. 

65-16.  The  comment  that  the  parameters  used  in  the  model  may  not  correctly  simulate  actual 
drawdown  is  not  supported  by  any  specific  observations.  The  referenced  text  of  the 
Groundwater  Availability  Report  notes  that  some  of  the  ENSR  parameters  were  used,  but 
that  others  were  found  to  be  unreasonable,  and  were  replaced  with  different  parameters. 
This  indicates  that  the  modelers  did  not  simply  adopt  someone  else’s  parameters  blindly, 
but  used  professional  judgment  to  determine  the  reasonableness  of  each  parameter.  The 
comment  does  not  specify  which  parameters  could  be  inaccurate,  so  no  further  response 
is  possible. 

65-17.  BLM  and  the  County  agree  that  degradation  of  water  quality  is  a concern,  as  stated  at  the 
top  of  Page  4.19-13  of  the  DEIS/EIR.  That  subsection  goes  on  to  present  an  analysis  of 
the  historical  groundwater  quality  issues  that  have  occurred  in  the  project  area.  In 
response  to  these  concerns,  BLM  and  the  County  required  the  applicant  to  revise  the 
location  of  the  secondary  well,  which  had  originally  been  proposed  to  be  much  closer  to 
Primmadonna’s  production  wells.  However,  BLM  and  the  County  disagree  that  the 
primary  source  of  concern  for  degradation  of  groundwater  quality  is  the  secondary  well. 
Because  the  source  of  groundwater  degradation  is  likely  to  be  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake,  the 
main  concern  for  mobilizing  saline  groundwater  would  be  associated  with  water 
withdrawal  in  close  proximity  to  the  Dry  Lake.  This  was  the  rationale  for  requiring  the 
applicant  to  consider  siting  their  secondary  well  a greater  distance  from  the  Dry  Lake. 
The  distance  of  the  secondary  well  from  the  Dry  Lake,  as  well  as  the  monitoring 
requirements  to  identify  effects  long  before  they  could  reach  the  Primmadonna  wells,  are 
expected  to  be  protective  of  water  quality  in  the  Primmadonna  wells. 

65-18.  Section  C of  the  comments  regards  the  applicant’s  Groundwater  Monitoring  and 
Reporting  Plan.  These  comments  are  not  considered  as  comments  on  the  DEIS/DEIR. 
However,  the  applicant  has  revised  their  plan  based  on  these  comments,  and  the  revised 
results  have  been  incorporated  into  the  PA/LEIS/FEIR. 

65-19.  Additional  information  on  the  relationship  of  the  Stateline  facilities  to  the  Primm  wells 
and  pipeline  has  been  added  to  Section  2. 1 .3. 1 of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR 

65-20.  The  access  road  that  needed  repairs  is  not  identified  in  the  comment,  and  it  is  not  clear 
how  or  if  this  is  related  to  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  solar  development.  If  this  is  naturally- 
occurring  damage,  then  it  is  possible  that  the  project’s  plan  to  capture  stormwater  in 
basins  to  slow  the  flow  rate  would  result  in  reducing  the  potential  for  damage  to  roads  in 
downstream  areas.  In  any  case,  the  applicant’s  stormwater  modeling  indicates  that 
project  development  would  not  have  an  appreciable  effect  on  stormwater  flooding  or 
erosion.  No  further  changes  have  been  made  to  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  to  require  further  road 
improvements. 
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65-21.  The  schedule  for  application  of  dust  suppressants  cannot  be  determined  in  advance. 
Water  and  dust  suppressants  will  be  applied  on  an  as-needed  basis  to  meet  MDAQMD 
requirements,  and  the  applicant  will  be  held  accountable  to  those  requirements.  The  total 
amount  of  water  to  be  used  during  both  construction  and  operations  is  discussed  in  both 
Section  2. 1.3. 1 and  4. 19.31  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 


Letter  66  - Responses  to  Comments  from  Christina  Caro,  on  behalf  of  the  Laborers 
International  Union  of  North  America  (LiUNA)  Local  783. 

66-1.  This  list  of  comments  summarizes  specific  comments  made  in  the  body  of  the  letter. 
Responses  are  provided  where  the  specific  comments  were  made  in  more  detail. 

66-2.  The  comment’s  statement  that  a conformity  analysis  of  the  CDCA  Plan’s  Energy 
Production  and  Utility  Corridors  Element  was  presented  in  Appendix  D of  the 
DEIS/DEIR  is  not  correct.  The  evaluation  in  Appendix  D was  an  analysis  of  the 
relevance  and  importance  criteria  for  ACECs,  in  accordance  with  BLM  ACEC  Manual 
1613.  The  DEIS/DEIR  does  not  make  a conformance  determination  with  respect  to  those 
criteria.  Instead,  as  shown  at  the  bottom  of  Page  1-11  of  the  DEIS/DEIR,  a statement  of 
the  conformance  with  these  criteria  will  be  placed  in  the  ROD. 

66-3.  As  discussed  above,  the  DEIS/DEIR  does  not  present  a conformity  analysis.  However, 
with  respect  to  the  issues  raised  in  this  comment,  the  DEIS/DEIR  clearly  shows  how  the 
project  was  sited  and  designed,  how  alternatives  were  developed,  and  how  mitigation 
measures  were  developed  to  avoid  sensitive  resources,  such  as  desert  tortoise  habitat. 
Also,  an  alternative  water  supply  to  avoid  overdraft  of  the  IVGB  aquifer  was  not 
proposed  because  the  analysis  in  Section  4.19  showed  that  overdraft  would  not  occur. 

66-4.  The  evaluation  in  Section  4.19.3.1,  Page  4.19-4,  of  the  DEIS/DEIR,  presented  and 
acknowledged  the  full  range  of  estimates  of  recharge  for  the  basin.  That  section  also 
described  the  specific  technical  rationale  and  assumptions  for  why  some  estimates  were 
rejected,  and  some  were  accepted. 

66-5.  The  statement  that  the  modification  of  the  DWMA  boundary  would  adversely  impact  the 
existing  tortoise  population  is  incorrect.  It  is  correct,  as  acknowledged  in  Section 
4.22.3.1  and  other  sections  of  the  DEIS/DEIR,  that  the  proposed  solar  project  would 
adversely  impact  both  desert  tortoise  individuals  and  habitats.  However,  it  is  not  clear 
how  designation  of  the  remainder  of  the  area  as  DWMA  would  have  an  adverse  impact. 
Instead,  as  discussed  on  Pages  4.22-23  and  4.22-24  of  the  DEIS/DEIR,  the  modified 
DWMA  boundary  would  have  a beneficial  impact  by  limiting  future  development  in  the 
area  surrounding  the  solar  facility,  thus  preserving  connectivity  corridors. 

66-6.  Again,  the  DEIS/DEIR  makes  no  statement  that  the  proposed  project  is  in  conformance 
with  criterion  #5,  and  that  evaluation  will  be  made  in  the  ROD.  However,  the  project  is 
in  conformance  with  criterion  #5.  No  energy  facility  will  have  zero  environmental 
impacts.  As  discussed  throughout  the  DEIS/DEIR,  the  project  was  sited  and  designed, 
alternatives  were  developed,  and  mitigation  is  required  which  would  achieve  the 
objective  of  avoiding  environmental  impacts  whenever  possible. 

66-7.  The  materials  mentioned  in  the  comment  are  part  of  the  Administrative  Record,  and  are 


November  2013 


G-62 


Final  EIS/EIR 


Desert  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project 
Appendix  G Responses  to  Comments 


available  upon  request.  There  is  no  requirement  for  the  Administrative  Record  to  be 
attached  to  the  document,  or  to  be  made  available  on  a project  website. 

66-8.  The  components  of  the  project  which  would  affect  hydrology,  site  drainages,  and 
sensitive  species  are  described  in  detail  in  Section  2. 1.3.1  of  the  DEIS/DEIR.  The  solar 
technology  used  for  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  facility  and  that  proposed  for  Stateline  are  not  the 
same,  and  the  site  locations  are  different,  so  a direct  comparison  of  the  projects  is  not 
relevant.  Also,  the  comment’s  reference  to  the  system  implemented  at  Ivanpah  SEGS  as 
having  a minimal  impact  is  the  opinion  of  the  commenter,  and  is  not  supported  by 
information  from  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  EIS  or  the  operational  experience  of  Ivanpah  SEGS. 
It  is  true  that  Ivanpah  SEGS  implemented  a system  in  which  the  site  was  not  graded. 
However,  this  was  only  made  possible  by  the  nature  of  their  technology  (hundreds  of 
thousands  of  individual  mirrors  not  connected  to  each  other  by  support  structures),  and  a 
mitigation  measure  that  required  a substantial  depth  of  installation  to  avoid  erosion 
impacts.  Even  with  those  considerations,  the  analysis  of  Ivanpah  SEGS  concluded  that 
erosion  could  result  in  damage  to  thousands  of  heliostats,  and  erosion  damage  has  already 
occurred  during  construction.  Therefore,  a simple  comparison  of  the  two  different 
construction  techniques  does  not  provide  the  whole  picture. 

66-9.  A description  of  the  water  pipelines  is  provided  on  Pages  2-6  and  2-7  of  the  DEIS/DEIS. 
The  text  has  been  revised  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  to  more  clearly  describe  how  pipelines 
outside  the  project  fence  would  be  buried,  and  those  inside  the  fence  would  lie  on  the 
surface.  Because  tortoise  would  be  excluded  from  the  construction  zone,  they  would  not 
be  affected  by  pipelines  on  the  surface  within  the  construction  zone.  Also,  a pipeline 
height  of  6 inches,  within  the  area  where  tortoises  are  excluded,  would  not  provide  a 
perch  for  ravens  that  could  be  used  to  prey  on  tortoises. 

66-10.  The  quoted  text  has  been  modified  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  to  correct  the  statement  that  “the 
area  of  remaining  habitat  would  be  far  below  the  recommended  size  of  a reserve  to 
support  a viable  population”.  In  fact,  the  area  without  any  projects  is  already  far  below 
the  recommended  size.  The  recommended  size  of  a reserve  in  the  1994  Desert  Tortoise 
Recovery  Plan  was  1,000  square  miles  (640,000  acres).  The  full  size  of  the  western  lobe, 
even  without  any  projects,  is  about  33,000  acres.  Therefore,  the  western  lobe,  on  its  own 
without  any  connection  to  other  areas,  was  already  only  about  5 percent  of  the 
recommended  size.  Implementation  of  the  project  would  reduce  this  to  4.8  percent  of  the 
recommended  size.  Therefore,  with  respect  to  the  USFWS-recommended  reserve  size, 
the  statement  that  the  project  would  not  have  any  substantial  effect  is  correct. 

If  the  USFWS  estimate  of  1,000  square  miles  is  accurate,  then  the  characteristic  that  has 
continued  to  support  the  viability  of  the  western  lobe  population  since  the  construction  of 
Interstate  15  and  Whiskey  Pete’s  is  connectivity  with  outside  areas  through  Stateline 
Pass.  As  shown  in  the  DEIS/DEIR,  the  project  would  not  affect  this  interconnection. 
The  DEIS/DEIR  acknowledges  that  the  project  would  adversely  affect  the  population  of 
tortoise  within  the  area.  However,  the  comment’s  conclusion  that  the  population  is 
currently  viable,  but  that  the  viability  would  be  threatened  by  the  project,  is  not  correct. 

66-11.  The  objective  of  the  USFWS  2011  Recovery  Plan  is  recovery  and  delisting  of  the 
tortoise.  That  Plan  proposed  Recovery  Actions  to  assist  in  meeting  this  objective. 
Recovery  Action  #2.9  was  to  secure  lands  and  habitat  for  conservation.  The  action  of 
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requiring  compensatory  mitigation  works  to  secure  lands  and  habitat  for  conservation,  so 

the  statement  that  they  contribute  to  recovery  is  accurate.  V 

66-12.  The  CDCA  Plan  allows  for  solar  projects  to  be  sited  in  MUC  Limited  areas,  pending 
NEPA  analysis,  and  BLM  is  legally  required  to  consider  and  evaluate  the  ROW  grant 
application.  The  tortoise  population  and  density  are  factors  that  BLM  will  consider  in 
making  a final  determination. 

66-13.  The  comment  does  not  provide  information  on  any  specific  mitigation  measures  that 
should  have  been  applied,  but  were  not.  BLM  has  identified  and  proposed  all  reasonable 
and  feasible  mitigation  measures. 

66-14.  The  four  quotes  discussing  impacts  to  habitat  connectivity  are  all  associated  with  the 
discussion  of  the  Proposed  Action,  Alternative  1.  The  comparison  of  alternatives  in 
Table  2-8  and  in  Section  4.22  indicates  that  other  alternatives  would  have  lesser  impacts 
to  connectivity.  In  fact,  the  text  on  Page  2-27  clearly  states  that  Alternative  3,  which  was 
identified  as  the  agency’s  preferred  alternative,  was  specifically  designed  to  increase  the 
area  available  for  connectivity. 

The  comment’s  statement  that  the  USFWS  has  estimated  that  a landscape  linkage  needs 
to  be  at  least  1.4  miles  wide  to  maintain  connectivity  between  desert  tortoise  populations 
is  incorrect.  In  fact,  the  referenced  document  estimates  the  radius  of  a tortoise  home 
range  to  be  1.5  miles,  and  states  that  a linkage  would  need  to  be  1.4  miles  wide  to 
accommodate  a single  home  range.  However,  the  next  paragraph  in  that  document  goes 
on  to  discuss  the  factors  that  affect  the  viability  of  a connection,  and  does  not  mention 
width  as  one  of  the  factors.  In  fact,  the  Regional  Assessment,  which  is  more  recent  than 
the  referenced  USFWS  document,  considers  the  1.4  mile  value  in  their  evaluation  of  the 
functionality  of  Stateline  Pass.  The  Regional  Study  notes  the  USFWS  1.4  mile 
hypothesis,  but  concludes  that  Stateline  Pass,  which  at  only  a few  hundred  feet  wide  does 
not  meet  this  standard,  is  still  an  area  of  potentially  viable  connection.  This  supports  the 
hypothesis  that  the  other  factors  discussed  by  USFWS,  besides  width,  are  involved  in 
determining  the  viability  of  a connection.  Based  on  the  results  of  the  Regional 
Assessment,  and  the  USFWS  discussion  of  factors  affecting  connectivity,  the  comment’s 
disagreement  with  the  DEIS/DEIR  conclusions  is  noted,  but  the  conclusions  have  not 
been  changed. 

66-15.  Table  1-2  of  the  DEIS/DEIR  specifically  lists  federal  and  state  Incidental  Take  Permits  as 
requirements  for  the  project. 

66-16.  The  DEIS/DEIR  presents  and  evaluates  11  applicant-proposed  mitigation  measures, 
summarizes  numerous  mitigation  measures  for  other  resources  that  would  contribute  to 
protection  of  wildlife,  and  then  proposes  an  additional  14  mitigation  measures 
specifically  for  wildlife.  Although  it  is  noted  that  the  commenter  does  not  consider  these 
measures  appropriate,  the  comment  does  not  provide  any  other  specific  measures,  except 
for  siting  the  project  outside  of  the  Northeastern  Recovery  Unit.  Section  2.8  of  the 
DEIS/DEIR  discussed  potential  siting  alternatives,  and  explained  why  they  are  not 
feasible  alternatives.  Also,  the  comment  fails  to  acknowledge  that  the  applicant’s  siting 
process,  described  in  Section  2.8.1,  was  designed  to  avoid  areas  set  aside  for  protection  of 
the  desert  tortoise.  The  location  of  the  project  “precipitously”  close  to  designated  critical  ^ 
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habitat  is  not  relevant.  The  project  site  itself  was  evaluated  for  inclusion  in  critical 
habitat  and  the  Ivanpah  DWMA,  and  was  not  selected  for  these  protections. 

There  would  be  no  illegal  takes  that  are  addressed  after  the  fact.  The  project  would 
receive  an  incidental  take  permit,  which  would  specify  an  authorized  number  of  takes.  If 
that  number  were  to  be  reached,  the  project  would  be  stopped  until  BLM  had  re-initiated 
consultation  with  the  USFWS. 

66-17.  The  statements  that  golden  eagles  avoid  areas  subject  to  anthropological  disturbance,  but 
that  they  are  “routinely  observed’  in  the  project  area  on  the  ISEGS  project  appear  to  be 
contradictory.  The  information  that  golden  eagles  are  routinely  observed  at  ISEGS 
implies  that  they  do  not  avoid  human  activity. 

The  Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy  is  available  on  the  project  website  and  is 
included  as  an  additional  file  on  the  electronic  version  of  the  Final  PA/EIS/EIR. 

The  elimination  of  foraging  habitat  within  the  range  of  an  active  territory  was  disclosed 
as  an  adverse  impact  in  the  DEIS/DEIR.  However,  elimination  of  foraging  habitat  does 
not  constitute  take  of  the  species. 

66-18.  The  specific  applicant-proposed  measures  from  the  BBCS,  including  specific  measures 
for  protection  of  burrowing  owls,  have  been  added  to  the  text  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  as 
mitigation  measure  APM-Wild-5  and  MM-Wild-16. 

66-19.  The  DEIS/DEIR  acknowledges  that  the  project  could  impact  bighorn  sheep  foraging 
habitat,  narrow  the  width  of  movement  corridors,  and  increase  stress  from  human 
disturbance.  However,  the  fact  that  these  impacts  could  occur  does  not,  in  itself,  indicate 
that  an  impact  will  be  significant.  Although  the  comment  cites  information  from  the 
Ivanpah  SEGS  Final  Staff  Assessment  from  2009,  the  DEIS/DEIR  provides  more 
updated  information  using  a habitat  evaluation  tool  developed  by  the  Desert  National 
Wildlife  Range.  The  updated  information  indicates  that  the  project  area  is  not  defined  as 
important  bighorn  sheep  habitat,  and  therefore  appropriately  concludes  that  the  potential 
impact  on  foraging  habitat  and  movements  corridors  is  less  than  significant. 

66-20.  The  Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy  is  available  on  the  project  website  and  is 
included  as  an  additional  file  on  the  electronic  version  of  the  Final  PA/EIS/EIR. 

The  DEIS/DEIR  acknowledged  that  pallid  bats  could  be  roosting  in  rock  crevices  and 
burrows  within  the  study  area.  Information  from  the  Bat  and  Bird  Conservation  Strategy 
has  been  added  to  Section  4.22  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR,  including  applicant-proposed 
mitigation  measures.  These  include  pre-construction  surveys  to  identify  bat  roosts  and,  if 
found,  establish  exclusion  zones. 

66-21.  The  CNDDB  maps  provided  with  the  comment  do  not  support  the  comment’s  assertion 
of  significant  impacts  to  special  status  plants  as  a result  of  the  project.  A review  of  the 
commenter’s  Figure  1 shows  that  the  statement  regarding  the  Mojave  milkweed  that 
“more  than  half  of  these  occurrences  are  within  the  project  footprint  and  immediately 
surrounding  area”  is  technically  correct,  but  only  in  so  far  as  the  reference  to  the 
surrounding  area.  The  figure  shows  the  vast  majority  of  the  occurrences  to  the  west  of 
the  project  footprint.  Comparison  of  the  project  footprint  to  this  map  indicates  that  the 
project  would  affect  few  or  none  of  these  occurrences.  Similar  conclusions  can  be 
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reached  with  respect  to  the  other  species  for  which  figures  are  presented  in  the  comment 
letter.  Figure  2 appears  to  show  that  one  occurrence  of  small-flowered  androstephium 
may  be  affected  by  the  project,  while  two  other  nearby  occurrences  would  not  be 
affected.  Figure  3 shows  no  occurrences  of  desert  pincushion  within  the  project 
footprint,  Figure  4 shows  no  occurrences  of  Parish’s  club-cholla  within  the  footprint,  and 
Figure  5 shows  no  occurrences  of  nine-awned  pappus  grass  within  the  footprint. 

The  BLM  Final  EIS  presented  the  findings  of  CEC’s  Final  Staff  Assessment  for  Ivanpah 
SEGS,  and  specified  that  the  conclusions  were  those  of  CEC.  That  analysis  did  conclude 
that  impacts  to  special  status  plants  would  be  significant.  However,  CEC  later  issued  an 
FSA  Addendum  evaluating  the  modified  footprint  of  Ivanpah  SEGS  (the  footprint  that 
was  ultimately  approved),  and  specifying  additional  mitigation  measures  that  included 
avoidance  and  transplant  of  special  status  plants.  Based  on  those  changes,  CEC’s  FSA 
Addendum  concluded  that  impacts  to  special  status  plants  would  be  reduced  to  less  than 
significant  following  mitigation.  Therefore,  the  comment  that  the  Stateline  DEIS/DEIR 
conclusion  is  in  conflict  with  the  significance  conclusions  for  Ivanpah  SEGS  is  not 
correct. 

66-22.  The  DEIS/DEIR  does  not  make  any  unsupported  assumption  that  the  special  status  plants 
that  would  be  impacted  by  other  cumulative  projects  would  be  the  same  as  the  proposed 
project.  Table  4.17-6  specifically  lists  the  special  status  plants  associated  with  those 
other  projects,  based  on  site-specific  survey  data  for  those  projects,  and  as  reported  in  the 
environmental  analysis  documents  for  those  projects.  The  fact  that  the  list  of  species  is 
similar  (although  not  exactly  the  same)  is  based  on  proximity  and  similarity  of  habitat, 
not  on  any  unsupported  assumptions. 

It  is  correct  that  the  statement  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  that  the  surrounding  undeveloped  area, 
comprising  156,000  acres,  is  likely  to  have  a similar  distribution  of  special  status  plants  is 
not  supported  by  survey  data  from  the  entire  156,000  acre  area,  collection  of  which  is  not 
necessary  or  feasible.  However,  it  is  a reasonable  assumption  based  on  an  examination  of 
survey  results  from  each  of  the  individual  projects,  and  given  the  similarity  of 
environmental  setting.  The  survey  results  do  show  that  the  distribution  of  each  species 
on  a small  scale  is  heterogeneous,  as  mentioned  in  the  comment.  But  the  distribution  of 
each  species,  within  the  regional  context,  given  the  similarity  of  environmental  setting,  is 
likely  to  be  widespread,  and  that  conclusion  is  supported  by  the  CNDDB  maps  provided 
in  the  comment.  The  point  of  that  discussion  is  that  the  size  of  the  proposed  action  and 
other  projects  is  small,  relative  to  the  amount  of  similar  surrounding  habitat;  that  each  of 
the  projects  has  been  designed,  on  a micro-scale,  to  avoid  locally-dense  occurrences 
identified  in  site-specific  surveys;  and  that  the  remainder  of  the  enormous  area  is 
protected  from  further  development.  Given  these  factors,  the  conclusion  that  impacts  are 
less-than-significant  has  not  been  changed  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

66-23.  The  statement  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  on  Page  4.17-10,  that  mitigation  measures  (specifically, 
MM-Veg-3)  would  reduce  impacts  to  special  status  plants  to  less-than-significant  has 
been  revised  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR.  The  conclusion  of  less-than-significant  is  not  based 
primarily  on  avoidance  and  restoration  per  the  mitigation  measure,  but  on  the  small 
number  of  occurrences  that  are  within  the  project  footprint.  Although  avoidance  and 
transplant  are  appropriate  measures  to  reduce  impacts  that  do  occur,  the  impact  would  be 
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less-than-significant  without  these  measures. 

66-24.  The  comment  does  not  provide  any  evidence  to  suggest  that  the  project  would  have  a 
significant  impact  on  the  species  mentioned.  The  DEIS/DEIR  acknowledged  that  nesting 
and  foraging  habitat  exists  for  some  of  these  species,  but  the  number  of  actual 
observations  in  the  Project  Study  Area  during  surveys  was  very  low.  The  applicant’s 
Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy  is  available  on  the  project  website  and  is  included  as 
an  additional  file  on  the  electronic  version  of  the  Final  PA/EIS/EIR.  Additional  baseline 
data,  impacts  analysis,  and  applicant-proposed  mitigation  measures,  based  on  the  Bird 
and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy,  has  been  added  to  Section  4.22.1 1 of  the  PA/FE1S/FEIR. 
With  the  very  low  number  of  observations,  pre-construction  surveys,  and  nest  avoidance 
measures,  the  conclusion  that  impacts  would  be  less-than-significant  is  accurate. 

66-25.  Focused  wildlife  surveys  of  the  Project  area  led  by  a qualified  herpetologist  failed  to 
detect  banded  Gila  monster.  The  DEIS/DEIR  discusses  that  habitat  may  be  present  on 
Clark  Mountain  or  Metamorphic  Hill,  but  the  project  site  itself  is  unlikely  to  support 
habitat.  Mitigation  measure  MM- Wild-3  (employee  training)  and  pre-construction 
surveys  for  desert  tortoise  would  ensure  that,  if  any  gila  monsters  are  present,  they  would 
be  identified  and  handled  appropriately.  It  is  not  clear  what  additional  analysis  the 
commenter  would  request,  given  the  low  probability  of  occurrence. 

66-26.  The  Jurisdictional  Delineation  document  describing  the  survey  methodology  has  been 
attached  to  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  as  an  appendix.  Table  4. 17-1  clearly  shows  that  490  acres 
is  the  total  acreage  of  jurisdictional  waters  in  the  Project  Study  Area,  and  then  defines  the 
portion  of  this  acreage  that  is  included  within  the  footprint  of  each  alternative.  Section 
1.0  describes  how  the  each  of  the  alternatives  represents  only  a portion  of  the  overall 
Project  Study  Area.  Therefore,  the  references  to  the  acreage  or  number  of  a resource 
within  the  Project  Study  Area  is  informational,  but  does  not  represent  the  amount  of 
impact  that  would  occur  under  any  of  the  alternatives. 

The  description  of  the  operation  of  the  basins  and  the  role  that  alluvial  fans  play  in 
sediment  transfer  is  accurate.  However,  the  fact  that  stormwater  would  be  managed  does 
not,  by  itself,  result  in  a conclusion  that  impacts  would  occur  in  downstream  areas.  The 
stormwater  protection  system  is  specifically  sized  to  result  in  no  net  change  to  water  or 
sediment  flow  downstream  of  the  ROW  grant  area. 

66-27.  The  topographic  map  provided  in  the  comment  shows  blue-line  drainages  as  mapped  by 
aerial  photos,  but  these  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  significance  of  the  drainages  in  terms 
of  size  or  stormwater  damage  potential.  The  applicant’s  hydrologic  model  performs 
quantitative  calculations  of  the  drainages,  and  clearly  documents  the  role  of  Metamorphic 
Hill  in  directing  stormwater  to  the  south,  as  discussed  in  the  DEIS/DEIR.  The  applicant’s 
siting  process  deliberately  sited  the  proposed  facility  to  the  north  of  these  drainages  to 
avoid  siting  within  these  two  major  drainages. 

66-28.  The  fact  that  jurisdictional  resources  on  the  project  site  would  be  impacted  is  not 
inconsistent  with  a statement  that  measures  were  taken  to  minimize  these  impacts.  The 
deliberate  siting  of  the  facility  to  the  north  of  the  North  and  South  Washes,  which  are 
shown  in  the  hydrologic  modeling  to  be  the  most  significant  drainages  in  the  local  area, 
does  constitute  a measure  to  protect  and  mitigate  losses. 
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Sections  1.4. 2.2,  3.17.2.2,  and  3.19.2.2  of  the  DEIS/DEIR  describe  the  process  to  be 
followed  to  obtain  a Streambed  Alteration  Agreement.  The  process  begins  with 
preliminary  notification  to  CDFG  during  the  environmental  review  process,  which  is  still 
in  progress.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Veg-6  specifically  requires  the  applicant  to  obtain 
the  permit,  and  to  comply  with  its  requirements.  However,  the  permit  cannot  be 
obtained,  and  the  specific  final  requirements  cannot  be  determined,  until  the  project  is 
approved.  That  does  not  mean  that  the  general  requirements  are  not  widely  known,  and 
the  effect  of  these  requirements  in  reducing  impacts  cannot  be  evaluated. 

The  discussion  of  the  efficacy  of  wetland  mitigation  projects  in  the  Ambrose  article  is 
based  on  compensatory  mitigation  for  impacts  to  riparian  wetlands.  The  jurisdictional 
waters  affected  by  the  proposed  action  are  all  ephemeral  drainages,  and  are  not  riparian 
wetlands.  Therefore,  the  Ambrose  article  is  not  relevant  to  the  proposed  action. 

66-29.  The  description  of  the  source  of  groundwater  for  the  basin  being  precipitation  is  accurate, 
and  was  accounted  for  in  the  calculation  of  the  basin  groundwater  balance  in  the 
DEIS/DEIR.  The  statement  that  flow  may  be  affected  by  faults  is  not  supported  by  any 
evidence,  nor  is  the  potential  effect  of  these  faults  on  the  overall  groundwater  balance 
calculation  discussed  in  the  comment. 

The  analysis  of  recharge  rates,  beginning  on  Page  4.19-3  of  the  DEIS/DEIR, 
appropriately  summarizes  the  entire  history  of  groundwater  analyses  of  the  IVGB.  The 
text  lists  1,275  ac-ft/yr  as  the  lower  end  of  the  full  range  of  estimates  provided,  and  also 
discusses  how  the  applicant’s  report  used  a value  of  6,200  ac-ft/yr.  The  analysis 
evaluated  the  parameters  that  went  into  each  estimate,  and  concluded  that  a value  ranging 
from  5,223  to  6,538  ac-ft/yr  was  appropriate.  Based  on  this  value  of  recharge,  there  is  no 
potential  for  basin-wide  overdraft. 

The  comment’s  discussion  of  local  drawdown  effects  is  accurate.  These  effects  were 
calculated  and  reported  in  the  DEIS/DEIR,  using  conservative  assumptions,  and  the 
effect  on  other  groundwater  users  was  estimated.  This  effect,  which  would  be  temporary 
and  result  in  less  than  4 feet  of  drawdown  in  the  most  conservative  scenario,  would  not 
be  a significant  impact  on  the  local  groundwater  users.  Again,  the  commenter  offers  no 
evidence  for  the  statement  that  faults  or  confining  layers  could  amplify  the  effect.  This 
same  generic  statement  could  be  made  about  any  proposed  groundwater  use  in  a 
developed  area. 

The  comment’s  suggestion  to  analyze  the  project’s  impacts  under  the  lowest  recharge 
scenario  is  not  necessary  given  that  the  DEIS/DEIR  discusses  the  incorrect  assumptions 
that  went  into  those  lowest  recharge  estimates.  The  DEIS/DEIR  discusses  the  full  range 
of  estimates  from  past  documents  for  the  sake  of  completeness,  but  provides  a specific 
discussion  of  the  deficiencies  in  the  lower  estimates.  Therefore,  a discussion  of  impacts 
based  on  the  lower  estimates  is  not  reasonable. 

66-30.  The  DEIS/DEIR  appropriately  discusses  all  available  information  on  potential  impacts  of 
CdTe,  including  the  hazards  of  the  components  involved,  and  the  potential  for  the  release 
of,  or  exposure  to,  those  components.  The  evidence  from  the  literature  is  overwhelming 
in  documenting  that  the  potential  for  release  or  exposure  to  CdTe  due  to  normal  use, 
breakage,  or  even  fire  is  de  minimis.  While  the  comment  generically  describes  how 
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breakage  could  lead  to  release,  it  ignores  the  specific  studies,  discussed  in  the 
DEIS/DEIR,  which  show  that  no  such  release  could  occur. 

The  discussion  of  the  results  of  the  “recent  study”  is  based  on  the  Sinha  and  others  (2012) 
article  that  was  evaluated  and  discussed  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  (see  Pages  4.1 1-6  to  4.1 1-7). 
The  comment  describes  some  specific  numbers  used  in  the  article,  but  fails  to  reference 
the  clearly  stated  assumptions  and  conclusions  of  the  article.  The  study  was  based  on 
very  conservative  assumptions,  and  still  concluded  that  use  of  CdTe  was  unlikely  to  pose 
a potential  health  risk  to  workers  or  residents. 

The  elements  of  the  applicant’s  Module  Collection  and  Recycling  Program  that  are 
relevant  to  an  analysis  of  site-specific  impacts  were  disclosed  in  the  DEIS/DEIR.  The 
relevant  information  is  that  all  broken,  damaged,  panels  otherwise  at  the  end  of  their 
useful  life  would  be  removed  from  the  project  area  to  be  recycled  at  the  applicant’s 
manufacturing  facility  in  Ohio.  Based  on  that  information,  a conclusion  that  the  project 
would  not  affect  health  and  safety  of  workers,  visitors  to  the  site,  or  other  members  of  the 
public  is  reasonable. 

66-31.  The  specific  discussion  of  the  CDCA  Plan  Energy  Production  and  Utility  Corridors 
Element  criteria  has  been  added  to  Section  1.4. 1.2  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR.  The  analysis  of 
various  action  and  no  project  alternatives  specifically  developed  to  avoid  impacts  to 
sensitive  resources  is  discussed  throughout  the  DEIS/DEIR.  The  discussion  of  the 
project’s  consistency  with  wilderness  areas,  wilderness  study  areas,  and  lands  with 
wilderness  characteristics  is  discussed  through  Sections  3.15  and  4.16  of  the  DEIS/DEIR. 

66-32.  The  comment’s  suggestion  to  analyze  the  project’s  impacts  under  the  lowest  recharge 
values  is  not  necessary  given  that  the  DEIS/DEIR  discusses  the  incorrect  assumptions 
that  went  into  those  lowest  recharge  values.  The  DEIS/DEIR  discusses  the  full  range  of 
estimates  from  past  documents  for  the  sake  of  completeness,  but  provides  a specific 
discussion  of  the  deficiencies  in  the  lower  estimates.  Therefore,  a discussion  of  impacts 
based  on  the  lower  estimates  is  not  reasonable. 

66-33.  The  characteristics  of  the  potential  translocation  sites  that  are  relevant  to  the  suitability  of 
the  sites  to  support  tortoise  translocation  are  discussed  in  the  applicant’s  Desert  Tortoise 
Translocation  Plan,  which  is  attached  to  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR,  and  is  summarized  in 
Section  3.22.1  of  the  DEIS/DEIR.  Section  4.22.3.1  of  the  DEIS/DEIR  discussed  the 
criteria  that  would  be  used  to  select  the  final  translocation  site(s),  and  describes  how  that 
final  selection  would  rely  on  the  results  of  additional  connectivity  studies. 

Section  3.17.1.1  of  the  DEIS/DEIR  discusses  the  rarity  ranking  of  the  vegetative 
communities  present,  and  concludes  that  none  of  the  communities  are  considered 
imperiled.  Therefore,  no  mitigation  for  impacts  to  these  communities  is  required. 

The  commenter  has  misinterpreted  Figure  6 of  the  applicant’s  Biological  Resources 
Technical  Report  as  implying  that  the  only  area  surveyed  in  the  Fall  of  2008  was  the 
northwest  comer  of  the  Project  Study  Area,  which  is  outside  of  the  footprints  of  the 
evaluated  alternatives.  As  discussed  in  Section  1.0  of  the  DEIS/DEIR,  the  original  study 
area  in  2008  comprised  6,400  acres,  and  that  entire  study  area  was  surveyed  for 
biological  resources  at  that  time.  Later,  the  size  of  the  Project  Study  Area  was  reduced  to 
5,850  acres  to  focus  on  areas  with  lower  potential  resource  impacts.  The  subsequent 
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surveys  were  conducted  on  the  smaller  area.  Overall,  the  applicant  conducted  repeated 
phases  of  surveys  from  2008  through  2012,  including  fall  surveys.  Mitigation  measure 
MM-Veg-3  requires  pre-construction  surveys  during  appropriate  blooming  periods,  and 
avoidance  of  identified  special  status  plants  identified  during  those  surveys. 

Section  3.17.1.3  of  the  DEIS/DEIR  specifically  discusses  the  number  of  individuals  and 
occurrences  identified  for  each  of  the  special  status  plants. 

The  acreages  and  numbers  of  special  status  plant  individuals  and  occurrences  reported  in 
Table  4.17-1  for  each  alternative  is  inclusive  of  the  solar  array  footprint,  gen-tie  corridor, 
water  pipeline  route,  and  re-routed  roads  associated  with  each  alternative. 

The  coincidence  of  project  facilities  with  occurrences  of  special  status  plant  species  is  not 
based  on  the  BRTR’s  reference  to  sections,  but  on  the  actual  point  distributions  shown  on 
Figure  3.17-2  of  the  DEIS/DEIR.  Therefore,  the  assessment  of  the  impact  of  the  project 
alternatives  on  identified  occurrences  is  accurate.  As  discussed  above,  the  commenter 
has  misinterpreted  Figure  6 of  the  BRTR  to  assume  that  the  September  2008  surveys  did 
not  cover  the  entire  Project  Study  Area.  They  did,  so  the  statement  that  the  entire  project 
area  was  not  surveyed  for  the  nine-awned  pappus  grass  during  its  blooming  period  is  not 
accurate.  Section  3.17.1.3  discusses  the  geographic  location  of  both  the  viviparous 
foxtail  cactus  and  the  nine-awned  pappus  grass.  Both  were  discussed  as  occurring  in  the 
upper  elevations  of  the  Project  Study  Area,  and  outside  of  the  project  footprints. 

66-34.  The  comment  that  several  golden  eagle  territories  and  nest  sites  are  located  within  5 miles 
of  the  project  area  is  not  an  accurate  depiction  of  the  potential  impact  of  the  project.  The 
relevant  issue  is  not  how  many  territories  are  within  5 miles,  but  whether  the  project  site 
overlaps  with  a territory.  As  discussed  in  Section  3.22.1,  the  project  site  partially 
overlaps  one  territory.  Section  4.22.3.1  quantifies  the  acreage  of  foraging  habitat  that 
would  be  removed  from  this  territory  to  be  about  2,000  acres. 

66-35.  The  201 1 Revised  Recovery  Plan  discusses  the  results  of  Murphy  and  others  (2007)  and 
other  authors  in  determining  whether  the  genetic  results  are  appropriate  to  use  in 
delineating  revised  recovery  units.  The  Plan  concludes  that  there  is  a generally 
continuous  variation  in  genetic  structure  across  the  range,  and  did  not  recognize  any 
significant  genetic  variation  associated  with  the  Northeastern  Recovery  Unit. 

The  Regional  Assessment  was  used  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  as  a source  of  information 
regarding  connectivity,  and  also  for  a description  of  the  current  condition  of  the  Ivanpah 
Watershed  as  tortoise  habitat.  However,  the  DEIS/DEIR  did  not  use  the  habitat  condition 
calculations  of  the  Regional  Assessment  to  reach  conclusions  about  the  effect  of  the 
project.  The  text  of  the  Regional  Assessment  specifically  addressed  the  reason  why  the 
modeling  algorithm  generated  a higher  acreage  rather  than  a lower  acreage  for  the  project 
development  scenarios  in  Tables  1 1 and  12.  The  DEIS/DEIR  did  not  present,  and  did  not 
use  those  values,  to  generate  any  conclusions  regarding  impacts  to  tortoise  habitat.  The 
DEIS/DEIR  also  did  not  use  the  results  of  the  calculations  for  the  east  side  of  Interstate 
1 5 for  any  purpose. 

The  text  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  has  been  revised  to  clarify  the  statement  about  the  acreage 
of  habitat  loss  being  1.3  percent  of  the  suitable  tortoise  habitat  in  the  California  portion  of 
Ivanpah  Valley.  The  corrected  text  refers  instead  to  the  Ivanpah  Lake  watershed,  as 
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analyzed  in  the  Regional  Assessment. 

It  is  correct  that  the  different  documents  use  different  definitions  to  define  what 
constitutes  tortoise  habitat.  The  USFWS  used  certain  standards  in  deciding  the  acreage  to 
include  within  critical  habitat  units,  BLM  used  other  standards  to  decide  which  acreage  to 
include  in  DWMAs,  and  various  other  authors  have  used  different  standards  in  their 
articles  in  the  literature.  Even  within  the  Regional  Assessment,  habitat  potential  as 
defined  in  the  USGS  model  is  not  the  same  as  habitat  condition  defined  by  the  landscape 
condition  model.  However,  it  is  the  responsibility  of  the  DEIS/DEIR  authors  to  identify 
and  disclose  all  analyses,  even  if  this  results  in  comparing  non-comparable  datasets  and 
generating  only  approximate  impact  quantities.  The  fact  that  the  impact  quantities 
reported  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  are  approximate  does  not  make  them,  or  the  conclusions 
reached  by  them,  inaccurate. 

The  DEIS/DEIR  reports  that  the  project  would  have  direct  impacts  to  approximately  6 
percent  of  potential  habitat  in  the  western  lobe  of  Ivanpah  Valley.  As  specified  on  Page 
4.22-12  of  the  DEIS/DEIR,  this  is  based  on  the  estimate  of  33,360  acres  of  potential 
habitat  as  identified  by  Nussear  (2009)  and  about  2,000  acres  for  the  project  footprint. 
The  commenter  believes  the  reported  6 percent  is  too  low,  but  provides  no  basis  for  this 
statement. 

66-36.  Table  3 and  Figure  5 of  the  applicant’s  Biological  Technical  Resources  Report  document 
the  area  and  date  of  the  applicant’s  tortoise  surveys  in  Stateline  Pass.  As  mentioned  in 
the  comment,  the  DEIS/DEIR  discussion  of  the  viability  of  Stateline  Pass  is  not  simply 
based  on  the  statement  in  the  BRTR,  but  is  based  on  all  available  information,  including 
the  Regional  Assessment. 

66-37.  The  details  regarding  the  applicant’s  burrowing  owl  surveys,  which  were  conducted  in 
accordance  with  CDFG  2012  Staff  Report,  are  provided  in  the  Bird  and  Bat  Conservation 
Strategy,  available  on  the  project  website  and  included  as  an  additional  file  on  the 
electronic  version  of  the  Final  PA/EIS/EIR.  Section  4.22.3.1  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  has 
been  revised  to  provide  more  details  regarding  the  surveys,  as  well  as  applicant-proposed 
mitigation  measures,  including  pre-construction  surveys  for  burrowing  owls. 

66-38.  Section  4.22.3.1  and  the  corresponding  sections  for  other  alternatives  in  the 
PA/FEIS/FEIR  have  been  revised  to  discuss  the  impacts  of  the  various  alternative 
configurations  on  bighorn  sheep  access  to  Metamorphic  Hill. 

66-39.  As  discussed  in  DEIS/DEIR  Section  3.19.1.1,  the  USACE  made  a determination  that  the 
ephemeral  washes  on  the  project  site  are  not  Waters  of  the  United  States.  The  letter 
providing  that  determination  has  been  attached  to  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  as  an  appendix. 
The  conclusion  from  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  EIS  that  that  project  would  affect  Ivanpah  Dry 
Lake  is  not  applicable  to  the  Stateline  project. 

66-40.  All  of  the  required  plans  have  been  developed.  The  text  of  the  mitigation  measures 
which  referred  to  development  of  the  plans  has  been  revised  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  to 
reflect  that  the  plans  have  been  completed.  The  plans  are  attached  as  appendices  to  the 
PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

66-41.  The  time  table  to  provide  compensatory  mitigation  has  been  clarified  in  the 
PA/FEIS/FEIR  and  requires  the  Applicant  to  satisfy  the  compensation  requirements  no 
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more  than  1 8 months  after  the  start  of  project  ground-disturbing  activities.  0 

The  mechanisms  and  conditions  to  be  applied  to  future  compensatory  lands  will  be  in 
accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  CDCA  Plan  and  FLPMA  for  the  BLM  portion  of 
the  compensation,  and  in  accordance  with  the  SB34  Advance  Mitigation  Land 
Acquisition  Grants  Program  for  the  CDFW  portion.  Both  of  these  legal  mechanisms 
allow  for  payment  of  in-lieu  fees  as  a means  to  comply  with  compensatory  mitigation 
requirements. 

66-42.  The  Raven  Management  Plan  is  available  on  the  project  website  and  is  included  as  an 
additional  file  on  the  electronic  version  of  the  Final  PA/EIS/EIR. 

66-43.  The  applicant’s  translocation  plan  has  been  reviewed  by  USFWS,  and  the  translocation 
will  be  done  in  accordance  with  measures  specified  by  USFWS  in  the  Biological 
Opinion. 

66-44.  The  Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy  is  available  on  the  project  website  and  is 
included  as  an  additional  file  on  the  electronic  version  of  the  Final  PA/EIS/EIR. 
Additional  baseline  data,  impacts  analysis,  and  applicant-proposed  mitigation  measures, 
based  on  the  Bird  and  Bat  Conservation  Strategy,  has  been  added  to  Section  4.22.3.1  of 
the  PA/FEIS/FEIR.  The  measures  include  implementation  of  a Bird  Monitoring  and 
Avoidance  Plan,  which  will  require  monitoring  and  mortality  studies,  including  the 
potential  for  bird  mortality  due  to  collisions  with  solar  panels. 

66-45.  Mitigation  measure  MM-Veg-3  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  (Special-Status  Plant  Avoidance  and 

Restoration)  has  been  specifically  developed  to  avoid,  minimize,  and  mitigate  impacts  to  4 
special  status  plants.  In  addition,  quantification  of  impacts  to  special  status  plants  was 
considered  in  the  analysis  of  the  different  alternative  project  footprints  in  the  DEIS/DEIR 
(see  Table  4.17-1). 

66-46.  The  reference  to  project  emissions  under  the  heading  of  special-status  plants  is  unusual, 
and  it  appears  that  the  comment  is  actually  referring  to  air  emissions.  With  respect  to  air 
emissions,  the  DEIS/DEIR  included  detailed  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  emissions 
during  both  construction  and  operations.  The  comment  does  not  specify  where  these 
mitigation  measures  are  lacking,  and  does  not  provide  any  suggestions  for  other  measures 
that  should  be  considered. 

66-47.  See  response  to  Common  Comment  Response  Number  1. 

66-48.  BLM  agrees  that  siting  of  the  project  outside  of  the  Ivanpah  Valley  Groundwater  Basin 
(IVGB)  would  result  in  no  drawdown  or  impacts  within  the  IVGB.  However,  as 
mentioned  in  the  comment,  siting  of  the  project  in  those  areas  would  not  meet  the 
purpose  and  need  for  the  project.  Also,  although  the  DEIS/DEIR  acknowledged  that 
groundwater  use  in  the  IVGB  would  occur  within  a limited  area,  that  configuration  was 
analyzed  appropriately  in  the  document,  and  the  impacts  to  both  basin-wide  overdraft  and 
local  groundwater  users  were  found  to  be  less  than  significant. 

66-49.  The  DEIS/DEIR  provided  a comprehensive  analysis  of  potential  hazards  associated  with 
CdTe  panels,  and  found  no  potential  for  adverse  impacts  associated  with  the  use  of  these 
panels.  Based  on  this  conclusion,  analysis  of  alternative  panel  types,  which  BLM  has  no  ^ 
authority  to  direct  the  applicant  to  use,  provides  no  beneficial  information  to  the 
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environmental  analysis. 

66-50.  The  location  cited  in  the  comment,  to  the  north  and  west  of  the  golf  course,  does  have 
fewer  tortoises  than  other  locations  within  the  Project  Study  Area,  according  to  Figure  12 
in  the  BRTR.  However,  the  comment’s  implication  that  this  is  due  to  proximity  to  the 
golf  course  is  not  necessarily  accurate.  In  fact,  the  list  of  anthropogenic  threats  to 
tortoises  associated  with  roads  (mineral  exploration,  illegals  dumping  of  garbage  and 
toxic  wastes,  release  of  ill  tortoises,  vandalism,  harassment  of  tortoises,  illegal  collection 
of  tortoises,  and  anthropogenic  fire)  would  appear  to  have  no  reason  to  be  associated  with 
the  golf  course. 

Siting  of  the  proposed  project  and  alternatives  was  done  by  considering  impacts  to 
numerous  different  resources,  not  just  tortoises,  and  also  with  consideration  of  technical 
feasibility.  As  discussed  in  Sections  2. 1.3.1  and  3.19.1.1  of  the  DEIS/DEIR, 
Metamorphic  Hill  diverts  stormwater  to  the  south  in  the  North  Wash  and  South  Wash, 
and  the  proposed  project  and  alternatives  were  sited  to  avoid  placement  of  structures  in 
this  area  of  concentrated  stormwater  flow.  In  fact,  a better  explanation  for  the  paucity  of 
tortoises  in  this  area  could  be  related  to  the  fact  that  this  is  an  area  of  frequent  and 
concentrated  stormwater  flow.  In  any  case,  the  applicant  reviewed  this  area,  conducted 
hydrologic  analysis,  and  concluded  that  placement  of  a solar  facility  in  this  area  was  not 
feasible. 

The  statement  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  about  development  of  Alternative  3 to  “avoid”  impacts 
has  been  changed  to  more  accurately  refer  to  “reducing”  impacts.  Even  then,  a simple 
comparison  of  the  numbers  of  tortoises  and  special  status  plants  within  the  footprints  is 
not  sufficient  to  choose  between  alternatives.  As  discussed  in  Sections  2.7  and  4.22.5.1 
of  the  DEIS/DEIR,  the  rationale  for  identification  of  Alternative  3 as  BLM’s  preferred 
alternative  and  the  County’s  Environmentally  Superior  Alternative  is  based  on  the  fact 
that  Alternative  3 has  the  fewest  impacts  to  tortoise  connectivity. 

66-51.  The  quoted  text  discussing  how  cumulative  impacts  to  special  status  plants  would  be 
determined  has  been  revised  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  to  remove  the  reference  to 
compensation  requirements,  and  to  clarify  the  statement  regarding  limitation  in 
distribution  or  population  size.  BLM  agrees  that  the  distribution  and  population  of  these 
species  is  already  limited,  so  this  criterion  cannot  be  a determining  factor  for  impacts. 
The  text  has  also  been  revised  to  remove  the  statement  that  the  geographic  scope  includes 
the  range  of  each  sensitive  plant  species. 

The  comment  that  the  project  would  have  a substantial  contribution  to  cumulatively 
considerable  impacts  to  special  status  plant  species  is  not  supported  by  any  data. 
Contrary  to  the  commenter’s  statements,  the  CNDDB  maps  provided  by  the  commenter 
show  that  the  project  would  impact  few  or  none  of  the  numerous  occurrences  of  these 
species  in  the  local  area.  The  analyses  in  Section  4.17.10.4  demonstrate  the  very  small 
numbers  of  occurrences/individuals  that  may  be  impacted  within  the  Ivanpah  Valley  area. 
In  addition,  the  development  of  the  project  configurations  and  mitigation  measures 
associated  with  each  of  the  projects,  including  Ivanpah  SEGS  and  Stateline,  have 
included  extraordinary  efforts  to  minimize  impacts  to  special  status  plants. 

66-52.  The  USFWS  EA  referenced  in  the  comment  does  not  pertain  to  an  analysis  of  cumulative 
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effects  under  NEPA.  It  pertains  to  the  manner  in  which  USFWS  will  issue  take  permits. 
This  information  will  be  considered  by  USFWS  is  determining  whether  a take  permit  is 
necessary  for  the  proposed  action.  Also,  with  respect  to  the  reference  to  a 140  mile 
criterion,  the  text  of  the  EA  actually  reads  “However,  we  believe  it  will  be  too 
burdensome  to  ask  the  proponent  to  provide  data  on  that  large  a scale.  We  have  found,  in 
implementing  the  resource  recovery  permit  for  take  of  inactive  golden  eagle  nests,  that 
data  within  a 10-mile  radius  of  the  nest  provides  us  with  adequate  information  to  evaluate 
many  of  the  factors  noted  above.”  The  cumulative  analysis  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  is  much 
more  extensive  than  the  USFWS-recommended  10-mile  radius. 

66-53.  Section  4.17.10.5  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  has  been  revised  to  correct  the  inaccurate 
comparison  of  cumulative  acreage  of  jurisdictional  drainages  to  the  total  acreage  of 
alluvial  fan  habitat. 

66-54.  Information  on  the  contribution  of  CdTe  panels  to  cumulative  impacts  associated  with 
hazardous  materials  has  been  added  to  Section  4.11.10.4.  Because  the  direct  impact 
analysis  of  CdTe  panels  indicated  there  was  a low  potential  for  release  directly  at  the 
project  site,  the  potential  for  such  releases  to  combine  with  releases  from  other  projects 
miles  away  is  even  lower. 


Letter  67  - Responses  to  Comments  from  Tom  Driggs,  on  behalf  of  the  Primmadonna 
Company 

67-1.  The  correction  to  Comment  Letter  65  is  noted. 


Letter  69  - Response  to  Comments  from  Joe  Golden 

69-1.  The  quality  of  the  tortoise  habitat  at  the  proposed  project  area  was  evaluated,  and 
discussed  in  Section  3.22  of  the  DEIS/DEIR.  While  the  document  acknowledges  that  the 
site  supports  tortoise  habitat,  it  also  discussed  how  the  project  area  was  considered  for 
protective  status  (critical  habitat  and  Desert  Wildlife  Management  Area)  in  the  past,  and 
that  protective  status  was  not  conferred. 

69-2.  The  potential  for  siting  the  solar  project  on  the  Dry  Lake  bed  was  evaluated  in  Section 
2. 8. 1.2  of  the  DEIS/DEIR.  That  section  provided  a variety  of  reasons,  including  frequent 
flooding  and  the  need  to  place  an  enormous  amount  of  fill  material,  for  why  the  proposal 
would  not  be  feasible. 


Letter  70  - Responses  to  Comments  from  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife 
(CDFW) 

70-1.  The  text  in  the  mitigation  measures  that  referred  to  future  development  of  the  plans  has 
been  revised  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR,  since  the  plans  have  been  developed. 

70-2.  The  Biological  Technical  Resources  Report  and  Vegetation  Management  Plan,  and  other 
plans  were  provided  on  request,  and  are  posted  on  the  project  website  at 

http://www.blm.gov/ca/st/en/fo/needles/stateline  solar  farm.html.  The  plans  are  also 
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included  as  attachments  to  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

70-3.  The  Translocation  Plan  was  provided  on  request,  and  is  posted  on  the  project  website  at 
http://www.blm.gov/ca/st/en/fo/needles/stateline  solar  fann.html.  The  plan  is  also 
included  as  an  attachment  to  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR.  The  plan  includes  the  maps  of  the 
potential  recipient  sites. 

70-4.  Separate  figures  showing  the  site  plan  for  Alternative  4 have  been  added  to  the 
PA/FEIS/FEIR. 

70-5.  A description  of  the  activities  that  would  take  place  in  the  vegetation  transplant  sites  has 
been  added  to  Section  2. 1.3.1  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR.  A description  of  the  impacts  of 
those  activities  has  been  incorporated,  where  appropriate,  into  Section  4. 

70-6.  The  requirement  for  a CDFG  Incidental  Take  Permit  was  discussed  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  in 
Section  1.3.4,  Table  1-2,  Section  3.17.2.2,  Section  3.22.2.2,  Section  4.22.11.1,  Section 
4.22.1 1.3,  and  Section  5. 1 .2. 

70-7.  Unlike  the  CDCA  Plan’s  requirement  for  compensatory  mitigation  for  desert  tortoise,  the 
Plan  has  no  provision  allowing  BLM  to  require  compensatory  mitigation  for  vegetative 
communities. 

70-8.  The  comments  on  the  Applicant’s  management  plans  have  been  provided  to  the 
Applicant,  and  those  plans  are  being  revised  accordingly.  The  revised  information  has 
been  incorporated  into  a revision  of  the  project  description  in  Chapter  2 of  the 
PA/FEIS/FEIR.  To  the  extent  that  the  changes  resulted  in  modification  of  impact 
conclusions,  those  changes  were  made  in  the  appropriate  subsections  of  the 
PA/FEIS/FEIR. 


Letter  73  - Response  to  Comments  from  State  Clearinghouse 

73-1.  The  comments  describe  the  regulatory  process  to  be  followed,  and  do  not  provide 
comments  directly  on  the  DEIS/DEIR. 


Letter  74  - Response  to  Comments  from  DoD  Siting  Clearinghouse 

74-1.  The  comment  that  the  project  would  have  a minimal  impact  on  military  operations  and 
training  is  noted.  BLM  will  continue  to  coordinate  should  the  project  move  forward. 


Letter  75  - Responses  to  Comments  from  Mark  Silverstein,  on  behalf  of  the  Clark  County 
Department  of  Aviation 

75-1.  The  conclusion  that  the  project  would  not  conflict  with  the  Southern  Nevada 
Supplemental  Airport  is  noted. 

75-2.  The  text  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR,  Section  3.16,  has  been  revised  to  correctly  refer  only  to 
the  Southern  Nevada  Supplemental  Airport.  The  rationale  for  suspension  of  the  EIS  has 
been  revised,  as  requested  in  the  comment. 

75-3.  The  distinction  between  fuels  and  hazardous  materials,  as  stated  in  the  comment,  is  noted. 
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The  text  of  Section  4.19.10.4  of  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR  has  been  revised  accordingly. 
75-4.  Figure  4.1-1  has  been  revised  in  the  PA/FEIS/FEIR,  as  requested  in  the  comment. 


Letter  76  - Responses  to  Comments  from  Stephanie  Dubois,  on  behalf  of  the  Mojave 
National  Preserve 

76-1.  The  impacts  to  desert  tortoise,  including  cumulative  impacts  mentioned  in  the  comment, 
were  identified  and  disclosed  in  Section  4.22.3.1  of  the  DEIS/DEIR.  The  specific 
compensation  requirements  have  not  been  completed,  and  the  comment  regarding 
potential  land  acquisition  in  Lanfair  Valley  and  the  Preserve  are  noted.  Long-term 
monitoring  and  studies  are  described  as  part  of  the  applicant’s  Translocation  Plan  in 
Section  2. 1.3. 5 of  the  DEIS/DEIR,  and  will  be  required  as  part  of  any  ROW  grant. 

The  proposal  to  remove  the  security  and  tortoise  exclusion  fencing  post-construction  was 
considered  by  the  agency,  but  is  not  a feasible  option  to  consider.  Security  fencing  is 
required  to  protect  the  Applicant’s  assets,  and  to  protect  against  intentionally  destructive 
acts.  Tortoise  fencing  is  required  to  avoid  any  potential  for  vehicle  strikes  to  tortoise 
during  operations. 

76-2.  The  impacts  to  bighorn  sheep,  including  potential  effects  on  migration,  were  discussed  in 
the  DEIS/DEIR  in  Section  4.22.3.1. 

76-3.  The  effect  of  the  project  on  open  routes  was  discussed  in  Section  4.12.3.1  of  the 
DEIS/DEIR,  and  a mitigation  measure  (MM-Rec-1)  was  included  to  ensure  that  open 
routes  are  redirected  around  the  project  perimeter. 

76-4.  Section  4.19.3.1  of  the  DEIS/DEIR  evaluated  the  availability  of  groundwater  in  the 
project  area  to  support  construction,  and  concluded  that  adequate  water  is  available. 
Gravel  road  surfaces  are  proposed  in  some  project  areas  (see  DEIS/DEIR  Section  1.2, 
Section  2. 1.3.1,  and  Section  2. 1.3. 2. 2).  While  gravel  on  additional  road  surfaces  could 
reduce  emissions  even  further,  the  vast  majority  of  emissions  are  associated  not  with 
roads,  but  with  the  solar  array  areas. 

76-5.  The  DEIS/DEIR  analyzed  noise  impacts  on  wildlife  in  Section  4.22.3.1.  A specific 
subsection  on  wildlife  avoidance  due  to  human  presence,  noise,  and  light  was  developed, 
and  begins  on  page  4.22-3  of  the  DEIS/DEIR. 

76-6.  Section  4.7.3. 1 addressed  the  potential  for  the  removal  of  the  acreage  from  the  grazing 
allotment  to  affect  the  ability  of  the  remainder  of  the  allotment  to  serve  for  wildlife 
habitat,  recreational  use,  or  other  uses.  The  principal  driver  in  the  location  of  cattle  on 
the  allotment  is  not  space,  since  the  acreage  is  so  large.  The  principal  driver  is  the 
availability  of  water.  Since  the  proposed  project  site  contains  no  water,  removal  of  that 
acreage  of  the  allotment  would  not  likely  affect  movement  of  the  cattle. 

76-7.  It  is  correct  that  the  West  Yost  reports  state  that  groundwater  removal  in  the  southern  part 
of  Ivanpah  Valley  will  ultimately  reduce  natural  outflows  to  Las  Vegas  Valley.  This 
value  was  quantified  in  the  March  201 1 report,  but  was  modified  in  the  September  201 1 
report  to  add  relevant  information  about  the  timeframe  involved.  By  definition,  any 
consumptive  use  of  groundwater  in  any  location  must  reduce  the  outflow  from  the  basin. 
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If  this  standard  were  used  to  determine  whether  to  issue  groundwater  permits,  then 
groundwater  withdrawals  would  never  be  approved  in  any  basin. 

The  September  201 1 West  Yost  report  discusses  how  the  time  period  required  for  this 
equilibration  is  on  the  order  of  many  centuries.  Therefore,  the  reduction  in  underflow 
centuries  in  the  future  due  to  a temporary  use  of  water  withdrawal  is  not  significant. 
Also,  the  commenter  fails  to  recognize  how  the  water  quality  changes  between  the  project 
site  and  the  point  of  outflow.  Water  quality  near  the  project  site  is  potable,  as  fresh  water 
precipitation  recharges  the  aquifer  on  the  alluvial  fan.  As  the  groundwater  reaches  the 
Dry  Lake  bed,  evaporation  results  in  the  concentration  of  salts.  Water  quality  in  the 
middle  of  the  Dry  Lake,  where  the  outflows  occur,  is  highly  concentrated  in  salts. 
Therefore,  although  outflow  would  be  reduced  slightly  in  the  distant  future,  the  water 
quality  of  that  outflow  would  not  be  useable  for  any  purpose. 

76-8.  The  analysis  of  recharge  rates,  beginning  on  Page  4.19-3  of  the  DEIS/DEIR, 
appropriately  summarizes  the  entire  history  of  groundwater  analyses  of  the  IVGB.  The 
text  lists  1,275  ac-ft/yr  as  the  lower  end  of  the  full  range  of  estimates  provided,  and  also 
discusses  how  the  applicant’s  report  used  a value  of  6,200  ac-ft/yr.  The  analysis 
evaluated  the  parameters  that  went  into  each  estimate,  and  concluded  that  a value  ranging 
from  5,223  to  6,538  ac-ft/yr  was  appropriate.  The  analysis  presented  in  the  DEIS/DEIR 
is  not  based  on  a blind  acceptance  of  the  West  Yost  estimate,  nor  does  it  ignore  the 
source  of  the  estimates  at  the  lower  end  of  the  range. 

The  direction  to  a more  recent  version  of  the  ENSR  report  is  appreciated. 

76-9.  The  visual  impact  of  the  facility  on  viewers  in  the  adjacent  special-designation  areas, 
including  the  Mojave  National  Preserve,  was  evaluated  in  Section  4.18.3.1,  and  the 
cumulative  visual  analysis  was  provided  in  Section  4.18.10.  Those  analyses  concluded 
that  the  proposed  facility  would  contribute  to  a cumulative  visual  impact  that  would  be 
significant. 

76-10.  As  discussed  in  Section  3.18.1.2,  BLM’s  Visual  Resource  Inventory  of  the  project  area 
was  done  in  accordance  with  the  specific  criteria  in  BLM  Handbook  H-8410-1,  Visual 
Resource  Inventory.  Table  3.18-2  indicates  that  the  visibility  of  the  project  from  the 
Preserve  was  considered  in  the  analysis,  and  resulted  in  a High  rating  for  sensitivity  level. 
However,  the  overall  rating,  which  is  also  based  on  scenic  quality  rating  and  distance 
zone,  still  classifies  as  VRI  Class  III. 

76-1 1.  The  commenter’s  preference  for  Alternatives  5 or  6 is  noted. 

76-12.  BLM  has  added  a mitigation  requirement,  MM-REC-2,  which  requires  the  Applicant  to 
develop  and  install  interpretive  features  to  be  located  at  the  western  Ivanpah  Dry  Lake 
Recreation  Area.  The  specific  requirements  of  the  interpretive  features  include  a 
discussion  of  Arrowhead  Trail  history,  and  Ivanpah  Valley  natural  landmarks  and 
ecological  interpretation. 
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V 

INTRODUCTION 

LSA  Associates,  Inc.  (LSA)  conducted  a jurisdictional  delineation  (JD)  of  a 5,885.7-acre  (ac)  site 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  “study  area”)  located  approximately  2 miles  (mi)  south  of  the 
California-Nevada  border  and  0.5  mi  west  of  Interstate  15  (1-15)  in  eastern  San  Bernardino  County, 
California.  Figure  1 shows  the  project  site  from  a regional  perspective,  and  Figure  2 shows  the  limits 
of  the  study  area  and  the  immediately  surrounding  vicinity.  LSA  surveyed  the  study  area  for  any 
waterbodies  considered  potentially  jurisdictional  by  the  United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
(USACE)  pursuant  to  Section  404  of  the  Federal  Clean  Water  Act  (CWA)  and  the  California 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (CDFG)  pursuant  to  Section  1600  et  seq.  of  the  California  Fish  and 
Game  Code.  The  results  of  this  JD  will  provide  an  important  source  of  technical  information  for  First 
Solar  Development,  Inc.  (First  Solar)  to  use  in  obtaining  the  necessary  authorizations  to  implement 
the  proposed  project. 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

Desert  Stateline,  EEC,  a wholly  owned  subsidiary  of  First  Solar,  proposes  to  develop  and  construct  a 
300-megawatt  (MW)  alternating  current  (AC)  solar  photovoltaic  (PV)  energy-generating  project 
known  as  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project  (project).  The  PV  generating  facility  (the  Solar  Farm),  the 
corridor  for  the  project’s  220-kilovolt  (kV)  approximately  2.3  mi  long  generation  interconnection 
(gen-tie)  transmission  line,  and  the  access  road  for  the  project  would  be  on  Federal  land  managed  by 
$ ' the  United  States  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM),  Needles  Field 

Office. 

The  project  would  include  the  Solar  Farm,  an  on-site  substation,  the  220  kV  gen-tie  transmission  line 
within  the  transmission  corridor,  and  an  access  road  within  an  access  corridor.  The  project  would 
connect  to  the  Southern  California  Edison  (SCE)  regional  transmission  grid  at  the  existing  SCE 
Ivanpah  substation  (which  is  not  a part  of  the  project).  To  provide  a sufficiently  large  area  to  evaluate 
a reasonable  range  of  alternatives.  First  Solar  considered  an  overall  study  area  covering  nearly  6,000 
ac.  The  project  would  require  approximately  2,200  ac  within  that  larger  study  area,  which  would 
include  the  Solar  Farm  site  and  the  access  corridor  on  2,120  ac  and  the  transmission  corridor  on  38 
ac.  Approximately  1,850  ac  of  the  project  site  would  be  fenced.  All  three  project  features  (the  Solar 
Farm,  transmission  corridor,  and  access  corridor)  would  be  entirely  on  Federal  land  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  BFM.  The  overall  study  area  considered  for  siting  the  project  facilities  and  the 
footprints  of  the  current  Build  Alternatives  within  that  study  area  are  shown  on  Figure  3. 

REGULATORY  BACKGROUND 
United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

The  USACE  regulates  discharges  of  dredged  or  fill  material  into  waters  of  the  United  States.  These 
waters  include  wetland  and  nonwetland  bodies  of  water  that  meet  specific  criteria.  USACE  regulatory 
jurisdiction  pursuant  to  Section  404  of  the  CWA  is  founded  on  a connection,  or  nexus,  between  the 
water  body  in  question  and  interstate  commerce.  This  connection  may  be  direct,  through  a tributary 
system  linking  a stream  channel  with  traditional  navigable  waters  used  in  interstate  or  foreign 
) commerce,  or  indirect,  through  a nexus  identified  in  the  USACE  regulations.  The  following  definition 
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of  waters  of  the  United  States  is  taken  from  the  discussion  provided  at  33  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations  (CFR)  328.3: 

“The  term  waters  of  the  U.S.  means: 

( 1 ) All  waters  which  are  currently  used,  or  were  used  in  the  past,  or  may  be 
susceptible  to  use  in  interstate  or  foreign  commerce  . . . ; 

(2)  All  interstate  waters  including  interstate  wetlands; 

(3)  All  other  waters  such  as  intrastate  lakes,  rivers,  streams  (including  intermittent 
streams) ...  the  use,  degradation  or  destruction  of  which  could  affect  interstate  or 
foreign  commerce  . . . ; 

(4)  All  impoundments  of  waters  otherwise  defined  as  waters  of  the  U.S.  under  the 
definition;  and 

(5)  Tributaries  of  waters  defined  in  paragraphs  (a)  ( 1 )— (4)  of  this  section.” 

The  USACE  typically  regulates  as  waters  of  the  United  States  any  body  of  water  displaying  an 
ordinary  high  water  mark  (OHWM).  USACE  jurisdiction  over  nontidal  waters  of  the  United  States 
extends  laterally  to  the  OHWM  or  beyond  the  OHWM  to  the  limit  of  any  adjacent  wetlands,  if 
present  (33  CFR  328.4).  The  OHWM  is  defined  as  “that  line  on  the  shore  established  by  the 
fluctuations  of  water  and  indicated  by  physical  characteristics  such  as  a clear  natural  line  impressed 
on  the  bank,  shelving,  changes  in  the  character  of  soil,  destruction  of  terrestrial  vegetation,  the 
presence  of  litter  and  debris,  or  other  appropriate  means  that  consider  the  characteristics  of  the 
surrounding  area”  (33  CFR  328.3).  Jurisdiction  typically  extends  upstream  to  the  point  where  the 
OHWM  is  no  longer  perceptible. 

As  discussed  above,  USACE  regulatory  jurisdiction  under  Section  404  of  the  CWA  is  founded  on  a 
connection  between  the  water  body  in  question  and  interstate  commerce.  This  connection  may  be 
direct,  through  a tributary  system  linking  a stream  channel  with  traditional  navigable  waters  used 
in  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  or  indirect,  through  a connection  as  identified  in  the  USACE 
regulations.  In  the  past,  an  indirect  connection  between  a water  body  and  interstate  commerce  could 
potentially  be  established  if  isolated  waters  provided  habitat  for  migratory  birds,  even  in  the  absence 
of  a surface  connection  to  a navigable  water  of  the  United  States.  The  1984  rule  that  enabled  the 
USACE  to  expand  its  jurisdiction  over  isolated  waters  of  this  type  became  known  as  the  Migratory 
Bird  Rule.  However,  on  January  9,  2001,  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  narrowly  limited  the 
USACE  jurisdiction  of  “nonnavigable,  isolated,  intrastate”  waters  based  solely  on  the  use  of  such 
waters  by  migratory  birds  and,  particularly,  the  use  of  indirect  indicators  of  interstate  commerce  (e.g., 
use  by  migratory  birds  that  cross  state  lines)  as  a basis  for  jurisdiction.  The  court’s  ruling  derives 
from  the  case  Solid  Waste  Agency  of  Northern  Cook  County  (SWANCC)  v.  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers , No.  99-1178.  The  Supreme  Court  determined  that  the  USACE  exceeded  its  statutory 
authority  by  asserting  CWA  jurisdiction  over  an  abandoned  sand  and  gravel  pit  in  northern  Illinois 
that  provides  habitat  for  migratory  birds. 


P:\FTS1004\Jurisdictional  Delineation  ReportVFinal  JD  Report.doc  « 1 0/25/ 1 1 


5 


LS  A ASSOCIATES.  INC. 
OCTOBER  201  I 


JURISDICTIONAL  DELINEATION  REPORT 
STATELINE  SOLAR  FARM  PROJECT 
SAN  BERNARDINO  COUNTY,  CALIFORNIA 


/I 


In  2006,  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  further  considered  the  US  ACE  jurisdiction  of  “waters  of 
the  United  States”  in  the  consolidated  cases  Rapanos  v.  United  States  and  Carabell  v.  United  States 
(126  S.  Ct.  2208),  collectively  referred  to  as  “Rapanos.”  The  Supreme  Court  concluded  that  wetlands 
are  “waters  of  the  United  States”  if  they  significantly  affect  the  chemical,  physical,  and  biological 
integrity  of  other  covered  waters  more  readily  understood  as  navigable.  On  June  5,  2007,  the  USACE 
issued  guidance  regarding  the  Rapanos  decision.  This  guidance  states  that  the  USACE  will  continue 
to  assert  jurisdiction  over  traditional  navigable  waters,  wetlands  adjacent  to  traditional  navigable 
waters,  relatively  permanent  nonnavigable  tributaries  to  traditional  navigable  waters  that  have  a 
continuous  Row  at  least  seasonally  (typically  3 months),  and  wetlands  that  directly  abut  relatively 
permanent  tributaries  to  traditional  navigable  waters.  The  USACE  will  determine  jurisdiction  over 
waters  that  are  nonnavigable  tributaries  that  are  not  relatively  permanent  waters  and  wetlands 
adjacent  to  nonnavigable  tributaries  that  are  not  relatively  permanent  waters  only  after  making  a 
significant  nexus  finding  relative  to  traditional  navigable  waters. 

The  recent  USACE  guidance  states  that  the  USACE  generally  will  not  exert  jurisdiction  over  “swales 
or  erosional  features  (e.g.,  gullies,  small  washes  characterized  by  low  volume,  infrequent,  or  short 
duration  flow)”  and  ditches  “wholly  in  and  draining  only  uplands  and  that  do  not  carry  a relatively 
permanent  flow  of  water.”  Current  USACE  guidance  (personal  communication  with  Aaron  Allen, 

USACE)  also  stipulates  that  tributaries  to  interstate  waters  are  not  subject  to  USACE  jurisdiction 
under  Section  404  of  the  CWA  unless  such  tributaries  are  themselves  interstate  waters.  Interstate 
waters  are  not  treated  as  traditional  navigable  waters. 

1 

Furthermore,  the  preamble  to  USACE  regulations  (Preamble  Section  328.3,  Definitions)  states  that 
the  USACE  does  not  generally  consider  the  following  waters  to  be  waters  of  the  United  States.  The 
USACE  does,  however,  reserve  the  right  to  regulate  these  waters  on  a case-by-case  basis. 

• Nontidal  drainage  and  irrigation  ditches  excavated  on  dry  land 

• Artificially  irrigated  areas  that  would  revert  to  upland  if  irrigation  ceased 

• Artificial  lakes  or  ponds  created  by  excavating  and/or  diking  dry  land  to  collect  and  retain  water 
and  used  exclusively  for  such  purposes  as  stock  watering,  irrigation,  settling  basins,  or  rice 
growing 

• Artificial  reflecting  or  swimming  pools  or  other  small  ornamental  bodies  of  water  created  by 
excavating  and/or  diking  dry  land  to  retain  water  for  primarily  aesthetic  reasons 

• Water-filled  depressions  created  in  dry  land  incidental  to  construction  activity  and  pits  excavated 
in  dry  land  for  purposes  of  obtaining  fill,  sand,  or  gravel  unless  and  until  the  construction  or 
excavation  operation  is  abandoned  and  the  resulting  body  of  water  meets  the  definition  of  waters 
of  the  United  States 

The  California  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  (RWQCB)  is  responsible  for  the  administration 
of  Section  401  of  the  CWA.  Typically,  the  areas  subject  to  RWQCB  jurisdiction  coincide  with  those 
of  the  USACE  (i.e.,  waters  of  the  United  States,  including  any  wetlands).  In  those  cases  where  a 
Federal  permit  is  to  be  issued  by  the  USACE  pursuant  to  the  CWA,  a water  quality  certification  from 
the  RWQCB  is  needed. 

( 
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Wetlands.  Wetland  delineations  for  Section  404  purposes  must  be  conducted  according  to  the 
Regional  Supplement  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  Wetland  Delineation  Manual:  Arid  West  Region 
(Regional  Supplement)  (US  ACE,  2008)  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  1987  Wetland  Delineation 
Manual  (1987  Manual)  (Environmental  Laboratory  1987).  Where  there  are  differences  between  the 
two  documents,  the  Regional  Supplement  takes  precedence  over  the  1987  Manual. 

The  USACE  and  the  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  define  wetlands  as 
follows: 


“Those  areas  that  are  inundated  or  saturated  by  surface  or  groundwater  at  a frequency 
and  duration  sufficient  to  support,  and  that  under  normal  circumstances  do  support,  a 
prevalence  of  vegetation  typically  adapted  to  life  in  saturated  soil  conditions.” 

To  be  considered  a jurisdictional  wetland  under  Section  404,  an  area  must  possess  three  wetland 
characteristics:  hydrophytic  vegetation,  hydric  soils,  and  wetland  hydrology.  Each  characteristic  has  a 
specific  set  of  mandatory  wetland  criteria  that  must  be  satisfied  for  that  particular  wetland 
characteristic  to  be  met.  Several  indicators  may  be  analyzed  to  determine  whether  the  criteria  are 
satisfied. 

Hydrophytic  vegetation  and  hydric  soils  indicators  provide  evidence  that  episodes  of  inundation  have 
lasted  more  than  a few  days  or  have  occurred  repeatedly  over  a period  of  years,  but  do  not  confirm 
that  an  episode  has  occurred  recently.  Conversely,  wetland  hydrology  indicators  provide  evidence 
that  an  episode  of  inundation  or  soil  saturation  occurred  recently,  but  does  not  provide  evidence  that 
episodes  lasted  more  than  a few  days  or  occurred  repeatedly  over  a period  of  years.  Because  of  this,  if 
an  area  lacks  one  of  the  three  characteristics  under  normal  circumstances,  the  area  is  considered 
nonwetland  under  most  circumstances. 

Determination  of  wetland  limits  may  be  obfuscated  by  a variety  of  natural  environmental  factors  or 
human  activities,  collectively  called  “difficult  wetland  situations”  and  including  cyclic  periods  of 
drought  and  flooding  or  highly  ephemeral  stream  systems.  During  periods  of  drought,  for  example, 
bank  return  flows  are  reduced  and  water  tables  are  lowered.  This  results  in  a corresponding  lowering 
of  ordinary  high  water  and  invasion  of  upland  plant  species  into  wetland  areas.  Conversely,  extreme 
flooding  may  create  physical  evidence  of  high  water  well  above  what  might  be  considered  ordinary 
and  may  allow  the  temporary  invasion  of  hydrophytic  species  into  nonwetland  areas.  In  the  highly 
ephemeral  systems  typical  of  Southern  California,  these  problems  are  encountered  frequently.  In 
these  situations,  professional  judgment  based  on  years  of  practical  experience  and  extensive 
knowledge  of  local  ecological  conditions  comes  into  play  in  delineating  wetlands.  The  Regional 
Supplement  provides  additional  guidance  for  difficult  wetland  situations. 


Active  Floodplain  Characteristics 

Desert  regions  have  a unique  set  of  physical  features,  climate,  and  natural  resources  that  require 
careful  review  and  evaluation  to  fully  determine  the  existence  and  extent  of  the  active  floodplain.  As 
a result  of  these  desert  conditions,  conventional  streams  with  clearly  definable  channel  beds  and 
banks  are  not  particularly  common  in  deserts.  However,  broad  alluvial  systems  that  form  from  erosive 
processes  that  commence  in  surrounding  rugged  mountains  are  more  typical.  These  alluvial  desert 


P:\FTS1004\Jurisdictional  Delineation  ReportVFinal  JD  Report.doc  « 10/25/1 1 


7 


LSA  ASSOCIATES.  INC. 
OCTOBER  20  11 


JURISDICTIONAL  DELINEATION  REPORT 
STATELINE  SOLAR  FARM  PROJECT 
SAN  BERNARDINO  COUNTY,  CALIFORNIA 


systems  generally  contain  young  soils  and  numerous,  smaller  drainage  features  that  are  highly 
dynamic.  The  most  comprehensive  and  current  guide  for  determining  the  active  floodplain  in  desert 
regions  is  A Field  Guide  to  the  Identification  of  the  Ordinary  High  Water  Mark  (OHWM)  in  the  Arid 
West  Region  of  the  Western  United  States  (Lichvar  and  McColley  2008).  Lichvar  states  that 
ephemeral  drainages  in  xeric  regions  are  more  dynamic  than  intermittent/perennial  systems  in  more 
mesic  regions.  Desert  ephemeral  washes  may  include  active  floodplains  that  consist  of  multiple  low- 
flow  channels.  These  low-flow  channels  may  be  redirected  and  change  course  as  a result  of  low  to 
moderate  discharge  events  (i.e.,  5-  to  10-year  frequencies).  Discharge  events  are  periods  of 
precipitation  that  induce  surface  flow  and  are  typically  episodic,  meaning  they  range  in  intensity  and 
do  not  persist  for  long  periods  of  time.  Under  these  conditions,  low-flow  channels  typically  exhibit 
poorly  formed  soils  and  reduced  vegetation  cover  and  are  spatially  dynamic.  The  boundaries  of  the 
active  floodplain  may  be  determined  by  visual  observations,  both  in  the  field  and  from  aerial  images, 
of  changes  in  soil  texture  and  vegetation  cover.  Alluvial  fan  systems  can  be  described  as  either  active 
or  inactive.  Key  characteristics  of  active  alluvial  fans  include  discontinuous  channels,  presence  of 
sheetflow,  uniform  topography,  and  relatively  uniform  vegetation  cover.  Characteristics  of  inactive 
alluvial  fans  include  continuous  and  defined  channels,  presence  of  desert  pavement,  diverse 
topography,  and  relatively  diverse  vegetation  cover.  Local  geological  conditions  substantially 
influence  alluvial  fan  characteristics. 


California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 

The  CDFG,  through  provisions  of  the  California  Fish  and  Game  Code  (Section  1600  et  seq.),  has 
jurisdiction  to  enter  into  agreements  for  any  alteration  of  a river,  stream,  or  lake  where  fish  or  wildlife 
resources  may  be  adversely  affected.  Streams  (and  rivers)  are  defined  by  the  presence  of  channel  beds 
and  banks  and  at  least  an  intermittent  flow  of  water.  The  extent  of  CDFG  jurisdiction  as  part  of 
Section  1600  of  the  Fish  and  Game  Code  is  specifically  defined  in  14  CCR  § 720,  and  the  regulations 
further  define  the  terms  “stream”  and  “lake”  in  14  CCR  § 1 .72  and  14  CCR  § 1.56,  respectively.  The 
CDFG  regulates  wetland  areas  only  to  the  extent  that  those  wetlands  are  part  of  a river,  stream,  or 
lake  as  defined  by  the  CDFG. 

In  obtaining  CDFG  agreements,  the  limits  of  wetlands  are  not  typically  determined.  The  reason  for 
this  is  that  the  CDFG  generally  includes,  within  the  jurisdictional  limits  of  streams  and  lakes,  any 
riparian  habitat  present.  Riparian  habitat  includes  willows  ( Salix  spp.),  mulefat  ( Baccharis 
salicifolia ),  and  other  vegetation  typically  associated  with  the  banks  of  a stream  or  lake  shorelines  and 
may  not  be  consistent  with  USACE  definitions.  In  most  situations,  wetlands  associated  with  a stream 
or  lake  would  fall  within  the  limits  of  riparian  habitat.  Thus,  defining  the  limits  of  CDFG  jurisdiction 
based  on  riparian  habitat  will  automatically  include  any  wetland  areas  and  may  include  additional 
areas  that  do  not  meet  USACE  criteria  for  soils  and/or  hydrology  (e.g.,  where  riparian  woodland 
canopy  extends  beyond  the  banks  of  a stream  away  from  frequently  saturated  soils). 


GENERAL  CONDITIONS  OF  STUDY  AREA 

The  study  area,  located  in  the  eastern  Mojave  Desert  near  the  Califomia-Nevada  state  border,  is  in 
what  is  essentially  a large  “bowl”  or  basin  completely  surrounded  by  mountains.  Within  this  large 
regional  “bowl,”  commonly  referred  to  as  the  Ivanpah  Valley,  the  study  area  is  situated  on  an  alluvial 
fan  with  a very  slight,  gradual  west-to-east  slope  that  extends  to  the  margin  of  the  adjoining  Ivanpah 
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(Dry)  Lake.  The  elevation  of  the  study  area  ranges  from  approximately  2,500  to  3,000  feet  (ft)  above 
mean  sea  level  (amsl). 

With  the  exception  of  58.5  ac  of  dry  lakebed  habitat,  the  vegetation  community  within  the  study  area, 
according  to  the  Draft  Biological  Resources  Technical  Report  (Iron wood  Consulting,  Inc.,  2010),  is 
entirely  Creosote  Bush-White  Bursage  Series  (Sawyer  and  Keeler-Wolf,  1995;  analogous  to 
Holland’s  Mojavean  Creosote  Bush  Scrub,  1986).  Although  some  old  dry  remnants  of  lakebed 
vegetation  are  still  present,  the  vast  majority  of  the  dry  lakebed  is  predominantly  devoid  of  vegetation 
and  consists  primarily  of  bare  ground  with  salt  concentrations  on  the  soil  surface.  The  vegetation 
existing  along  the  perimeter  of  the  dry  lakebed,  in  particular,  is  composed  of  Mixed  Saltbush  Series 
(Sawyer  and  Keeler-Wolf  1995;  analogous  to  Holland’s  Alkali  Desert  Scrub,  1986).  This  community 
is  situated  within  a relatively  narrow  band  that  begins  at  the  edge  of  the  nonvegetated  dry  lake  and 
extends  to  the  west  approximately  800  ft.  The  dominant  plant  species  occurring  in  this  community 
include  cattlespinach  (At  rip  lex  polycarpa),  four-wing  saltbush  ( Atriplex  canescens  ssp.  canescens), 
and  wheelscale  (Atriplex  elegans). 

The  remainder  and  vast  majority  of  the  study  area  is  composed  of  Creosote  Bush-White  Bursage 
Series,  including  predominantly  creosote  bush  (Larrea  tridentata),  burrobush  (Ambrosia  dumosa ), 
penstemon  (Penstemon  sp.),  beavertail  cactus  (Opuntia  basilaris ),  barrel  cactus  (Ferocactus 
cylindraceous ),  Mojave  yucca  (Yucca  schidigera ),  and  Nevada  ephedra  (Ephedra  nevadensis ) 
(Ironwood  Consulting,  Inc.,  2010).  Numerous  ephemeral  desert  washes,  which  are  the  primary  focus 
of  this  report,  occur  within  this  upland  desert  habitat  type.  No  wetland  and/or  riparian  habitat  exists  in 
the  study  area.  Figures  4a  and  4b  show  the  typical  conditions  occurring  in  the  study  area. 

Although  no  surface  water  was  present  on  site  during  the  site  surveys,  evidence  of  surface  water 
flows  from  previous  rainfall  events  was  observed  in  the  numerous  ephemeral  desert  washes  occurring 
throughout  the  study  area.  This  is  typical  of  alluvial  fans,  or  bajadas,  where  ephemeral  runoff  is 
conveyed  through  these  myriad  of  ephemeral  drainage  channels  extending  generally  west-to-east 
across  the  entire  study  area.  These  ephemeral  drainage  channels,  or  ephemeral  desert  washes,  sustain 
surface  runoff  only  during  or  immediately  following  a rainfall  event.  Runoff  is  conveyed  generally 
towards  Ivanpah  Lake,  which  is  primarily  adjacent  and  off  site,  with  the  exception  of  a relatively 
small  58.5  ac  portion  of  the  lakebed  margin.  Not  all  of  the  surface  runoff  reaches  the  lake;  some 
runoff  percolates  into  the  sandy  soils,  and  some  evaporates. 


METHODS 

Prior  to  conducting  the  fieldwork  associated  with  this  JD,  LSA  obtained  the  necessary  aerial 
photographs  and  topographic  maps  needed  for  completing  a JD  of  such  a large  site.  In  preparation  for 
the  field  surveys,  these  aerial  photographs  and  topographic  maps  were  examined  to  identify  any 
potential  wetland  or  other  water  resources  in  the  study  site.  In  addition,  LSA  reviewed  technical 
documents  from  other  similar  types  of  projects,  particularly  those  in  the  general  vicinity,  including 
the  JD  for  the  3,760  ac  Ivanpah  Solar  Electric  Generating  System  (Ivanpah  SEGS)  Project 
(CH2MHill,  2008),  which  is  located  adjacent  to  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  Project.  Given  the 
abundance  and  pervasive  distribution  of  the  ephemeral  desert  washes  through  the  study  area,  LSA 
determined,  with  CDFG  concurrence,  that  a sampling  methodology  was  the  only  feasible  way  to 
quantify  the  ephemeral  drainages. 
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Using  a color  aerial  photograph  showing  the  limits  of  the  study  area,  LSA  plotted  a series  of  parallel 
transect  lines  across  the  site  extending  north-to-south,  relatively  perpendicular  to  the  existing 
ephemeral  desert  washes  or  ephemeral  drainage  channels.  These  transects  were  originally  spaced  at 
1 ,000  ft  intervals,  but  CDFG  later  agreed  to  spacing  the  transects  1,500  ft  apart  due  to  the  large  size 
of  the  study  area  (telephone  conversation  between  Chris  Blandford  of  Ironwood  Consulting,  Inc.,  and 
Becky  Jones  of  CDFG  on  November  30,  2010).  The  study  area  and  the  transect  lines  are  shown  on 
Figure  5. 

Data  was  collected  during  field  surveys  conducted  from  December  7 to  10,  2010,  and  March  28  to  31, 
2011.  The  December  2010  fieldwork  was  conducted  by  LSA  Biologists  Jim  Harrison,  Erin  Martinelli, 
Sara  Louwsma,  Ingri  Quon,  Leo  Simone,  and  Matt  Teutimez.  The  fieldwork  was  completed  in  March 
2011  by  LSA  Biologists  Erin  Martinelli  and  Leo  Simone.  Both  Federal  and  State  jurisdictional  areas 
were  delineated  during  the  fieldwork.  Pedestrian  surveys  were  conducted  along  each  transect,  and 
data  were  recorded  at  each  point  where  an  active  ephemeral  wash  (including  low-flow  channels  and 
the  active  floodplain,  as  defined  in  Lichvar  and  McColley  [2008D  intersected  the  transect  line.  Along 
the  transect,  the  location  of  each  intersecting  drainage  was  recorded  using  a hand-held  Garmin 
GPSMAP  76CSx  global  positioning  system  (GPS)  device.  Also,  general  characteristics  of  each  wash, 
including  specific  channel  width  (feet),  evidence  of  flow,  and  general  vegetation  were  recorded  on 
datasheets.  Data  recorded  directly  into  the  GPS  unit  included  the  drainage  location  (North  American 
Datum  of  1983  [NAD83],  Zone  1 1,  Universal  Trans  Mercator  [UTM])  and  the  width  measures,  which 
were  also  written  on  the  datasheets.  To  determine  the  jurisdictional  limit  of  the  portion  of  Ivanpah 
Lake  occurring  in  the  study  area,  LSA  noted,  during  the  March  201 1 fieldwork,  that  there  was  an 
abrupt,  distinctive  change  between  the  sparsely  vegetated  to  unvegetated  dry  lakebed  with  encrusted 
soil  on  the  surface  and  the  existing  Mixed  Saltbush  Series  vegetation  adjoining  the  lake.  These 
conditions  demonstrated  the  extent  of  typical  inundation,  or  ordinary  high  water,  associated  with  the 
lake  and  were  the  primary  basis  for  determining  the  current  lake  boundary. 

The  jurisdictional  limits  associated  with  the  lake  margin  and  ephemeral  drainage  channels  were 
determined  according  to  current  USACE  and  CDFG  criteria.  Given  the  lack  of  hydrophytic 
vegetation  in  the  study  area,  USACE  wetland  delineation  procedures,  including  excavation  of  sample 
pits  and  wetland  data  sheets,  were  not  warranted. 

Following  the  site  surveys,  field  data  were  downloaded  from  the  GPS  units  into  the  geographic 
information  system  (GIS)  database.  Based  on  the  data  collected  during  the  site  surveys  and  using 
high-resolution  aerial  photographs,  LSA  conducted  in-office  mapping  of  the  numerous  ephemeral 
drainages  in  the  study  area.  Data  points  and  associated  width  measurements  collected  along  each  of 
the  transect  lines  were  plotted  on  high-resolution  aerial  photographs.  Using  these  aerial  photographs, 
ephemeral  drainages  associated  with  each  data  point  recorded  in  the  field  were  then  traced  on  a series 
of  clear  plastic  overlays.  Additionally,  the  remaining  ephemeral  drainages  evident  between  the 
transect  lines,  but  not  actually  intersecting  with  a transect  line,  were  also  traced  on  the  overlays.  This 
was  done  to  provide  continuity  and  a realistic  representation  of  the  existing  ephemeral  drainages  on 
site.  The  resulting  overall  map  would  also  provide  a data-based  estimate  for  quantifying  the 
jurisdictional  areas  associated  with  the  identified  ephemeral  drainages.  When  the  mapping  overlays 
were  completed,  the  overlays  were  scanned  into  a digitized  format.  Areas  that  showed  discrepancies 
between  the  aerial  photograph  and  one  or  more  data  points  (e.g.,  an  apparent  ephemeral  drainage  on 
the  aerial  photograph  not  corresponding  to  a data  point  recorded  in  the  field)  were  checked  both  in  the 
office  and/or  during  the  March  201  1 fieldwork,  as  needed. 
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The  concentration  of  ephemeral  desert  washes,  or  ephemeral  drainages,  observed  by  LSA  in  the 
majority  of  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  study  area,  was  much  greater  than  what  was  indicated  by 
CH2MHill  in  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  JD  (2008),  despite  the  projects  being  adjacent  to  one  another.  As  a 
consequence,  assigning  individual  ephemeral  drainages  a size  category  class  was  not  practical  in  this 
case.  Therefore,  in  order  to  realistically  and  more  accurately  calculate  the  jurisdictional  areas  of  the 
ephemeral  drainages  on  site,  given  the  overwhelming  density  and  abundance  of  ephemeral  drainages 
identified,  LSA  selected  and  used  an  alternate  approach  to  the  one  indicated  in  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  JD. 
Instead  of  quantifying  individual  ephemeral  drainages  and  summing  the  drainage  area,  a grid, 
comprised  of  1 ,500  ft-by- 1 ,500  ft  squares  or  cells,  was  established  covering  the  entire  study  area. 
Each  equally-sized  cell  within  the  grid  was  situated  so  that  a particular  transect  line  (on  which  data 
points  correspond)  bisected  the  center  of  the  cell  (see  Figure  6),  and  the  east  and  west  edges  of  the 
cells  were  midway  between  transects.  In  this  way,  each  data  point  along  the  transect  corresponds  to  a 
distinct  jurisdictional  drainage  at  that  point.  It  was  assumed  that  within  that  cell  each  ephemeral 
drainage  has  a corresponding  length  of  1,500  ft  across  the  entire  cell;  in  reality,  this  does  not  always 
occur  because  many  of  the  washes  are  discontinuous  or  braided.  However,  the  regularly  spaced 
transects  provide  a representation  of  the  widths  of  the  ephemeral  drainages  throughout  the  cell.  It  is 
then  possible  to  estimate  the  jurisdictional  area  associated  with  all  the  ephemeral  drainages  in  each 
cell  by  summing  the  widths  for  each  data  point  and  multiplying  by  the  1,500  ft  length  of  the  cell 
(which  serves  as  the  average  length  of  each  ephemeral  drainage).  Adding  the  cumulative 
jurisdictional  area  for  each  cell  yields  the  total  jurisdictional  area  associated  with  the  ephemeral 
drainage  channels  in  the  study  area.  A schematic  of  this  method  of  calculating  jurisdictional  areas 
associated  with  the  ephemeral  drainages  is  provided  in  Figure  6.  Please  note  that  in  cases  in  which 
only  a portion  of  a grid  cell  is  within  the  study  area  limits,  such  as  at  the  edge  of  the  study  area,  or  for 
an  irregularly  shaped  area,  the  length  of  each  corresponding  ephemeral  drainage  used  to  calculate  the 
jurisdictional  area  was  estimated  proportionally  based  on  the  size  of  the  cell. 


RESULTS 

Potential  USACE  Jurisdiction 

As  stated  previously,  the  study  area  is  located  within  a large  “bowl”  or  basin  completely  surrounded 
by  mountains.  This  renders  the  area  completely  isolated,  both  physically  and  hydrologically,  from  all 
surrounding  areas  where  traditional  navigable  waters  may  exist.  Numerous  ephemeral  desert  washes, 
or  ephemeral  drainage  channels,  are  scattered  throughout  the  study  area,  which  occurs  on  a large 
alluvial  fan.  These  ephemeral  drainages  only  convey  runoff  during  or  immediately  after  storms  with 
sufficient  volume  and/or  duration  of  rainfall.  These  ephemeral  drainages  ranged  from  large  washes 
with  well-defined  beds  and  banks,  sometimes  deeply  incised  from  erosion,  to  a series  of  small  braided 
channels.  When  a storm  produces  sufficient  local  rainfall,  the  runoff  is  conveyed  through  these 
ephemeral  drainage  channels  to  Ivanpah  Lake,  which  is  dry  most  of  the  time  except  during  and 
immediately  following  heavy  rainfall  events.  Many  of  the  ephemeral  drainage  channels  simply 
terminate  before  reaching  Ivanpah  Lake,  and  the  runoff  that  persists  to  these  points  sheetflows  across 
the  surface  or  percolates  into  the  ground.  Ivanpah  Lake  is  quite  large  and  extends  across  the 
California-Nevada  state  border.  All  but  58.5  ac  of  the  enormous  lake  are  located  outside  the  study 
area. 
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The  lake  edge  and  the  ephemeral  drainage  channels  in  the  study  area  have  defined  OHWMs.  These 
OHWMs  included  primarily  shelving,  a clear  natural  line  impressed  on  the  bank,  scour  marks, 
watermarks,  and  sometimes  vegetative  drift  lines.  Neither  the  dry  lakebed  nor  any  of  the  ephemeral 
drainages  in  the  study  area  had  a predominance  of  hydrophytic  vegetation;  in  fact,  no  area  within  the 
study  area  limits  contained  a predominance  of  hydrophytic  vegetation.  Therefore,  jurisdictional 
wetlands  are  absent  from  the  study  area. 

By  virtue  of  the  fact  that  Ivanpah  Lake  extends  across  the  Califomia-Nevada  state  boundary,  and 
therefore,  by  definition  is  an  interstate  water,  the  58.5  ac  portion  of  Ivanpah  Lake  that  occurs  in  the 
study  area  (see  Figure  7)  would  be  considered  a water  of  the  United  States  and  subject  to  US  ACE 
jurisdiction  under  Section  404  of  the  CWA,  according  to  33  CFR  328.  However,  Ivanpah  Lake  would 
not  be  considered  a traditional  navigable  water  since  this  desert  lake  remains  dry  most  of  the  time. 
Thus,  it  would  not  be  considered  navigable  and  is  also  completely  isolated  from  any  USACE- 
recognized  traditional  navigable  water.  Therefore,  the  alluvial/ephemeral  drainages  on  site  that  are 
tributary  to  Ivanpah  Lake,  which  is  not  a traditional  navigable  water,  would  not  be  subject  to  Section 
404  jurisdiction  pursuant  to  current  USACE  guidance  (personal  communication  with  Aaron  Allen, 

US  ACE).  In  fact,  the  USACE  made  such  a finding  with  regard  to  the  CH2MHill  jurisdictional 
delineation  (2008)  of  similar  ephemeral  drainages  occurring  on  the  Ivanpah  SEGS  project  site  located 
immediately  adjacent  to  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  study  area.  In  addition,  as  described  above,  many  of 
the  numerous  ephemeral  drainages  on  site  fail  to  extend  all  the  way  to  Ivanpah  Lake,  and  therefore, 
are  not  even  tributary  to  this  interstate  water.  Only  the  58.5  ac  portion  of  Ivanpah  Lake  in  the  study 
area  would  be  subject  to  USACE  jurisdiction  under  Section  404  of  the  CWA. 


Potential  CDFG  Jurisdiction 

CDFG  jurisdiction  encompasses  areas  exhibiting  the  physical  features  of  a stream,  river,  or  lake,  and 
includes  any  associated  riparian  habitat.  The  numerous  ephemeral  drainage  channels  occurring 
throughout  the  study  area  exhibit  anywhere  from  well-defined  to  marginally  defined  beds  and  banks. 
The  ephemeral  drainage  channels  denoted  as  jurisdictional  on  Figure  7 were  determined  in  the  field  to 
be  active  alluvial  washes  as  opposed  to  inactive  ones.  As  described  above,  these  ephemeral  drainages 
exhibited  visible  indicators  of  periodic  flows  in  the  recent  past.  The  extent  of  CDFG  jurisdiction 
corresponding  to  each  of  the  ephemeral  drainage  channels  encountered  also  coincided  with  the  low- 
flow  channel  and  active  floodplain  as  defined  by  Lichvar  and  McColley  (2008).  Therefore,  these 
ephemeral  desert  washes,  or  ephemeral  drainage  channels,  would  be  considered  subject  to  CDFG 
jurisdiction  pursuant  to  Section  1602  of  the  Fish  and  Game  Code.  In  addition,  the  58.5  ac  portion  of 
Ivanpah  Lake  that  occurs  within  the  study  area  limits  would  also  be  subject  to  CDFG  jurisdiction. 
There  is  no  riparian  habitat  anywhere  within  the  study  area.  The  habitat  associated  with  the  lake,  the 
ephemeral  desert  washes,  and  adjoining  areas  on  site  is  non-riparian  (upland)  habitat. 

Based  on  the  results  of  this  jurisdictional  delineation,  the  study  area  has  a total  of  approximately 
434.1  ac  of  streambed  resources  (i.e.,  ephemeral  desert  washes)  and  58.5  ac  of  lake  resources  that  are 
potentially  subject  to  CDFG  jurisdiction  (Figure  7).  Therefore,  the  combined  total  CDFG  jurisdiction 
within  the  5,885.7  ac  study  area  is  492.6  ac.  Figure  8 shows  the  relative  percent  concentrations  of 
jurisdictional  areas  throughout  the  study  area.  The  highest  concentrations  of  jurisdictional  areas  are 
shown  in  red  and  the  lowest  concentrations  are  shown  in  blue. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

LOS  ANGELES  DISTRICT  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
P.O.  BOX  532711 

LOS  ANGELES,  CALIFORNIA  90053-2325 

December  4,  2012 

REPLY  TO 
ATTENTION  OF 

Regulatory  Division 

Scott  Dawson 
Desert  Stateline,  LLC 
525  Market  Street,  15th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  California  94105 

SUBJECT:  Determination  regarding  requirement  for  Department  of  the  Army  Permit 
Dear  Mr.  Dawson: 

I am  responding  to  your  request  (File  No.  SPL-2011-01051-SLP)  dated  November  4,  2011, 
for  clarification  on  whether  a Department  of  the  Army  Permit  is  required  for  the  Stateline  Solar 
Farm  Project,  located  within  San  Bernardino  County,  California,  near  the  city  of  Primm, 
Nevada. 


The  Corps'  evaluation  process  for  determining  whether  or  not  a Department  of  the  Army 
permit  is  needed  involves  two  tests.  The  first  test  determines  whether  or  not  the  proposed 
project  is  located  within  or  contains  a water  of  the  United  States  (i.e.,  it  is  within  the  Corps' 
geographic  jurisdiction).  The  second  test  determines  whether  or  not  the  proposed  project 
includes  an  activity  potentially  regulated  under  Section  10  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  or 
Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act.  If  both  tests  are  met,  and  the  activities  in  question  are 
located  within  the  Corps'  geographic  jurisdiction,  then  a permit  would  be  required.  As  part  of 
our  evaluation  process,  we  have  made  the  determination  below. 

Geographic  jurisdiction: 

Based  on  the  attached  preliminary  jurisdictional  determination  dated  October  30,  2012, 
we  have  determined  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  project  site  contains  jurisdictional  waters  of  the 
United  States  (Ivanpah  lake)  pursuant  to  33  C.F.R.  §325.9. 

Based  on  the  separately-mailed  approved  jurisdictional  determination  dated  October  30, 
2012,  we  have  also  determined  the  Stateline  Solar  Farm  project  site  contains  non-jurisdictional 
waters  (intrastate  tributaries  to  Ivanpah  lake)  pursuant  to  33  C.F.R.  §325.9. 

Activity: 

Based  on  the  information  you  have  provided,  we  have  determined  the  proposed  work, 
were  it  to  occur  in  waters  of  the  U.S.  (see  above,  "Geographic  jurisdiction"),  would  involve  a 
discharge  of  dredged  or  fill  material  and  therefore,  would  be  regulated  under  Section  404  of  the 
Clean  Water  Act  if  the  activity  is  performed  in  the  manner  described  in  your  application. 


-2- 


Reqnirement  for  a Department  of  the  Army  Permit: 


Based  on  the  discussion  above,  we  have  determined  your  proposed  project  is  not  subject 
to  our  jurisdiction  under  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  and  a Section  404  permit  would  not 
be  required  from  our  office  if  the  activity  is  performed  in  the  manner  described.  Specifically,  all 
proposed  project  activities  would  occur  outside  of  Ivanpah  lake  and  would  only  impact  non- 
jurisdictional  waters.  Notwithstanding  our  determination  above,  your  proposed  project  may  be 
regulated  under  other  Federal,  State,  and  local  laws. 


If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  Shannon  Pankratz  of  my  staff  at  213-452-3412  or 
via  e-mail  at  Shannon.L.Pankratz@usace.army.mil.  Please  be  advised  that  you  can  now 
comment  on  your  experience  with  Regulatory  Division  by  accessing  the  Corps  web-based 
customer  survey  form  at:  http://per2.nwp.usace.army.mil/survey.html. 


Sincerely, 

Digitally  signed  by 

SWENSON.  DANIEL.PATTERSON.1 081 348363 
DN:  c=US,  o=U,S.  Government,  ou=DoD,  ou=PKI, 
ou=USA, 

cn=SWENSON. DANIEL.PATTERSON.1 081 348363 
Date:  201 2.1 2.04  1 5:56:33  -08'00' 

Daniel  P.  Swenson,  D.  Env 
Chief,  L.A.  & San  Bernardino  Section 
North  Coast  Branch 
Regulatory  Di  vision 


SWENSON. DANIEL.PA 
TTERSON.1 081 348363 


Enclosures 


PRELIMINARY  JURISDICTIONAL  DETERMINATION  FORM 

This  preliminary  JD  finds  that  there  “ may  be”  waters  of  the  United  States  on  the  subject  pro  ject  site,  and  identifies 
all  aquatic  features  on  the  site  that  could  be  affected  by  the  proposed  activity,  based  on  the  following  information: 


Districl  Office  Los  Angeles  District 


File/ORM#  SPL-201  1-0105 1 -SLP 


PJD  Date:  Oct  30.2012 


State 


|CA 


City/County  |iinincorporaled/San  Bernardino  County 


Nearest  Waterbody:  jtvanpah  lake 


Location:  TRS, 
LatLong  or  UTM: 


35.589058  N.  -1 15.438892  W 


Name/ 
Address  of 
Person 
Requesting 
PJD 


Scott  Dawson 
Desert  Stateline,  LLC 
525  Market  Street,  15lh  Floor 
San  Francisco,  California  94105 


Identify  (Estimate)  Amount  of  Waters  in  the  Review  Area: 

Non- Wetland  Waters:  Stream  Flow: 

linear  ft  I width  58.5  acre* 


N/A 


Wetlands:  0 


acre(s) 


Cowardin 

Class: 


Lacustrine 


Name  of  Any  Water  Bodies  Tidal  , 
on  the  Site  Identified  as 

Section  10  Waters:  Non-Tidat: 


N/A 


N/A 


17  Office  (Desk)  Determination 
r Field  Determination:  Date  of  Field  Trip: 


SUPPORTING  DATA:  Data  reviewed  for  preliminary  JD  (check  all  that  apply  - checked  items  should  be  included  in  case  file  and,  where  checked 
and  requested,  appropriately  reference  sources  below): 


W 

r 


r 

r 


r 

r 

r 

r 

r 

r 

17 

17 


Maps,  plans,  plots  or  plat  submitted  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  applicant/consultant: 
Data  sheets  prepared/submitted  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  applicant/consultant. 
r Office  concurs  with  data  sheets/delineation  report. 

1“  Office  does  not  concur  with  data  sheets/delineation  report. 

Data  sheets  prepared  by  the  Corps_ 

Corps  navigable  waters’  study:  ! 

U.S.  Geological  Survey  Hydrologic  Atlas: 
r USGS  NHD  data. 

r USGS  8 and  12  digit  HUG  maps.  

U.S.  Geological  Survey  map(s).  Cite  quad  name:  I 
USDA  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  Soil  Survey.  Citation:  ! 
National  wetlands  inventory  map(s).  Cite  name: 

State/Local  wetland  inventory  map(s): 

FEMA/FIRM  maps:! 


| "Jurisdictional  Delineation  of  U.S.  Army  Copt’s  of  gj 


100-year  Floodplain  Elevation  is:  j 
Photographs:  17  Aerial  (Name  & Datc):i 
!7  Other  (Name  & Date):  | 

Previous  detcrmination(s).  File  no.  and  date  ot  response  letter: 
Other  information  (please  specify): 


SPL-2007-415-SLP:  SPL-2009-00776-SLP 


fMPORTANT  NOTE:  The  information  recorded  on  this  form  has  not  necessarily  been  verified  In  the  Corps  and  should  noi  he  relied  .upon  for  later  j nrisdietional  determinations. 
PANKRATZ.SHANNO  PANKRA  r?^HANNONT.«29l  250579  \ i I j 

DN:c=Uj,o=U^.Gowrrur«n:i.ou=tioD,<>u=4’KI.  \ 4 ( a.  f f I / 

N.U  291 250579  1 - 1Q/3Q/2012  V-A >— M / / /' 7.  Q j 2- 


Signaturc  and  Date  of  Regulatory  Project  Manager 
(REQUIRED) 


Signature  and  Date  of  Person  Requesting  Preliminary  JD 
(REQUIRED,  unless  obtaining  the  signature  is  impracticable) 


EXPLANATION  OF  PRELIMINARY  AND  APPROVED  JURISDICTIONAL  DETERMINATIONS: 

1.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  believes  that  there  may  be  jurisdictional  waters  of  the  United  States  on  the  subject  site,  and  the  permit  applicant  or  other  affected  party-  who  requested  this  preliminary  JD  is 
hereby  advised  o!  his  or  her  option  to  request  and  obtain  an  approved  jurisdictional  determination  (JD)  tor  that  site.  Nevertheless,  the  permit  applicant  or  other  person  who  requested  ttiis  preliminary  JD 
has  declined  to  exercise  the  option  to  obtain  an  approved  JD  in  this  instance  and  at  this  time. 

2.  In  any  circumstance  where  a permit  applicant  obtains  an  individual  permit,  or  a Nationwide  General  Permit  (NWP)  or  other  general  pennit  verification  requiring  ’’preconstruction  notification  (PC  N), 

or  requests  verification  for  a non-reporting  NWP  or  other  general  pennit,  and  the  permit  applicant  has  not  requested  an  approved  JD  for  the  activity,  the  permit  applicant  is  hereby  made  aware  of  the 
following:  ( 1 ) the  permit  applicant  has  elected  to  seek  a permit  authorization  based  on  a preliminary  JD,  which  does  not  make  an  official  determination  ot  jurisdictional  waters;  (2)  that  the  applicant  has 
the  option  to  request  an  approved  JD  before  accepting  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  permii  authorization,  and  that  basing  a permit  authorization  on  an  approved  JD  could  possibly  result  in  less 
compensatory  mitigation  being  required  or  different  special  conditions;  (3)  that  the  applicant  has  the  right  to  request  an  individual  permit  rather  than  accepting  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  NWP  or 
other  general  permit  authorization;  (4)  that  the  applicant  can  accept  a pennit  authorization  and  thereby-  agree  to  comply  with  all  the  terms  and  conditions  ot  that  permit,  including  whatever  mitigalion 
requirements  the  Corps  has  determined  lo  be  necessary;  (5)  that  undertaking  any  activity  in  reliance  upon  the  subject  permit  authorization  without  requesting  an  approved  JD  constitutes  the  applicant  s 
acceptance  of  the  use  of  the  preliminary  JD,  but  that  either  form  of  JD  will  be  processed  as  soon  as  is  practicable;  (6)  accepting  a permit  authorization  (e.g..  signing  a proffered  individual  permit)  ot 
undertaking  any  activity  in  reliance  on  any  form  of  Corps  pennit  authorization  based  on  a preliminary  JD  constitutes  agreement  that  all  wetlands  and  other  water  bodies  on  the  site  atfected  in  any  way  by 
that  activity  are  jurisdictional  waters  of  the  United  States,  and  precludes  any  challenge  to  such  jurisdiction  in  any  administrative  or  judicial  compliance  or  enforcement  action,  or  in  any  administrative 
appeal  or  in  any  Federal  court;  and  (7)  whether  the  applicant  elects  to  use  either  an  approved  JD  or  a preliminary  JD,  that  JD  will  be  processed  as  soon  as  is  practicable.  Further,  an  approved  JD,  a 
proffered  individual  permit  (and  all  terms  and  conditions  contained  therein),  or  individual  permit  denial  can  be  administratively  appealed  pursuant  to  33  C.F.R.  Part  331.  and  dial  in  any  administrative 
appeal,  jurisdictional  issues  can  be  raised  (see  33  C.F.R.  33 1 .5(a)(2)),  If,  during  that  administrative  appeal,  it  becomes  necessary  to  make  an  official  determination  whether  CWA  jurisdiction  exists  over  a 
site,  or  to  provide  an  official  delineation  of  jurisdictional  waters  on  the  site,  the  Corps  will  provide  an  approved  JD  to  accomplish  that  result,  as  soon  as  is  practicable. 
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